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ABSTRACT

Andrew Edward Payne
RELATIONSHIP OF LEADERSHIP STYLES AND ATTENDANCE RATES OF 
SCHOOLS LED BY THE PRINCIPALS IN  RURAL, TITLE I ELEM ENTARY  
SCHOOLS IN  GEORGIA  
Under the direction o f Dr. Kevin Jenkins

The new evaluation system for principals in Georgia called the Leader Keys 

Effectiveness System (LKES) has placed great pressure on elementary school principals 

across the state, as principals are held accountable for their students’ attendance under the 

Governance and Leadership component. With the expectations o f LKES that students 

attend school regularly, school principals need to work at helping students achieve this 

goal o f attending school on a regular basis. The research for this study examined the 

relationship of the leadership style o f rural, Title I elementary school principals and 

attendance rates o f elementary school students. Specific elements o f transformational and 

transactional leadership were also correlated to see if  there was a relationship o f a 

particular element and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students. 

Pearson-/* correlations were used to analyze the data with alpha = < .05 and a control 

variable of socioeconomic status (SES). The findings o f the study showed that there was 

no statistically significant relationship between transformational leadership, any element 

of transformational leadership, transactional leadership, or any element of transactional 

leadership with attendance rates o f students.



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION

In the state o f Georgia, lawmakers have made attending school mandatory for any 

student between his sixth and sixteenth birthdays whether it is in a public, private, or 

home school program (O.C.G.A, 20-2-690.1). Research has been done on attendance 

rates o f students, but as Sheldon (2007) contends, research on attendance rates o f students 

“has received far less attention from educators and researchers” (p. 267) than 

achievement scores and standardized testing results. This is especially true on the 

elementary level as Joseph (2008) states “that little or no national attendance or truancy 

data are available for elementary school age children. The majority o f the literature 

related to truancy focuses on middle school and high school children” (p. 2). Chang and 

Romero (2008) add that poor attendance is a significant issue that has mainly been 

overlooked and Henry (2007) adds “It is surprising to note that very little research has 

been conducted to understand truant behavior” (p. 30). The research that has been done 

shows that poor attendance as early as first grade (Chang &  Romero, 2008; Balfanz, 

Durham, Plank, &  others, 2008; Reid, 2005; Alexander, Entwisle, &  Kabbani, 2001) can 

lead to students to begin to distance themselves from school and eventually dropout o f 

school in high school (Chang &  Romero, 2008; Heilbrunn, 2007; Epstein &  Sheldon, 

2002). The difference between dropouts and graduates o f high school in many cases can 

be predicted by the attendance patterns of students as early as elementary school

1
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(Chang &  Romero, 2008; Alexander, Entwisle, &  Horsey, 1997; Ensminger &  

Slusarcick, 1992).

Spencer (2009) contends that poor attendance rates from students and early 

patterns o f absenteeism can lead to future truancy problems and that increased 

absenteeism “is now an issue of grave national concern” (p. 309). Truancy among 

students is a risk factor for things such as social isolation, teen pregnancy, educational 

failure because o f suspensions, school dropout rates, and potential for delinquent activity 

(Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009, Kearney, 2007; Baker, Sigmon, &  Nugent, 2001; Huizinga, 

Loeber, Thomberry, &  Cothem, 2000). Research also shows that some areas, specifically 

urban areas, report that they have thousands o f unexcused absences every single day 

(Walls, 2003).

According to Teasley (2004) one reason for increased absenteeism among 

students is the lack of support for students and the neglect o f their needs by teachers. 

Another reason for increased absenteeism is unwelcome school climates (National Center 

for School Engagement, 2005). Spencer (2009) found in his study that illnesses also 

played a role in increased absenteeism with at least one case where “severe asthma 

apparently played a role in absences from school for a total o f 78 days during 

kindergarten and first grade” (p. 316).

By identifying students in early grades who have high rates o f absenteeism, 

support for these students can be setup and long periods of uninterrupted student 

engagement in school can happen (Spencer, 2009). This identification of students at an 

early level can also help lead to the prevention of the downward spiral of absenteeism 

and academic failure among these students and promote student success so students w ill



3
come to school instead o f staying away from it (Spencer, 2009). Sheldon (2007) adds 

that keeping students in school “may help protect them from engaging in delinquent 

behaviors and facilitate learning through increased exposure to instruction” (p. 267).

Leader Keys Effectiveness System 

The state o f Georgia has adopted a new leader evaluation system called Leader 

Keys Effectiveness System (LKES), which is intended to help leaders on the state level 

make sure there is “consistency and comparability across districts, based on a common 

definition o f leader effectiveness” (Georgia Department of Education, 2013, p. 11). The 

primary purpose o f this new evaluation system is to enhance student growth, provide a 

foundation for improvement in leadership through assessments and growth, and 

“promotes self-growth, leadership effectiveness, and improvement of overall job 

performance” (Georgia Department of Education, 2013, p. 11). This new evaluation 

system took full effect statewide during the 2014 -  2015 school year and is made up of 

three main components, which are Student Growth and Academic Achievement, 

Governance and Leadership, and Leader Assessment on Performance Standards (Georgia 

Department of Education, 2013).

This new evaluation system directly impacts leaders o f a school, as principals are 

held accountable for their students’ attendance under the Governance and Leadership 

component o f LKES (Georgia Department o f Education, 2013). Attendance data is one of 

three sources o f information under this component that w ill comprise evidence that w ill 

help determine a leader rating within the Leader Assessment on Performance Standards 

component (Georgia Department of Education, 2013). These three pieces o f evidence in



4
this component, including student attendance, make up 30% of the total Leader 

Effectiveness Measure rating for leaders (Georgia Department of Education, 2013).

According to the Georgia Department of Education (2013) the achievement o f 

students is impacted by their attendance in school and the attendance rate o f each school 

w ill be used when reporting on the LKES standard of school climate in the College and 

Career Readiness Performance Index, or CCRPI, which is the school overall rating. The 

state o f Georgia defines the attendance rate o f students as 84% and below as high 

attendance risk, 85 -  90% as moderate attendance risk, 90 -  95% as low attendance risk, 

and 95 -  100% as no attendance risk (Georgia Department o f Education, 2013). There is 

a lower risk of a negative impact on achievement by students if  there is a higher rate of 

student attendance in a school (Georgia Department of Education, 2013). Student 

attendance does impact the principal of a school through the annual summative rating that 

a leader’s school has through its CCRPI score and through the leader’s individual rating 

in the Leader Effectiveness Measure (Georgia Department o f Education, 2013).

Principal Leadership 

The federal government places sanctions on schools that have poor academic test 

results and holds schools accountable for the attendance of their students (No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001, Sheldon, 2007). When members o f a school are held accountable, 

the principal is the one with the greatest amount of pressure put on him (Davis, Darling- 

Hammond, LaPointe, &  Meyerson, 2005) because the principal helps create the school 

climate and research shows that the school climate is significantly positively related to 

attendance rates o f students (Brookmeyer, Fanti, &  Henrich, 2006). This pressure can 

lead to better attendance among students if  principals make certain things, such as family
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and community involvement, part o f their school improvement plans. This in turn w ill 

help more students attend school regularly, which w ill help them be more successful 

academically (Sheldon, 2007).

Research has been done over the past thirty years on schools and leadership but it 

has mostly been focused on the achievement o f successful schools (Perez &  Socias,

2008) and not the attendance o f students in schools. One thing research has shown over 

the years is that principals can influence the success of schools (Lipson, Mosenthal, &  

Mekkelsen, 2004; Boyan, 1988; Dinham, 2005; Gurr, Drysdale, &  Mulford, 2005; 

Hallinger &  Heck, 1996; Hallinger &  Heck, 1998; Leithwood, Seashore-Louis,

Anderson, &  Wahlstrom, 2004). Perez and Socias (2008) state that highly effective 

leadership is a factor that makes schools successful. Other studies have shown that 

leadership styles impact schools and “it takes an effective principal to make a successful 

school” (U.S. Department o f Education, 2004, p. 10).

Hull (2005) found principal leadership to be significant in academically 

successful schools that were in highly impoverished areas. Waters, Marzano, and 

McNulty (2003) found that principal leadership had a significant relationship to student 

achievement. Hallinger, Bickman, and Davis (1996) wrote that principal leadership had 

an indirect effect on the achievement o f students by how they helped shape the school 

climate that supported instruction in the school. Hulme (2006) and Gentilucci and Muto 

(2007) also found that principal leadership has an indirect effect on student achievement. 

Crum and Sherman (2008) found that leadership practices help support student 

achievement. These practices are “developing personnel and facilitating leadership, 

responsible delegation and empowering the team, recognizing ultimate accountability,
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communicating and rapport, facilitating instruction, and managing change” (Crum &  

Sherman, 2008, p. 562).

A ll of the research above deals with leadership styles and academic achievement. 

There is not much research that is found on leadership styles and attendance rates of 

students. The attendance rates of students are important because they are used as 

evidence in the Governance and Leadership component of LKES which is the leadership 

evaluation system used in Georgia. Overall the leadership of elementary school principals 

“play(s) a vital and multifaceted role in setting the direction for schools that are positive 

and productive workplaces for teachers and vibrant learning environment(s) for children” 

(Davis et al., 2005, p. 1) in all areas o f a child’s life both academically and socially. A  

strong leadership style can help make principals successful and is an important 

component in helping set a strong foundation for learning in elementary students (Fullan, 

2001). Crum, Sherman, and Myran (2009) discuss leadership styles and things that help 

make principals successful not just with academics but in everything that a principal does 

to create a positive culture in a school. Crum et al. (2009) state that:

Successful principals are able to promote collaborative working cultures, can 

restructure the work environment to promote specific organizational needs and 

initiatives, can reach out beyond the school walls to develop positive relationships 

with external stakeholders, and can foster connections beyond school with the 

larger environment. Finally, successful leaders are able to effectively manage the 

instructional program, including being able to staff the building with high-quality 

faculty; supporting the teaching and learning environment through supervision, 

curriculum coordination, and helping staff focus on student achievement; utilizing
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data in meaningful and appropriate ways; and allowing staff to focus on their 

work rather than extraneous intrusions, (p. 53)

Transformational and Transactional Leadership 

For this study the leadership styles o f transformational and transactional 

leadership were researched to see if  there is a relationship between the leadership styles 

o f rural, Title I elementary school principals and the attendance rates of rural, Title I 

elementary school students in Georgia. Transformational leadership can be defined as a 

leader who:

recognizes and exploits an existing need or demand o f a potential follower... the 

transformational leader looks for potential motives in followers, seeks to satisfy 

higher needs, and engages the full person o f the follower. The result of 

transforming leadership is a relationship o f mutual stimulation and elevation that 

converts followers into leaders and may convert leaders into moral agents. (Bums, 

1978, p. 4)

According to Leithwood (1992) transformational leadership is uniformly positive when it 

comes to educational leadership and transformational school leaders have three important 

goals which are a) helping staff create a professional school culture, b) encouraging 

professional development, and c) helping teachers become problem solvers more 

efficiently and effectively.

Two researchers who were at the forefront o f the transformational leadership 

theory were James MacGregor Bums (1978) and Bernard Bass (1985). Bums (1978) first 

introduced transformational theory and Bass (1985) elaborated on Bums’ original theory. 

Both researchers concluded that transformational leadership is based upon three



constructs, which are charisma, consideration of individual needs, and intellectual 

stimulation (Bums, 1978; Bass, 1985). The biggest difference between the two 

researchers when it came to the transformational and transactional leadership styles is 

that “Bums contended that transactional and transformational leadership were mutually 

exclusive, whereas Bass concluded that a leader utilized a variety o f styles” (Chirichello, 

1997).

Transactional leadership is defined as “leaders [that] approach followers with an 

eye to exchanging one thing for another” (Bums, 1978, p. 4). A  transactional leader 

recognizes what actions employees take to achieve outcomes, the needs and wants of 

their employees, and show how the employees w ill be satisfied if  the necessary efforts 

are made (Bass, 1985). Transactional leaders engage with the teachers in the school, and 

teachers are shown what is expected of them and expect a reward for completing tasks 

given to them (Friedman, 2004).

Transactional leadership theory is considered by some researchers to be a 

complementary theory to transformational leadership and is a leadership theory that 

shows people what has to be done to reach certain outcomes (Leithwood, 1992). 

Sergiovanni (1990) states that in transactional leadership the leaders and followers do not 

share common goals and “the wants and needs o f followers are traded against the wants 

and needs of the leader” (p. 24). This is different from transformational leadership where 

both leaders and followers do share common goals and both want to help outline the 

school in a new direction (Sergiovanni, 1990).
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Rural Schools

In this study transformational and transactional leadership styles were researched 

in rural, Title I elementary schools. Rural is defined by Census as “areas that do not lie 

inside an urbanized area or urban cluster” (Provasnik, KewalRamani, Coleman, 

Gilbertson, Herring, and Xie., 2007, p. 2). Provasnik et. al, (2007) divided rural into three 

subcategories o f fringe, distant, and remote. They defined them as:

•  Fringe Census -  defined rural territory that is less than or equal to 5 miles 

from an urbanized area, as well as rural territory that is less than or equal to 

2.5 miles from an urban cluster

•  Distant Census -  defined rural territory that is more than 5 miles but less than 

or equal to 25 miles from an urbanized area, as well as rural territory that is 

more than 2.5 miles but less than or equal to 10 miles from an urban cluster

•  Remote Census -  defined rural territory that is more than 25 miles from an 

urbanized area and is also more than 10 miles from an urban cluster, (p. 2)

In the 2008 -  2009 school year, the percent of rural schools in America was at 

33% with 20.2% o f students in America making up these schools according to Strange, 

Johnson, Showalter, &  Klein (2012). According to Strange et al. (2012) Georgia has “the 

third largest rural absolute student enrollment in the nation” (p. 3), and the high school 

graduation rate for students in Georgia rural high schools is 62.1% which is one o f the 

worst in the nation compared to 77.5% national high school graduation rate (Strange et 

al., 2012). Furthermore, the rural student poverty rate is 51.6% compared to 41% 

nationally and this is a percentage increase o f 11.2% during the 1999-00 to 2008-09 time 

period (Strange et al., 2007).
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Title I Schools

According to the U.S. Department o f Education (2010), schools that have a 

population where 35% or more o f students qualify for free or reduced lunch are 

considered Title I schools. Title I is part o f the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA) (20 U.S.C. 6301-6339, 6571-6578), and helps schools that have a high number of 

children that come from low-income families by providing assistance with federal funds 

to local educational agencies (LEA) (U.S. Department o f Education, 2010; O’Donnell, 

Lambert, &  McCarthy, 2008). Schools that are not eligible or choose not to participate in 

a school-wide Title I program can receive targeted assistance, which provides federal 

funding for a specific group of students who are failing, or on the fringe o f failing, to 

meet academic standards set by the state (U.S. Department o f Education, 2010;

O’Donnell et al., 2008). Research shows that it is important, especially early in school 

years, for students who live in poverty to attend school on a regular basis (Chang &  

Romero, 2008). In Georgia for the 2009 -  2010 school year, there were 1,498 Title I 

schools which is more than double the number o f Non-Title I schools which was 714 

(Georgia Department of Education: 2009 -  2010 Title I Programs Annual Report, 2010). 

During the same time period, the attendance rate o f students who missed over 15 days of 

school was 10.3% in Title I schools and 10.4% in Non-Title I schools (Georgia 

Department o f Education: 2009 -  2010 Title I Programs Annual Report, 2010).

Problem Statement

It is estimated that one out o f every ten children are affected by poor attendance 

during their first couple o f years of school and that according to the National Center for 

Children in Poverty, or NCCP, “over 11 percent o f children in kindergarten and almost



11
nine percent in first grade are chronically absent” (Chang &  Romero, 2008, p. 7) from 

school. A child’s success in school depends on his attendance at school (Thayer-Smith, 

2007). According to Roby (2004) there is a statistically significant relationship between 

attendance o f students and student achievement. Poor attendance in school “presents a 

significant challenge to classroom instruction and student learning rates in the primary 

grades” (Balfanz, et al., 2008). This poor attendance can significantly affect children at 

the earliest stages o f school (Chang &  Romero, 2008) and it is highly correlated with 

academic failure and dropping out of school (Balfanz, et al., 2008; Mueller, Giacomazzi, 

&  Stoddard, 2006). Poor attendance can also be a problem in both rural schools and with 

students who live in poverty (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012; Hunt &  

Hopko, 2009; Chang &  Romero, 2008; Reid, 2004; Zhang, 2003). It is important, 

especially early in school years, for students who live in poverty to attend school on a 

regular basis (Chang &  Romero, 2008). Collectively, a student’s attendance rate effects a 

school’s attendance rate as the state o f Georgia defines the overall attendance rate of 

students as 84% and below as high attendance risk, 85 -  90% as moderate attendance 

risk, 90 -  95% as low attendance risk, and 95 -  100% as no attendance risk (Georgia 

Department o f Education, 2013).

Attendance at the elementary school level has a great influence on the success of 

students as they move into higher levels of education. Principals have an influence on the 

success of the school (Lipson et al., 2004; Boyan, 1988; Dinham, 2005; Gurr et al., 2005; 

Hallinger &  Heck, 1996; Hallinger &  Heck, 1998; Leithwood et al., 2004) and they are 

held accountable for a student’s attendance (Sheldon, 2007). Specifically, there is a 

concern with attendance in both rural schools (Hunt &  Hopko, 2009; Reid, 2004) as well
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as Title I schools (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012) due to the poverty of 

the school (Chang & Romero, 2008; Zhang, 2003). For these reasons it is important to 

determine whether there is a relationship between a particular leadership style, 

specifically transformational and transactional leadership styles, and the attendance rates 

of rural, Title I elementary school students.

Purpose Statement

The purpose o f this study was to determine if  there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the transformational and transactional leadership styles of rural,

Title I elementary school principals and the attendance rates of schools led by the 

principals in rural, Title I elementary schools.

Significance of Study 

The new Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES) in Georgia has placed great 

pressure on elementary school principals across the state. With the expectations o f LKES 

that students attend school regularly, school principals need to work at helping students 

achieve this goal o f attending school on a regular basis. The research for this study will 

help rural, Title I elementary school principals in two major ways. It w ill help school 

leaders understand the relationship between transformational and transactional leadership 

styles and the attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students, and it w ill also 

help them understand if  there is a specific element o f transformational and transactional 

leadership that has a statistical significant relationship with the attendance rates o f rural, 

Title I elementary school students.



13
Procedures

This study focused on transformational and transactional leadership styles o f 

rural, Title I elementary school principals in schools in Georgia and attendance rates o f 

rural, Title I elementary school students. Principals at selected rural, Title I elementary 

schools in Georgia were surveyed about their leadership style using the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ). After IRB approval, principals were emailed a letter 

asking them to participate in this study. This letter also had a web address link that they 

could go online and follow to access the M LQ survey which was located at 

monkeysurvey.com, an online survey system..

Once the principals went to the survey they were able to complete the survey 

electronically through the internet, and the data were collected through the internet 

website and analyzed quantitatively by me using Statistical Packages for Social Sciences 

(SPSS). Data on absentee rates o f students for selected rural, Title I elementary schools 

was obtained from the state o f Georgia’s Department o f Education website for the 2011 -  

2012 school year. This data were used along with the survey results to determine whether 

there was a statistically significant relationship with a particular leadership style or an 

element of the M LQ and rural, Title I elementary school student attendance rates. There 

was a control variable for this study which was socioeconomic status (SES). This SES 

was determined by each school’s free and reduced lunch rate which was collected from 

each school’s Georgia Report Card that was found at the Georgia’s Governor’s Office of 

Student Achievement website.

The data for this study was analyzed two ways. In the first research question the 

data were analyzed for descriptive statistics. The data for research questions numbered 2
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-  10 was analyzed through a Pearson-r correlation. The data for this study were also

analyzed for each of the nine hypotheses discussed in chapter 3.

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The following research questions and hypotheses helped guide the research for

this study.

RQi Do principals o f selected rural, Title I elementary schools see their leadership

style as transformational or transactional as measured by the distribution o f scores 

on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) scales?

RQ2 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the transformational

leadership score as determined by the principals’ MLQ surveys and attendance 

rates of rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES)?

H02 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

transformational leadership score o f the principal and attendance rates o f rural, 

Title I elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status 

(SES).

RQ3 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the transactional leadership 

score as determined by the principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, 

Title I elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status 

(SES)?

H03 There will be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

transactional leadership score of the principal and attendance rates of rural, Title I 

elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).
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RQ4 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Idealized Influence 

Attribute element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the 

principals’ M LQ  surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H04 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Idealized 

Influence Attribute element score of transformational leadership o f principals and 

attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

RQs Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Idealized Influence 

Behavior element of transformational leadership score as determined by 

principals’ M LQ  surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

Hos There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Idealized 

Influence Behavior element score of transformational leadership o f principals and 

attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

RQ6 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Inspirational Motivation 

element of transformational leadership score as determined by the principals’ 

M LQ surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school students 

after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

Ho6 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean 

Inspirational Motivation element score o f transformational leadership of
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principals and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).

RQ7 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Intellectual Stimulation 

element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the principals’ 

M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students 

after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

Ho7 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

Intellectual Stimulation element score of transformational leadership o f principals 

and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling 

for socioeconomic status (SES).

RQs Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Individual

Consideration element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the 

principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H 08 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Individual 

Consideration element score of transformational leadership o f principals and 

attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

RQ9 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Contingent Reward 

element o f transactional leadership score as determined by the principals’ M LQ  

surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?
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Ho9 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

Contingent Reward element score o f transactional leadership o f principals and 

attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

RQio Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Management-by-

Exception Active element o f transactional leadership score as determined by the 

principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

Hio There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

Management-by-Exception Active element score o f transactional leadership o f 

principals and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).

Theoretical Framework 

This study dealt with the relationship between the transformational and 

transactional leadership styles o f elementary school principals and attendance rates o f 

elementary school students. For this study, the theoretical framework the researcher used 

was the social learning theory by Albert Bandura. This theory is based on the notion that 

people w ill learn from other people by watching them (Bandura, 1977a, 1986). Bandura 

(1973) wrote that modeling and observing others is how most human behavior is learned 

and that these observations help people learn what to do before they perform a certain 

behavior. According to Owens (2010), “Social learning theory underscores the 

importance o f observing and modeling the behaviors, attitudes, and emotional reactions



of others” (p. 7). Wassem (1987) states that “Modeling involves copying the behaviors 

of others which have been observed as beneficial in a similar situation” (p. 3).

Bandura’s (1977a) social learning theory is grounded in the role o f observation to 

help acquire new behaviors. This observation of other’s behaviors helps decrease the trial 

and error method o f learning (Bandura, 1977a) and helps create effective strategies by 

capable models for dealing with situations that might occur (Bandura, 1982). There are 

three effects of modeling according to Bandura (1977a). These effects are acquisition of 

new behaviors by watching a model, inhibiting the behaviors o f the observer in some 

way, and facilitation o f cues by the model for others to imitate (Bandura, 1977a).

Bandura (1977a) also discusses four components for effective modeling to occur. These 

components are attention, retention, motor reproduction, and reinforcement contingencies 

(Bandura, 1977a) and w ill be discussed further in chapter 2, the literature review, of this 

study.

Bandura’s social learning theory can also be connected with transformational and 

transactional leadership theories. Mayer, Kuenzi, Greenbaum, Bardes, and Salvador 

(2009) discuss another part of Bandura’s social learning theory that states people learn 

from reward and punishment. Mayer et al. (2009) discuss that this part o f the theory is 

used by leaders who use transactional ways o f leadership such as rewards and 

punishments and from modeling the behavior for others to follow. Brown and Trevino 

(2006) discuss transformational leadership and how social learning theory can be 

essential to theorizing it. Bass and Steidlmeir (1999) write that understanding behaviors 

o f transformational leaders may help explain why these leaders serve as role models 

which is a key part o f Bandura’s social learning theory and a key reason that social
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learning theory is used as the theoretical framework for this study. A  further 

discussion on the social learning theory and how it connects the variables in this study 

w ill be found in chapter 2.

Limitations

For this study the researcher examined elementary school principals who were 

principals in their schools for the 2011 -  2012 school year and have been principals at 

their school for at least three years. Research has shown that changes in school 

improvement usually take a minimum of three years and researchers w ill usually use a 

three year window over one year time frame when trying to capture change in an 

organization (Homg, Klasik, &  Loeb, 2009; Jazzar &  Algozzine, 2006).

There were some limitations in this study. First, there are other factors discussed 

in chapter 2 that can affect attendance rates o f students besides the principal’s leadership 

style. These factors w ill not be accounted for in this study except the control variable of 

socioeconomic status (SES).

A  second limitation o f this study is that participation in the survey was voluntary 

and the responses from the participants might be less than accurate due to factors such as 

honesty from the participants and their own personal bias to the topic o f leadership style. 

The researcher had to look at the number o f surveys collected to make sure there was an 

adequate number to run the analysis for the study.

Delimitation

A  delimitation o f this study was the fact that the researcher was choosing to only 

look at the relationship between leadership styles and attendance rates of rural, Title I 

elementary school students and not any other factors that could affect attendance rates.
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The researcher was also only looking at rural, Title I elementary schools and not all 

elementary schools in Georgia or middle or high schools either. Finally, the researcher 

surveyed principals o f these schools and not the teachers or staff so the results of the 

principal’s leadership style were from the principals’ perspective and not from other 

stakeholders in the school.

Definition of Terms

• Attendance -  According to the Georgia Department o f Education (2010), 

attendance is based on a student’s enrollment at a school. The Official Code of 

Georgia (O.C.G.A.) 20-2-690.1, makes it mandatory for any student between their 

sixth and sixteenth birthdays to be in a public, private, or home school program. 

The state of Georgia defines the attendance rate o f students as 84% and below as 

high attendance risk, 85 -  90% as moderate attendance risk, 90 -  95% as low 

attendance risk, and 95 -  100% as no attendance risk (Georgia Department of 

Education, 2013).

•  Elementary School -  “An elementary/secondary school with one or more grades 

of K-6 that does not have any grade higher than grade 8. For example, schools 

with grades K-6, 1-3, or 6-8 are classified as elementary” (Aud, S., Hussar, W., 

Planty, M ., Snyder, T., Bianco, K., Fox, M . A., Frohlich, L., Kemp, J., Drake, L., 

Ferguson, K., Nachazel, T., Hannes, G., 2010, p. 357).

•  Leader Keys Effectiveness System(LKES) - The primary purpose of this new 

evaluation system is to enhance student growth, provide a foundation for 

improvement in leadership through assessments and growth, and “promotes self-



21
growth, leadership effectiveness, and improvement of overall job performance” 

(Georgia Department of Education, 2013, p. 11).

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) -  A  survey created as a way to 

measure the three leadership styles of transformational, transactional, and 

passive/avoidant (Bass, 1985; Avolio &  Bass, 2004b).

Rural School -  This is a school in a rural school district defined by the Georgia 

State Department o f Education that qualifies for the Rural Low-Income School 

Program which is part o f Title V I, Part B. In Georgia for the 2011 school year, 

there were eighty-nine school districts that qualified for this program and received 

grants from it (Georgia Department o f Education, 2011).

Socioeconomic Status (SES) -  “An individual's or group's position within a 

hierarchical social structure. Socioeconomic status depends on a combination of 

variables, including occupation, education, income, wealth, and place o f 

residence” (The American Heritage® New Dictionary o f  Cultural Literacy, Third 

Edition).

Title I  School -  Schools that have a population where 35% or more qualify for 

free or reduced lunch (U.S. Department o f Education, 2010)

Transactional Leadership -  This type o f leadership is where “leaders approach 

followers with an eye to exchanging one thing for another” (Bums, 1978, p. 4). A 

transactional leader recognizes what actions employees take to achieve outcomes, 

the needs and wants o f their employees, and show how the employees w ill be 

satisfied if  the necessary efforts are made (Bass, 1985). Transactional leaders 

engage with the teachers in the school, and teachers are shown what is expected
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of them and expect a reward for completing tasks given to them (Friedman,

2004).

•  Transformational Leadership — This type o f leadership is where a leader:

recognizes and exploits an existing need or demand of a potential follower.. .the 

transformational leader looks for potential motives in followers, seeks to satisfy 

higher needs, and engages the full person o f the follower. The result of 

transforming leadership is a relationship o f mutual stimulation and elevation that 

converts followers into leaders and may convert leaders into moral agents. (Bums, 

1978, p. 4)

Summary

This study focused on the leadership styles of rural, Title I elementary school 

principals and the attendance rates of the schools led by the principals in rural, Title I 

elementary school to determine if  there was a relationship between these two variables. 

By the 2014-2015  school year all leaders in public schools in Georgia were to be 

evaluated using a new system called Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES). This 

new evaluation system directly impacts leaders of a school, as principals are held 

accountable for their students’ attendance under the Governance and Leadership 

component of LKES (Georgia Department of Education, 2013). This attendance data is 

one o f three sources o f information under this component that is evidence that w ill help 

determine a leader rating within the Leader Assessment on Performance Standards 

component (Georgia Department of Education, 2013).

When members o f a school are held accountable, the principal is the one with the 

greatest amount o f pressure put on him (Davis et al., 2005). This pressure can lead to
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better attendance among students i f  principals make certain things, such as family and 

community involvement, part o f their school improvement plans (Sheldon, 2007). This in 

turn w ill help more students attend school regularly which w ill help them be more 

successful academically (Sheldon, 2007). Research shows that poor attendance as early 

as first grade (Balfanz, et al., 2008; Reid, 2005, Alexander et al., 2001) can lead to 

students to begin to distance themselves from school and eventually dropout o f school in 

high school (Chang &  Romero, 2008; Heilbrunn, 2007; Epstein &  Sheldon, 2002). Still, 

not much research has been found on transformational and transactional leadership styles 

of elementary school principals and the effects o f leadership on a school’s learning 

environment (Griffith, 1999; Leithwood, 1992) including the attendance rates o f students.

Chapter 2 was the literature review for this study and provided a more thorough 

look at the history o f leadership from the great man theory up through transformational 

and transactional leadership which are the leadership styles focused on in this study. This 

chapter also gave more information about attendance in schools, the social learning 

theory, rural schools, Title I schools, and the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

(M LQ ) which was the survey instrument used in this study. Chapter 3 provided a more 

thorough explanation of the methodology o f the study with specific details on the number 

o f people surveyed and the complete description o f how the data were analyzed. Chapter 

4 is where the findings/results of the research were published and the research questions 

were answered. Chapter 5 provided the overall conclusions and major findings o f the 

study as well as implications and recommendations for future studies on this topic.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW  OF LITERATURE  

The purpose o f this study was to determine if  there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the transformational and transactional leadership styles of rural, 

Title I elementary school principals and the attendance rates of schools led by the 

principals in rural, Title I elementary schools. Research has been done over the past thirty 

years on schools and leadership but it has mostly been focused on the achievement of 

successful schools (Perez &  Socias, 2008) and not the attendance o f students in schools. 

There has been some research done on attendance rates of students, but as Sheldon 

(2007) states, research on attendance rates of students “has received far less attention 

from educators and researchers” (p. 267) than achievement scores and standardized 

testing results. This is especially true on the elementary level as Joseph (2008) contends 

“that little or no national attendance or truancy data are available for elementary school 

age children. The majority of the literature related to truancy focuses on middle school 

and high school children” (p. 2). One thing research has shown is that it is important, 

especially early in school years, for students who live in poverty to attend school on a 

regular basis (Chang &  Romero, 2008). This study hoped to add to the limited amount of 

research on the relationship between the leadership styles o f elementary school principals 

and attendance rates o f elementary school students specifically in rural, Title I schools.

24
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This literature review starts o ff by describing the history o f leadership from the 

‘Great Man’ theory all the way through transformational and transactional leadership 

theories. Next, this literature review focuses on how the leadership style o f a principal 

affects the climate and culture of a school. After that the literature review turns towards 

the attendance o f students and topics such as how attendance and the leadership style o f a 

principal affects student achievement, the factors and effects o f poor attendance, and 

ways to combat poor attendance in schools. Following the discussion o f attendance, the 

literature review turns towards a discussion o f the social learning theory and rural and 

Title I schools. Finally, there is a literature review on the survey that w ill be administered 

in this study called the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ).

History of Leadership 

Leadership has been extensively researched for years (Heyi, Na, &  Dan, 2007; 

Gehring, 2007; McLaurin, 2006) and the practice of leadership can be traced back to 

Plato and Aristotle (Zaccaro and Horn, 2003) and even to the beginning o f civilization 

(Stone and Patterson, 2005). Throughout the years there have been many models and 

theories o f leadership in both popular and academic literature (Yun, Cox, &  Sims Jr., 

2006; Cragg and Spurgeon, 2007) but according to Zaccaro and Horn (2003) most are 

grounded in things other than specific scientific data and models. Some theories give 

specific characteristics o f the leaders and followers whereas others consider situational 

variables that affect leadership (Blair and Hunt, 1985). Some o f the leadership theories 

have even been linked to leaders in religious, military, and political environments 

(Olivier, 2001) and have been primarily in the areas o f psychology and management 

science (Heyi et al., 2007).
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The various theories and the reasoning behind them have made leadership 

something that is not always understood and difficult to define due to the different ways 

that it is expressed (Owens, 1973; Alimo-Metcalfe and Lawler, 2001). Even though 

leadership is difficult to define, the similarities in how people have defined leadership 

have led to leadership being understood as the influence and power to stimulate 

compliance (Wren, 1995). Owens (1973) states that leadership “must be created and 

sustained daily by a manager. W ith it, other managerial skills and resources come to life; 

without it, managerial skills and group talents become paralyzed” (p. 54). Some of the 

early leadership theories tended to focus on the characteristics o f successful leaders while 

the later theories have tended to focus on the role o f followers or the situation of the 

environment (Bolden, R., Gosling, J., Marturano, A., &  Dennison, P., 2003). Overall, 

theories are based on the premise that the leadership structure of a group can determine 

the effectiveness o f the group’s performance (Borgatta, Bales, &  Crouch, 1954).

There are many theories that have evolved throughout the years and a brief 

history of each theory w ill be discussed in this study to help understand them and how 

they shape leadership today. The two main leadership theories used as variables for this 

paper w ill be transformational and transactional leadership theories. These theories are 

key variables in the study whereas the other theories are discussed for understanding 

leadership theory. The theories discussed in this section are the great man theory, trait 

theory, behavioral theory, situational leadership theory, and transformational and 

transactional theories.
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Great Man Theory

The ‘Great Man Theory’ is one o f the first major leadership theories researched in 

the late 19th and early 20th centuries (Gehring, 2007; McLaurin, 2006, Chemers, 2000; 

Kirkpatrick &  Locke, 1991). It came from Thomas Carlyle, a 19th century philosopher, 

who stated that the history o f the world had been made up o f great men (Hurst, 2007; 

Stambler, 2006). Carlyle believed that great men were the powerful and famous who 

shaped the destiny o f our entire species because they were superior to others (Grossman, 

2006; Stambler, 2006). Specifically Carlyle (1841/1907) said that great leaders were set 

apart from ordinary people because o f the traits o f personality and character they 

possessed.

Carlyle’s belief helped create the ‘Great Man’ theory which is a theory grounded 

in the belief that leaders are bom not developed and that they are destined to lead (Bolden 

et al., 2003; Cawthon, 1996; Kirkpatrick &  Locke, 1991). This theory helped establish 

the direction research took in the early 1900’s (Burke, 1979). This theory uses the word 

‘man’ because until the late 1900’s leadership “was thought o f as a concept which is 

primarily male, military and Western” (Bolden et al., 2003, p. 6) and most researchers 

and writers o f this time period were men so the viewpoint o f leadership was written from 

their point o f view (Borgatta et al, 1954). Some great men who are said to fit the Great 

Man category are Jesus, Moses, Eisenhower, Churchill, Martin Luther King Jr., 

Napoleon, Lee Iacocca, and John F. Kennedy (Gehring, 2007; Cawthon, 1996).

Even though Carlyle is credited with this theory, researchers can go all the way 

back to Aristotle to see that he too believed that leaders were bom not made (Cawthon, 

1996; Levin &  Turner, 2009). Aristotle believed that rank was determined by things such
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as knowledge, wisdom, ability, and competence which are all circumstances of birth 

(Cawthon, 1996). Proponents o f this theory also believe that even though these great men 

were bom with these abilities, their respective situations also lead them to become great 

leaders (Cawthon, 1996). For instance “Without Hitler, would Churchill have continued 

rambling his way through life? Without racial tension in the United States, would Martin 

Luther King have remained an obscure minister in the South?” (Cawton, 1996).

Trait Theory

Eventually, the ‘Great Man’ theory evolved into what became known as the ‘Trait 

Theory’ and was a way o f identifying specific characteristics of successful leaders as 

distinguished from those of non-leaders (Owens, 1973; Burke, 1979; Kirkpatrick &  

Locke, 1991; Bolden et al., 2003; McLaurin, 2006). This theory was commonly used in 

the military as it was a way o f figuring out critical leadership traits and then recruiting, 

selecting, and installing people with these traits into leadership positions (Bolden et al., 

2003). There is little consistency among results in trait studies as some 79 leadership 

traits were developed from approximately twenty leadership studies by the m id-1950’s 

(Jennings, 1960). Some traits did appear more often than others such as friendliness, 

group task supportiveness, emotional control, intelligence, and general charisma 

(Gehring, 2007; Bolden et al., 2003; Chemers, 2000; Owens, 1973). In their work 

Stogdill (1974) and Kirkpatrick &  Locke (1991) wrote that some main leadership traits 

were adaptability to situations, tolerant to stress, willing to assume responsibility, 

energetic, and ambitious.

This theory has been studied since the early 1900’s and three early studies on 

leadership and specific traits leaders possess that affect their performance were Jenkins
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(1947), Gibb (1947), and Stogdill (1948). These early studies found both personal and 

psychological traits o f leaders such as sex, appearance, and physical energy as well as 

intelligence, need for power and achievement, and authoritarianism (Jenkins, 1947; Gibb, 

1947; Stogdill, 1948). These studies searched for traits that related systematically with 

the effectiveness of leadership (Burke, 1979).

The problem with this theory is that advocates o f it did not build a comprehensive 

model of leadership (Owens, 1973). There are many traits that have been studied, but 

there are no conclusive traits that a person must possess to be an effective leader, as a 

unified list o f key traits was never developed (Gehring, 2007; Bolden et al., 2003). The 

absence o f a particular trait did not mean a person was not a good leader though (Bolden 

et al., 2003). One good thing that advocates o f ‘Trait Theory’ did do is bring into focus 

how personality is an influence on the success o f a leader (Owens, 1973).

‘Trait Theory’ began to be discarded in the late 1940’s and early 1950’s by 

researchers “as being insufficient to explain leadership and leader effectiveness”

(Zaccaro, 2007, p. 6) because as Elliott (2002) contends there was a low correlation 

between a certain set o f traits and people normally identified as leaders. Kirkpatrick &  

Locke (1991) wrote that traits alone are not enough to make a successful leader but that 

certain actions along with traits make a successful leader. Judge, Bono, Ilies, and 

Gerhardt (2002) and Davis-Blake and Pfeffer (1986) write that another reason this theory 

began to be discarded was that it ignored the situational variables that played a role in 

determining a leadership style o f a leader. Even though ‘Trait Theory’ was rejected in the 

mid-1900’s, it has since begun to make a comeback in an altered form called 

transformational leadership which focuses on qualities, or traits, o f individuals and how
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these qualities determine a leader’s effectiveness (Kirkpatrick &  Locke, 1991; House, 

1988).

Behavioral Theory 

Shortly after World War II researchers began to move away from the ‘Trait 

Theory’ approach and began to focus on influence o f behavior on performance instead of 

traits of leaders (Gehring, 2007; McLaurin, 2006; Burke, 1979; Owens, 1973). How a 

particular leader acted and not what traits they had became the center point for research 

(Bolden et al., 2003; Burke, 1979; Owens, 1973). Researchers began to look at human 

relationships and output and performances (Bolden et al., 2003). Owens (1973) listed 

some behaviors that effective leaders perform such as the way they motivate, plan, handle 

meetings, and communicate with others. Owens (1973) continued by writing that the 

‘Behavioral Theory’ was not like the ‘Great Man Theory’ and ‘Trait Theory’ in that 

leadership skills could be trained independently o f their personality skills and people 

were not bom with these skills.

Burke (1979) states that in the 1950’s and 1960’s two primary dimensions of 

leadership emerged from research on behavior theory, and different researchers have 

called these two common dimensions various things throughout their research. Benne and 

Sheats (1948) called them group task roles and group building and maintenance roles. 

Bales (1950) called them task and socio-emotional. Blake and Mouton (1964) called 

them concern for production and concern for people. Fiedler (1967) called them task 

motivated and relationship motivated. Hersey and Blanchard (1969) called them task and 

relationship. Stogdill (1974) called them initiation o f structure and consideration.
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Bolden et al. (2003) gives credit to Douglas McGregor’s book The Human Side 

o f  Enterprise for helping shift the focus to behavioral theories. McGregor developed a 

leadership theory called ‘Theory X  and Theory Y ’ which are two sets o f assumptions 

about leaders’ beliefs on human nature (Bolden et al., 2003). In his theory a leader 

belonging to ‘Theory X ’ would probably assume more o f an autocratic style o f leadership 

and a leader belonging to ‘Theory Y ’ would assume more o f a participative style (Bolden 

et al., 2003). Owens (1973) credits behavioral theorists for developing over time “a 

classification o f leadership styles that provides a manager with an analytical tool with 

which he can consciously and intelligently build successful leadership” (p. 55). These 

five classifications are the autocratic leader, the bureaucratic leader, the diplomatic 

leader, the participative leader, and the free-rein leader (Owens, 1973).

Situational Leadership Theory

Behavioral theories may explain certain leadership behaviors but they give little 

information as to what explains effective leadership in different situations (Bolden et al., 

2003). Today most researchers agree that there is no one particular leadership style that is 

right for every situation (Lord, Brown, Harvey, &  Hall, 2001), but that depending on the 

situation, the people, the task, and other environmental variables it is more likely a 

situational approach should be used in leadership (Gehring, 2007; Yun et al., 2006; 

Bolden et al., 2003). The situational leadership theory was bom out o f the behavioral 

theory from Hersey and Blanchard (Burke, 1979) but emerged in leadership studies 

dating back to the research programs at both Ohio State University and the University of 

Michigan (Zaccaro, 2007; McLaurin, 2006; Zom &  Leichty, 1991). Hersey and 

Blanchard believed that the situation a leader is in requires different styles and that there
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is no one best way o f being effective (McLaurin, 2006; Bolden et al., 2003; Burke 

1979). Owens (1973) contends that “Any best style w ill depend on the individual 

personality of the manager himself, the individual subordinates he has, the kind o f people 

they are...and the particular situation and circumstances on any given day or hour” (p. 

57). McLaurin (2006) states that a number of variables can determine a situation such as 

leader-follower relationship, followers’ attributes, time pressure, and nature of task.

Zaccaro (2007) and Bolden et al. (2003) write that when explaining leadership 

behaviors, the situation is critical because the behaviors the leader needs to be effective 

w ill vary among the different situations presented to the leader. Kirkpatrick &  Locke 

(1991) conclude that Stogdill, who argued against the trait theory, did so because he 

believed one had to take into account situational factors as well. Stogdill (1948) 

specifically wrote, “The evidence suggests that leadership is a relation that exists between 

persons in a social situation, and that persons who are leaders in one situation may not 

necessarily be leaders in other situations” (p. 65). McLaurin (2006) also wrote about 

situational leadership when he wrote that “it has become essential for successful leaders 

to adapt their leadership style to the needs o f the situation” (p. 112) and that “effective 

leadership is a match between the leader and the leader situation” (p. 112).

Empirical research (Zaccaro, Foti, &  Kenny, 1991; Kenny &  Zaccaro, 1983) 

supports the fact that leaders can be effective throughout these different situations even if  

they do require different leadership styles. Early research (Gibb, 1947; Carter &  Nixon, 

1949; Bell &  French, 1950; Borgatta et al., 1954; Bamlund, 1962) stated that leaders in 

one situation were not necessarily leaders in other situations but other studies over the
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past thirty years (Ferentinos, 1996; Zaccaro et al., 1991; Kenny &  Zaccaro, 1983) have 

found that leaders in one situation can also emerge as leaders in other situations.

Two major theories that fall under ‘Situational Leadership Theory’ are ‘Fiedler’s 

Contingency Model’ and the ‘Hersey-Blanchard Situational Leadership Theory’ (Bolden 

et al., 2003). ‘Fiedler’s Contingency Model’ is one of the major theories o f leadership 

effectiveness (Mitchell, Biglan, ONcken, &  Fiedler, 1970) and was the first example of 

how a leadership model could incorporate properties o f both the situation and the leader 

(Rice &  Kastenbaum, 1983). In Fiedler’s model it is suggested that there is not a best way 

for managers to lead but that the different situations w ill help create different leadership 

styles that a manager must possess (Heyi et al, 2007; McLaurin, 2006; Bolden et al.,

2003; Fiedler &  Mahar, 1979; Mitchell et al., 1970). The three dimensions that could help 

define how a leader should lead in a situation are leader-member relations, task structure, 

and position power (Heyi et al, 2007; McLaurin, 2006; Bolden et al., 2003; Fiedler &  

Mahar, 1979; Leister, Borden, &  Fiedler, 1977). These three dimensions help dictate the 

control a leader has in a situation (Bolden et al., 2003).

O f the three dimensions in Fiedler’s theory, the leader-member relation dimension 

has been shown to be the most important dimension (Fielder, 1967; Fishbein, Landy, and 

Hatch, 1969; Leister et al., 1977; Mitchell et al., 1970). This dimension deals with how 

much o f a relationship a leader has with a follower, and the better the relationship 

between the two the more power and influence a leader w ill have (Fiedler, 1972b). This 

dimension also deals with supportiveness, loyalty, and dependability of the leader 

(Fiedler &  Mahar, 1979). The second most important dimension o f Fiedler’s theory is the 

task structure dimension (Fiedler, 1972b). This dimension is where the more structured,
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explicit, or programmed a task is the more influence a leader w ill have compared to 

vague and unstructured tasks (Fiedler, 1972b). Goals, methods, and standards of 

performance are what define the task (Fiedler &  Mahar, 1979). The third dimension 

dealing with position power states that a leader w ill have more power and influence if  

they are able to hire and fire employees and reward and punish them compared to not 

having this power (Fiedler &  Mahar, 1979; Fiedler, 1972b).

Another part of this theory is that managers are looked at as either task or 

relationship oriented where the task oriented leader gains pride in task accomplishment 

and the relationship oriented leader seeks to build relationships and help the team develop 

and grow in an organization (Bolden et al., 2003; Fiedler, 1967; M iller, Butler, &  

Cosentino, 2003; Fiedler &  Mahar, 1979). The task oriented leader w ill favor a situation 

that is either very favorable or very unfavorable whereas a relationship oriented leader 

does best in situations that are neither favorable nor unfavorable (Lee-Kelley, 2002; 

Mitchell et al., 1970). Fiedler and Mahar (1979) describe a task oriented leader performs 

best in situations when s/he has a very high or very low degree o f control or influence 

and a relationship oriented leader performs best in situations when he has only a 

moderate degree o f control and influence.

A least preferred co-worker scale (LPC) can be given to determine if  a person is 

more task or relationship oriented (Leister et al., 1977; Mitchell et al., 1970). A high LPC 

score identifies someone who is more relationship oriented and a low LPC score 

identifies someone who is more task oriented (Leister et al., 1977; Fiedler, 1967; Mitchell 

et al., 1970). The LPC score also seems to distinguish a leader as effective or ineffective 

in different situations (Mitchell et al., 1970). Fiedler (1974) does state that in certain
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situations a task oriented leader w ill be more effective than a relationship oriented 

leader but in other situations the opposite is true.

Over the years numerous studies have been done that strongly support this theory 

(Chemers &  Skrzypek, 1972; Fiedler, 1972a; Hardy, Sack, and Harpine, 1973; Hardy, 

1971; Hardy, 1975), and according to Mitchell et al. (1970):

An analysis o f studies representing a fairly exact test of the Contingency Model, 

based on the three component dimensions of the situational favorableness 

classification, generally support the model. Specifically, field studies testing the 

model indicate, on the whole, a very close relationship between the predicted 

curve and the obtained curve, (p. 255)

Even though some studies support this model, it does have its critics as well 

(Mitchell et al., 1970). Mitchell et al. (1970) contends that when trying to dichotomize 

position power, the median is usually used when looking at the 18-item checklist for 

power. The problem is “that the median is likely to shift from study to study, so that a 

situation o f high position power in one study could possibly be considered low position 

power in another study” (Mitchell et al., 1970, p. 257). Another problem with position 

power is that some studies conducted, even by Fiedler, omitted the 18-item checklist and 

instead manipulated the position power (Mitchell et al., 1970). For example in Fiedler’s 

(1966) Belgian Navy Study, the position power was manipulated when he used petty 

officers as the high position power opposed to recruits as low position power as leaders. 

The power was further manipulated when he gave the petty officers final decision making 

on disagreements whereas recruits had to make unanimous group decisions (Fiedler, 

1966). Not all studies omitted the checklist on position power (Mitchell et al., 1970). For
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example Hunt (1967) did use the checklist to help determine position power in his 

study titled, “Fiedler’s Leadership Contingency Model: An Empirical Test in Three 

Organizations.”

Another problem with this model is the dimension o f leader-members relations 

which are usually measured by the leader’s score on a scale where the leader rates the 

group situation on the group atmosphere such as things like friendly-unfriendly and 

tense-relaxed (Mitchell et al., 1970). There are two problems with this rating (Mitchell et 

al., 1970). First, as with position power, there is no critical score for dichotomizing the 

scale so the median is usually used (Mitchell et al., 197). Secondly, the group atmosphere 

scale is usually given after a group’s performance on a task and their performance might 

influence the leader’s perception o f the group (Mitchell et al., 1970).

The other major theory falling under ‘Situational Leadership Theory’ is the 

‘Hersey-Blanchard Situational Leadership Theory’ (Bolden et al., 2003). This leadership 

theory was originally called the ‘Life-cycle Theory o f Leadership’ and its intention was 

to assist parents in changing their own leadership styles as their children went from 

infancy to adulthood (Avery & Ryan, 2002; Papworth, Milne, &  Boak, 2009). It was not 

until 1972 when the term ‘situational leadership’ was introduced (Hersey &  Blanchard,

1996). The ‘Hersey-Blanchard Situational Leadership Theory’ offers a useful set of 

guidelines that managers may implement (Zorn &  Leichty, 1991) and it states that the 

developmental level of a follower in an organization plays the greatest role in developing 

the leader’s style o f leadership for that organization (Bolden et al., 2003; Blanchard,

1997). It is a theory that is based on three factors: task behavior, relationship behavior,
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and maturity (Bolden et al., 2003; McLaurin, 2006; Avery &  Ryan, 2002; Papworth et 

al., 2009; Zorn &  Leichty, 1991). Bolden et al. (2003) defines these three factors as

•  Task behavior is the extent to which the leader engages in spelling out the 

duties and responsibilities to an individual or group. This behavior includes 

telling people what to do, how to do it, when to do it, where to do it, and 

who’s to do it. In task behavior the leader engages in one-way 

communication.

•  Relationship behavior is the extent to which the leader engages in two-way or 

multi-way communications. This includes listening, facilitating, and 

supportive behaviors. In relationship behavior the leader engages in two-way 

communication by providing socio-emotional support.

•  Maturity is the willingness and ability o f a person to take responsibility for 

directing his or her own behavior. People tend to have varying degrees of 

maturity, depending on the specific task, function, or objective that a leader is 

attempting to accomplish through their efforts, (p. 9)

Blanchard later went on in his research to discuss four leadership styles based on the 

followers’ readiness or developmental level (Bolden et al., 2003; McLaurin, 2006; Avery 

&  Ryan, 2002; Papworth et al., 2009). These four styles are directing, coaching, 

supporting, and delegating (Bolden et al., 2003; McLaurin, 2006; Avery &  Ryan, 2002; 

Papworth et al., 2009; Zorn &  Leichty, 1991; Irgens, 1995; Blanchard, 1997). Bolden et 

al. (2003) defines these four styles:

•  Directing: The leader provides clear instructions and specific direction. This 

style is best matched for a low follower readiness level.
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•  Coaching: The leader encourages two-way communication and helps build 

confidence and motivation on the part o f the employee, although the leader 

still has responsibility and controls decision making. Selling style is best 

matched with a moderate follower readiness level.

•  Supporting: With this style, the leader and followers share decision making 

and no longer need or expect the relationship to be directive. Participating 

style is best matched with a moderate follower readiness level.

•  Delegating: This style is appropriate for leaders whose followers are ready to 

accomplish a particular task and are both competent and motivated to take full 

responsibility. Delegating style is best matched with a high follower readiness 

level, (p. 10)

Using this information to determine which leadership style is appropriate for each 

situation, the leader must look at the maturity level of the follower as it relates to the task 

he is trying to accomplish (Bolden et al., 2003; McLaurin, 2006; Avery & Ryan, 2002; 

Papworth et al., 2009; Zorn &  Leichty, 1991). Then as the follower’s maturity level 

increases, the leader w ill begin to reduce his task behavior and increase his relationship 

behavior until the follower reaches a level o f moderate maturity (Bolden et al., 2003; 

McLaurin, 2006; Avery & Ryan, 2002; Papworth et al., 2009). Once that happens the 

leader w ill decrease his task and relationship behavior until the follower has reached an 

above average maturity level (Bolden et al., 2003; McLaurin, 2006; Avery &  Ryan, 2002; 

Papworth et al., 2009).

The Hersey-Blanchard situational leadership theory has received criticism over 

the years (Irgens, 1995). Some researchers point out that even though situational
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leadership has been researched, a literature search only reveals a handful o f peer- 

reviewed studies that investigate this approach and these only offered mixed support for 

the situational leadership model (Papworth et al., 2009). Blanchard, who is one o f the 

leaders in the situational leadership movement, has cited many studies on situational 

leadership in his work, but there is not a consensus on how much actual empirical 

research has been done and it has not been researched to the extent that warrants the 

millions o f people who have attended situational leadership training courses (Goodson, 

McGee, &  Cashman, 1989; Blank, Weitzel, &  Green, 1990; Graeff, 1997). Some studies 

that have found results that do not support the ‘Hersey-Blanchard Model o f Leadership’ 

are Vecchio (1987), Norris and Vecchio (1992), Fernandez and Vecchio (1997), and 

Vecchio, Bullis, and Brazil (2006). Other studies have found mixed support o f the 

‘Hersey-Blanchard Model of Leadership’ such as Goodson et al. (1989), Butler and 

Reese (1991), Blank et al. (1990), Cairns, Hollenbach, Preziosi, and Snow (1998), and 

Silverthome (2000).

Transformational and Transactional Leadership 

For the past thirty years two leadership styles that have been heavily researched 

are transformational and transactional leadership (Hinkin &  Schriesheim, 2008; Elliott, 

2002; Griffith, 1999; Leithwood, 1992). These leadership styles have been heavily 

researched in management but less has been done in other settings such as educational 

settings (Griffith, 1999; Leithwood, 1992) or in the world o f Informational Technology 

(Bennett, 2009). The concepts o f these leadership styles was first given in-depth analysis 

by James MacGregor Bums (Hinkin &  Schriesheim, 2008) but Downton (1973) is 

recognized as one of the first people to actually use the words ‘transformational
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leadership’ . Much o f the research on these two leadership styles can be traced back to 

the original works o f Bums and Bernard Bass (Bass, 1990).

Bums’ (1978) main area of focus dealing with transformational and transactional 

leadership was in the political and military area, and he defines transformational 

leadership as a leader who:

recognizes and exploits an existing need or demand of a potential follower. ..the 

transformational leader looks for potential motives in followers, seeks to satisfy 

higher needs, and engages the full person of the follower. The result of 

transforming leadership is a relationship of mutual stimulation and elevation that 

converts followers into leaders and may convert leaders into moral agents, (p. 4)

A  few years after Bums’ work, Bernard Bass (1985) added to it. The biggest difference 

between the two researchers when it came to the transformational and transactional 

leadership styles was that “Bums contended that transactional and transformational 

leadership were mutually exclusive, whereas Bass concluded that a leader utilized a 

variety of styles” (Chirichello, 1997). According to Elliott (2002) transformational 

leadership behaviors build on to the transactional behaviors, and according to Avolio and 

Bass (2004b), when transactional leadership takes individual needs into account that is 

when “the leadership exchange begins its shift from transactional to transformational 

leadership. The focus on the identification of needs and their elevation is what constitutes 

the base of transformational leadership” (p. 25).

Both Bums (1978) and Bass (1985) concluded that transformational leadership is 

based upon three constructs which are charisma, consideration o f individual needs, and
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intellectual stimulation. Charisma plays a vital role in transformational leadership and 

Avolio and Bass (2004b) define a charismatic leader as:

one who articulates an all embracing goal or vision, shows confidence, is 

respected and trusted, turns threats into opportunities, effectively focuses attention 

on the importance o f the group’s mission, and creates a strong desire for 

identification on the part o f associates, (p. 24)

Bennett (2009) adds that Bums and Bass also believed that transformational leaders 

inspire others, set a vision for the organization, empower followers to help in changing 

the organization, and help set a sense o f purpose among employees.

According to Avolio and Bass (2004b), “Transformational leadership can be 

thought o f as a higher-order exchange process: not a simple transaction, but rather a 

fundamental shift in orientation, with both long and short term implications for 

development and performance” (p. 19). Bass (1990) and Avolio and Bass (2004b) see 

transformational leadership as a type o f leadership that appeals to followers’ morals to do 

and give more in a work environment. It was Bass’ (1985) belief that transformational 

leadership would actually result in followers performing beyond expectations because of 

the commitment a follower had to his leader as well as the follower’s sense o f purpose. 

According to Elliott (2002), transformational leadership helps raise leadership behavior 

to a new level o f importance.

Bass (1985) broke down transformational and transactional leadership styles into 

5 factors. Three factors made up transformational leadership which were charismatic 

leadership, individualized consideration, and intellectual stimulation, and two factors 

made up transactional leadership which were contingent rewards and management by
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exception (Bass, 1985). Over time these leadership styles were researched more and 

additional research led to the expansion o f the five factors to nine factors which were 

made up o f five transformational factors, three transactional factors, and one non

transactional factor (Yammarino &  Bass, 1990; Howell &  Avolio, 1993; Goodwin, 

Wofford, &  Whittington, 2001; Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003; Avolio &  Bass, 

2004b). This research also led to the expansion o f the two types o f leadership to three 

types of leadership, called the full range of leadership, which now consisted of 

transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership, or passive/avoidant 

leadership (Antonakis, Avolio, &  Sivasubramaniam, 2003). Laissez-faire leadership can 

be described as a leader who avoids responsibilities and overall shows a lack of any type 

of leadership (Antonakis et al., 2003; Avolio &  Bass, 2004b; Geyer &  Steyrer, 1998). 

According to Avolio and Bass (2004b):

The foil range o f leadership was developed to broaden the range o f leadership 

styles typically investigated in the field. The model was labeled “foil range” to 

challenge the leadership field to broaden its thinking about what constitutes a 

much broader range o f leadership styles than the paradigms o f initiation of 

structure and consideration, (p. 1)

Transformational leadership continues to be researched, modified, and ever 

changing (Bennett, 2009). For example, Hater and Bass (1988) wrote that the 

management by exception factor should be broken up into two parts called active and 

passive. Antonakis et al. (2003) wrote idealized influence should be used instead of 

charisma and that it should be broken up into two parts called attributes and behaviors. 

The term ‘passive/avoidant’ was suggested to be used as the third leadership type instead
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of laissez faire because it was more descriptive (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b; Geyer &

Steyrer, 1998; Den Hartog, Van Mijen, &  Koopman, 1997).

Transformational leadership is heavily supported by research through many 

studies (Elliott, 2002). Kirkpatrick and Locke (1996) and Podsakoff et al. (1996) show 

support for transformational leadership as helping to bring out superior outcomes.

Another study that supported transformational leadership was Carless et al. (1996) when 

the researchers found that great leaders were better than weaker leaders in using 

transformational leadership. Transformational leadership is supported by the literature but 

not everyone agrees with Bass’ model such as Khatri (2005). The purpose of Khatri’s 

(2005) paper was to propose an alternative to Bass’ model o f transformational leadership. 

Khatri (2005) wrote that there are major conceptual and methodological problems with 

Bass’ model and that the transformational components in Bass’ model should be replaced 

by two central components called charisma and vision. In this study Khatri (2005) 

classified leaders into four categories: visionary charismatic leaders, non-visionary 

charismatic leaders, non-charismatic visionary leaders, and non-visionary non- 

charismatic leaders. Visionary charismatic leaders are transformational leaders while the 

other categories represent non-transformational leaders (Khatri, 2005).

Transactional leadership can be defined as leaders that “approach followers with 

an eye to exchanging one thing for another” (Bums, 1978, p. 4). Elliott (2002) states that 

it is an exchange o f reinforcements based on the employee’s performance. A  

transactional leader recognizes what actions employees take to achieve outcomes, the 

needs and wants o f their employees, and show how the employees w ill be satisfied i f  the 

necessary efforts are made (Bass, 1985, Avolio &  Bass, 2004b). The biggest difference
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between transformation and transactional leadership is that transformational leaders are 

focused on doing the right thing while transactional leaders are focused on doing things 

the right way (Bass, 1985). Another difference according to Avolio and Bass (2004b) is 

that “transformational leadership accounts for unique variance in ratings o f performance 

above and beyond that accounted for by active transactional leadership” (p. 20).

Transactional leadership theory is considered by some researchers to be a 

complementary theory to transformational leadership and is a leadership theory that 

shows people what has to be done to reach certain outcomes (Leithwood, 1992). 

Sergiovanni (1990) contends that in transactional leadership the leaders and followers do 

not share common goals and “the wants and needs o f followers are traded against the 

wants and needs o f the leader” (p. 24). This is different from transformational leadership 

where both leaders and followers do share common goals and both want to help outline 

the organization in a new direction (Sergiovanni, 1990). Avolio and Bass (2004b) write 

that another difference between transformational and transactional leadership styles is 

that a transformational leader does not just recognize an associate’s needs but tries to help 

develop those needs into a higher level o f maturity and eventually into a leader.

Transactional leadership also has some limitations according to Avolio and Bass 

(2004b). These researchers state that leaders w ill tend to underutilize the methods learned 

during training on transactional leadership even if  a situation calls for it (Avolio and 

Bass, 2004b). Some of the reasons for failure to use these methods are time pressures, 

lack o f skill or confidence, and discomfort to associates and those around them (Avolio 

and Bass, 2004b). Another reason for the failure o f transactional leadership methods are
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that leaders sometimes lack “the necessary reputation or resources to deliver the 

needed rewards” (p. 22).

Other problems with transactional leadership are “that certain aspects of 

transactional leadership may be counter-productive to the aims o f the leader, associates, 

and the overall organization” (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b, p. 24). Some examples of this 

according to Avolio and Bass (2004b) are people taking shortcuts to complete a task to 

gain a reward, commitment is gone because game playing and trying to gain rewards 

takes place, and people only doing what they are told to do and nothing more or less. 

Another problem is that reinforcement could backfire on a leader and the employee could 

react defensively instead o f constructively (Avolio & Bass, 2004b).

Overall, i f  a leader is seeking to make a significant change or development o f an 

individual or an organization, a leader who purely uses a “transactional approach w ill fall 

short because o f the resource constraints under which most leaders operate” (Avolio &  

Bass, 2004b, p. 25). This is not to say transactional methods cannot be effective as 

transaction based changes can show significant improvements in the effort or 

performance o f associates (Avolio and Bass, 2004b). An example o f exchanging effort 

for specific rewards that can show improvement is in the public school setting where 

“transactional leadership operates successfully when students pursue goals, such as a 

parent’s approval for achieving good grades, the social approval o f peers or teachers, and 

the winning o f a scholarship or admission to a selective college” (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b, 

p. 25). These transactional methods even though effective in this situation may not 

significantly change the way the students infer the benefits o f learning, the way students 

seek learning opportunities on their own outside o f the school setting, and the way
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students strive to reach their full potential (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b). That is why 

transactional leadership by itself is incomplete (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b).

Educational Studies on Transformational and Transactional Leadership 

Even though Griffith (1999) and Leithwood (1992) have stated that not much has 

been done in the educational setting when it comes to transformational and transactional 

leadership, there have been some research studies conducted since their statements.

Palma (2008) analyzed the leadership styles o f elementary school principals in North 

Carolina. The purpose o f this study was to identify the leadership styles o f the principals 

and the relationship between the leadership styles and the academic achievement of the 

schools (Palma, 2008). Palma (2008) did find that rural elementary school principals who 

perceived themselves as transformational leaders did make a significant effect on third 

grade reading EOG scores.

Another study on transformational and transactional leadership was conducted by 

Powe (2009). This study looked at how the participants perceived the leadership styles of 

their principals and whether differences exist in their perceptions based on the following 

variables: age, gender, experience, educational attainment, and ethnicity (Powe, 2009). 

The findings from this study did not suggest that there was a single style o f leadership 

that did contribute to a school’s academic success (Powe, 2009).

Watts (2009) conducted a study that examined the leadership styles of middle 

school principals and their effect on academic performance based on the CRCT. The 

author o f this study looked at transformational and transactional leadership but also 

looked at instructional, participative, and situational leadership (Watts, 2009). This study 

was a qualitative study and the findings showed that three o f the five leadership styles,
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transformational, situational, and instructional, were found to be effective when 

measured in terms o f academic performance (Watts, 2009). Transformational leadership 

was the most predominant leadership style out o f all the styles analyzed in the study 

(Watts, 2009).

The purpose o f Hoememann’s (1998) study was to establish a link between an 

increase in student learning as measured by Indiana’s yearly achievement test and the 

transformational leadership in elementary school principals. A  second purpose of 

Hoememann’s (1998) study was to determine if  transformational leadership helped lead 

to increased levels o f perception of principal effectiveness by teachers, teacher 

satisfaction, and teacher willingness to give extra effort. The findings o f the study found 

that transformational leadership was not linked to increased learning but it was related to 

the second purpose o f the study dealing with principal effectiveness, teacher satisfaction, 

and teacher willingness to give extra effort (Hoememann’s, 1998).

Leadership Style and School Climate/Culture 

The leadership style o f the principal plays a vital role in influencing how the 

school climate is created and the role it plays in a school (Kamey, 2007). A  school’s 

climate “refers to the student feelings o f connectedness to the school and degree o f 

support a student feels regarding academic, social, and other needs” (Kearney, 2007, p. 

459). Principals are also the creator o f the culture o f their school and they must make an 

effort to improve their school’s culture (Karakose, 2008). Research shows that the 

leadership style o f a principal is important to the school climate and culture especially 

since the pressure of making yearly progress is immense as principals of schools that do 

not show yearly progress are usually seen as poor leaders (Postles, 2011).
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According to Kelley et al. (2005), “leadership is possibly the most important 

single determinant o f an effective learning environment” (p. 17) and why it is important 

for principals to constantly evaluate their leadership style (Kelley et al., 2005). Over the 

years research has shown that principals impact the success o f schools (Lipson et al., 

2004; Boyan, 1988; Dinham, 2005; Gurr et al., 2005; Hallinger &  Heck, 1996; Hallinger 

&  Heck, 1998; Leithwood et al., 2004). Perez and Socias (2008) state that highly 

effective leadership is a factor that makes schools successful. Other studies such as Hull 

(2005) and Waters et al. (2003) have shown that leadership styles impact schools and “it 

takes an effective principal to make a successful school” (U.S. Department o f Education,

2004, p. 10).

Leadership is a key component of successful schools and Karakose (2008) states 

that “Leadership is the moving of people towards specific goals” (p. 570) and that while 

moving people towards these goals, the actions and attitudes of a leader, whether 

deliberate or not, do affect the actions and attitudes of those around him (Karakose,

2008). Overall the leadership o f elementary school principals “play a vital and 

multifaceted role in setting the direction for schools that are positive and productive 

workplaces for teachers and vibrant learning environment for children” (Davis et al.,

2005, p. 1) in all areas of a child’s life both academically and socially.

A  strong leadership style can help make principals successful and is an important 

component in helping set a strong foundation for learning in elementary students (Fullan, 

2001). Crum et al. (2009) discuss leadership styles and things that help make principals 

successful not just with academics but in everything that a principal does to create a 

positive culture in a school. Crum et al. (2009) state that:
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Successful principals are able to promote collaborative working cultures, can 

restructure the work environment to promote specific organizational needs and 

initiatives, can reach out beyond the school walls to develop positive relationships 

with external stakeholders, and can foster connections beyond school with the 

larger environment. Finally, successful leaders are able to effectively manage the 

instructional program, including being able to staff the building with high-quality 

faculty; supporting the teaching and learning environment through supervision, 

curriculum coordination, and helping staff focus on student achievement; utilizing 

data in meaningful and appropriate ways; and allowing staff to focus on their 

work rather than extraneous intrusions, (p. 53)

In their research Crum and Sherman (2008) found certain leadership practices in 

developing a positive school climate that help support student achievement. These 

practices are “developing personnel and facilitating leadership, responsible delegation 

and empowering the team, recognizing ultimate accountability, communicating and 

rapport, facilitating instruction, and managing change” (Crum &  Sherman, 2008, p. 562). 

Leithwood and Riehl (2003) also found that developing people, empowering others, and 

communicating with stakeholders were practices that successful leaders needed along 

with creating high performance expectations, strategic planning, and strengthening the 

school culture. A school that has a strong school improvement plan and is high 

performing is most likely to be led by a principal that is strong instructionally, hires 

talented staff and supports them, makes sure there is organizational effectiveness, 

engages all stakeholders in all areas o f student learning, and sets a clear and shared vision
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for the school (Hulme, 2006). Leithwood and Riehl (2003) agree that creating and 

articulating a clear vision is an important practice that leaders need to be successful.

Setting the vision of a school is important as King (2006) argues that it “is the 

primary and major influence on both the mission and the culture. Vision can be defined 

as foresight and forethought. It is the dream of where the school principal wants the 

school to be in the future” (p. 21-22). King (2006) continues by stating that the vision of 

the school is the foundation o f the school and is a key part o f school leadership. Bryk and 

Schneider (2003) add that principals who listen to others’ concerns and steer clear of 

arbitrary actions help make them effective principals who w ill be able to use these 

behaviors to advance the school’s vision forward. It is up to the principal to share and put 

into action their vision for their school (Kelley et al., 2005). Principals should also 

consistently model their expectations for others (Whitaker, 2004).

A  principal’s leadership can both indirectly and directly affect student 

achievement (Leithwood &  Riehl, 2003). Hallinger et al. (1996) wrote that principal 

leadership had an indirect effect on the achievement o f students by how they helped 

shape the school climate that supported instruction in the school. Hulme (2006) and 

Gentilucci and Muto (2007) also found that principal leadership has an indirect effect on 

student achievement. Leithwood and Heck (1998) write that the findings in their studies 

researched show that principals have an important indirect influence on school outcomes 

through creating, communicating, and maintaining the purpose and goals o f the school 

including the vision and mission. Leithwood and Riehl (2003) write that a principal’s 

leadership can be both indirect and direct because they both work with other people in 

making sure goals are met but at the same time they are the ones who “establish the
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conditions that enable others to be effective” (p. 2). Waters et al. (2003) write that 

principals can have a direct effect on achievement through certain leadership practices 

such as frequently visiting classrooms, being visible throughout the school, and having 

regular contact with students. These behaviors and others such as unbiased evaluation 

methods and effective communication are directly linked to the school climate of a 

building and that is why effective leadership is vital (Kelley et al., 2005).

Attendance

According to the Georgia Department o f Education (2010), attendance is based 

on a student’s enrollment at a school. The Official Code of Georgia (O.C.G.A.) 20-2- 

690.1, makes it mandatory for any student between their sixth and sixteenth birthdays to 

be in a public, private, or home school program. The state o f Georgia defines the 

attendance rate o f students as 84% and below as high attendance risk, 85 -  90% as 

moderate attendance risk, 90 -  95% as low attendance risk, and 9 5 -  100% as no 

attendance risk (Georgia Department o f Education, 2013).

Principals are held accountable for their students’ attendance under the 

Governance and Leadership component o f the new evaluation system in Georgia called 

Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES) (Georgia Department o f Education, 2013). 

Research shows that the leadership style o f a principal is important to the school’s 

climate and culture, and research also shows that school climate is significantly positively 

related to attendance rates of students (Brookmeyer et. al, 2006). Kearney (2007) adds 

that the school climate is a “key contextual factor for school absenteeism” (p. 459).

When members o f a school are held accountable, the principal is the one with the 

greatest amount o f pressure put on him (Davis et al., 2005). This pressure can lead to
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better attendance among students if  principals make certain things, such as family and 

community involvement, part of their school improvement plans (Sheldon, 2007). “When 

school administrators and teachers make high-quality family and community involvement 

part o f their overall school improvement strategy, students are more likely attend school 

and increase their chances o f succeeding academically” (Sheldon, 2007, p. 274).

“At the core o f school improvement and education reform is an assumption so 

widely understood that it is rarely invoked: students have to be present and engaged in 

order to learn” (Chang &  Romero, 2008, p. 3). Research has been done on attendance 

rates of students, but as Sheldon (2007) contends, research on attendance rates of students 

“has received far less attention from educators and researchers” (p. 267) than 

achievement scores and standardized testing results. This is especially true on the 

elementary level as Joseph (2008) states, “that little or no national attendance or truancy 

data are available for elementary school age children. The majority of the literature 

related to truancy focuses on middle school and high school children” (p. 2).

Chang and Romero (2008) add that poor attendance is a significant issue that has 

mainly been overlooked and Henry (2007) adds that “It is surprising to note that very 

little research has been conducted to understand truant behavior” (p. 30). The research 

that has been done shows that poor attendance as early as first grade (Chang &  Romero, 

2008; Balfanz et al., 2008; Reid, 2005, Alexander et al., 2001) can lead to students to 

begin to distance themselves from school and eventually dropout of school in high school 

(Chang &  Romero, 2008; Heilbrunn, 2007; Epstein &  Sheldon, 2002). The difference 

between dropouts and graduates o f high school in many cases can be determined by the
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attendance patterns o f students as early as elementary school (Chang &  Romero, 2008; 

Alexander et al., 1997; Ensminger &  Slusarcick, 1992).

Attendance is important to educational institutions (Leddon, 2010). First, a 

student’s amount o f learning is directly tied to his or her attendance (Leddon, 2010). 

Secondly, this learning or lack thereof can affect the grades o f the student (Leddon,

2010). Third, state and federal funding for public schools are tied to the attendance of 

students (Leddon, 2010).

Spencer (2009) argues that poor attendance rates from students and early patterns 

o f absenteeism can lead to future truancy problems and even increased risk o f school 

dropout by students. Spencer (2009) continues to write that truancy and increased 

absenteeism “is now an issue of grave national concern” (p. 309). Truancy among 

students is a risk factor for things such as social isolation, teen pregnancy, educational 

failure because o f suspensions, school dropout rates, and potential for delinquent activity 

(Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009, Kearney, 2007; Baker et al., 2001; Huizinga et al., 2000). 

Research also shows that some areas, specifically urban areas, report that they have 

thousands of unexcused absences every single day (Walls, 2003).

By identifying students in early grades who have high rates o f absenteeism, 

support for these students can be setup and promise o f long periods o f uninterrupted 

student engagement in school can happen (Spencer, 2009). This identification of students 

at an early level can also help lead to the prevention o f the downward spiral of 

absenteeism and academic failure among these students and promote student success so 

students w ill come to school instead of staying away from it (Spencer, 2009). Sheldon

(2007) adds that by keeping students in school it “may help protect them from engaging
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in delinquent behaviors and facilitate learning through increased exposure to 

instruction” (p. 267).

Attendance, Leadership Style, and Student Achievement 

A child’s success in school depends on their attendance at school and the 

engagement of the material being taught (Thayer-Smith, 2007). According to Roby

(2004) there is a statistically significant relationship between attendance of students and 

student achievement. Poor attendance in school “presents a significant challenge to 

classroom instruction and student learning rates in the primary grades” (Balfanz, et al.,

2008). This poor attendance can significantly affect children at the earliest stages of 

school (Chang &  Romero, 2008) and it is highly correlated to academic failure and 

dropping out of school (Balfanz, et al., 2008; Mueller et al., 2006).

Reid (2006) argues that if  students are not attending school then it is difficult for 

both students and schools to raise their quality, standards, and achievement levels. 

McCray (2006) contends that students w ill more likely have a lower achievement 

potential in school i f  they are chronically absent than if  they were present. This is 

important because according to research a student’s performance academically can be 

negatively affected by missing as little as 30 hours o f instruction (Commentary, 2002). 

Chang and Romero (2008) write that poor attendance rates o f students as early as 

kindergarten affects a student’s academic achievement, especially in first grade. They 

continue by stating that it is estimated that one out o f every ten children are affected by 

poor attendance during their first couple of years of school and that according to the 

National Center for Children in Poverty (NCCP), “over 11 percent of children in
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kindergarten and almost nine percent in first grade are chronically absent” (Chang &  

Romero, 2008, p. 7) from school.

According to Kelley et al. (2005) research shows that significant increases in 

academic achievement o f students is related to effective school leadership. In their study, 

Gentilucci and Muto (2007) found that the students in their study believed that effective 

principals do directly affect academic achievement by engaging them in behaviors that 

were both student and instructionally focused. Gentilucci and Muto (2007) continue by 

stating that the students saw that principals needed to be visible to help with academic 

achievement. The students said that the principals who visited the classrooms and were 

interactive while they were in the classrooms were more influential than those principals 

who visited for a short period o f time where there was no interaction involved (Gentilucci 

and Muto, 2007). Students also stated that principals that put forth the effort to be 

available throughout the day to talk to students both formally and informally about both 

personal and academic matters made an influential difference in their academics 

(Gentilucci and Muto, 2007). This approachability of principals by students and the 

communication by principals that they were interested in everything that is happening in 

the student’s life both personal and academic motivated the students to work harder on 

their academics (Gentilucci and Muto, 2007).

Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2004) analyzed over 5,000 studies on the effect 

that leadership has on student achievement. Specifically they focused on 70 studies 

“since 1978 that reported standardized, objective, and quantitative measures o f student 

achievement, such as those provided by state-adopted norm-referenced tests, with 

achievement as the dependent variable and perceptions of leadership as the independent
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variable” (Waters et al., 2004, p. 49). Waters et al. (2004) found that after analyzing 

these 70 studies there was a significant relationship between student achievement and 

leadership. They “found that the average effect size (expressed as a correlation) between 

leadership and student achievement is .25, which means that as leadership improves, so 

does student achievement” (Waters et al., 2004, p. 49). Some studies they analyzed had 

an effect size as high as .50 (Waters et al., 2004). Gentilucci and Muto’s (2007) analysis 

of research on leadership and student achievement of the past thirty years’ reinforces 

Waters et al.’s (2004) work that there are “established clear-cut statistical correlations 

between principal leadership and student achievement” (p. 220).

Excused Versus Unexcused Absences

“Absenteeism refers to the excusable or inexcusable absences from elementary or 

secondary (middle/high) school” (Kearney, 2007, p. 452). Chang and Romero (2008) 

write that absenteeism is all absences both excused and unexcused and that truancy refers 

mainly to the unexcused absences. Teasley (2004) wrote that the difference between 

these unexcused absences, or truancy, and excused absences is that truancy is against the 

law and usually happens without parental knowledge o f it happening. Kearney (2007) 

adds that excusable absences are usually related to medical conditions or injury while 

inexcusable absences are usually related to conditions that are social, psychiatric, 

environmental, or in another category. These inexcusable absences may be caused by 

what is known as school refusal behavior where a child is motivated to refuse to go to 

school or cause problems while he is at school because he does not want to be there 

(Kearney, 2007). This type o f condition is usually anxiety based and is often caused from 

social, generalized, or separation anxiety (Kearney, 2007). There is a problem with
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tracking absenteeism at the elementary level and that is many schools track unexcused 

absences “but few monitor the combination o f excused and unexcused absence for 

individual students” (Chang &  Romero, 2008, p. 4) which leads to school districts to 

actually not know the extent o f the problem o f overall poor attendance o f students and 

not just truancy issues (Change &  Romero, 2008).

Factors o f Poor Attendance

There are many factors to think about when considering poor student attendance 

in school such as factors in a child’s environment like the family, community, culture, 

society, and the schools attended (Chang &  Romero, 2008). Gender is not a largely 

related factor with absenteeism but absenteeism is “more common among diverse 

students, especially American Indians, as well as students with disabilities, students 

eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, and students in school whose populace is largely 

eligible for free or reduced-price lunch” (Kearney, 2007, p. 453). Chang &  Romero

(2008) write that “Schools themselves can contribute to high levels o f absence among 

young children” (p. 11). Schools must play a vital role in helping parents understand the 

importance of attending school and how it is important to the success of their child’s 

academic success (Chang &  Romero, 2008).

Some o f the school related factors that are associated with poor absenteeism are a 

student’s future aspirations, commitment to a rigorous academic program, and the 

perception o f safety by that student at school (Henry, 2007). A  student’s current 

academic performance can also be associated with poor absenteeism (Henry, 2007; 

Heilbrunn, 2007). According to Teasley (2004) another school related reason for 

increased absenteeism among students is the lack o f support for students and the neglect
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of their needs by teachers. Teacher absenteeism, staff turnover, and ineffective teacher 

can lead to students missing school (Chang &  Romero, 2008).

Some other school related reasons for increased absenteeism are unwelcome 

school climates, automatic F’s for poor attendance, and suspension for truancy 

(Heilbrunn, 2007; National Center for School Engagement, 2005). Reid (2005) wrote that 

several other school related reasons for poor attendance at school are the way the 

curriculum is delivered, students with special educational needs, learning difficulties, 

parent-school relationship, and the influence o f peers. Reid (2005), Heilbrunn (2007), and 

Chang and Romero (2008) also write that bullying is another school related reason for 

poor attendance. There are also some factors that many people do not think about such as 

inclement weather and transportation to and from school (Chang &  Romero, 2008; Reid, 

2005; Teasley, 2004).

Another factor that can deeply affect a child’s attendance in school is a family’s 

circumstances (Chang &  Romero, 2008). Some of these students with poor attendance 

come from unstable families that can be dysfunctional (Heilbrunn, 2007; McCray, 2006). 

Reid (2005) states that these unstable families have many factors within themselves. He 

contends that some o f the factors of these families are they are one parent families, living 

in overcrowded conditions, involved with social services, or are families living in poor 

quality housing (Reid, 2005). Some students also come from low socioeconomic families, 

or poverty, (Heilbrunn, 2007) and according to Zhang, Katsiyannis, Barrett, and Willson

(2007) and Kearney (2007) students from lower socioeconomic families are more likely 

to miss school and have poor attendance than those from higher socioeconomic families. 

One reason lower socioeconomic families struggle more than higher socioeconomic
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families is that these families do not always have the resources to help their children 

with their education (Chang &  Romero, 2008). Some children living in these lower 

socioeconomic families “were too embarrassed to go to school because they lacked clean, 

suitable clothing or did not have appropriate shoes or coats to endure rain or snow” 

(Chang &  Romero, 2008, p. 13). Other family related factors according to Henry (2007) 

are a student’s living situation, parental education, participation in religious activities, 

and how much monitoring a parent does of the student. Parents play a vital role in their 

child’s attendance at school as the amount o f parental involvement in a child’s education 

is linked to a child’s academic achievement and attendance (Kearney, 2007).

DeSocio, VanCura, Nelson, Hewitt, Kitzman, &  Cole (2007) and Heilbrunn

(2007) write that health problems are also a major contributor to a student’s absenteeism 

and that these health issues might not only be a student’s health issues but a family 

member’s health issues. The lack o f access to health care can also lead to poor attendance 

of children in school (Chang &  Romero, 2008). Kearney (2007) and Chang &  Romero

(2008) write that poor attendance in school can be linked to many medical conditions 

such as asthma. Tinkelman and Schwartz (2004) write that asthma and other related 

respiratory illnesses are one o f the leading causes o f absenteeism worldwide. Several 

factors such as not following medical regimens, living in an environment with dust and 

mold, and having a poorer quality of life help lead to students with asthmas missing a lot 

of school (Kearney, 2007). Spencer (2009) found in his study that illnesses played a role 

in increased absenteeism with at least one case where severe asthma led to a student 

missing 78 days o f school in kindergarten and first grade. Other illnesses that can lead to
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an extensive number o f school absences for a student are anxiety, depression, and 

certain behavior disorders (Kearney, 2007).

A community a child lives in can also affect a child’s attendance in school and the 

academic success he might or might not achieve (Chang Sc Romero, 2008). I f  a 

community is rich in support for children then it can make up for the limited 

opportunities a child might receive at home and the lack of resources the family can 

provide (Chang &  Romero, 2008). On the other hand, if  a community is not supportive, 

struggles economically, and has a lot o f violence this can make it more difficult for a 

child to be successful in school (Chang Sc Romero, 2008). This type o f community can be 

tough for a child to grow up in as he might be less likely to have positive role models and 

mentoring or afterschool programs to help encourage him to attend school (Chang &  

Romero, 2008). Another problem in this type o f community is the amount of violence 

and crime that plays into families getting their children to school especially if  gangs and 

gang territories are involved (Chang &  Romero, 2008).

Effects o f Poor Attendance

Poor attendance at school can be related to a child’s life as Kearney (2007) states 

that poor attendance “from school is a serious mental and physical health concern for 

many children and adolescents” (p. 452). Other researchers besides Kearney also 

conclude that poor attendance in school can be related to problematic issues for young 

adults throughout their lifetime (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009; McCray, 2006). Some o f these 

problematic issues that can be related to poor attendance are drug involvement, criminal 

activity, social isolation, teen pregnancy, educational failure because o f suspensions, and 

potential for delinquent activity (Yiede Sc Kobrin, 2009, Kearney, 2007; Baker et al.,
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2001; Huizinga et al., 2000). Another issue poor attendance can be connected to is the 

dropping out of high school by a student (Chang &  Romero, 2008; Heilbrunn, 2007). 

People who do not receive an adequate education due to poor attendance in school or 

dropping out o f school are more likely to be unemployed, be on welfare, or earn a much 

lower salary than those who do graduate high school (McCray, 2006, Safe and Drug-Free 

Schools Program, 1996). Henry (2007) adds that poor attendance also has “deleterious 

effects on a student’s own health, well-being, and educational outcomes” (p. 33).

People who are not receiving an adequate education due to poor attendance in 

school are also affecting businesses and communities outside o f the education setting 

(McCray, 2006). Because students are not prepared to join the workforce because they 

have not been in school regularly to receive the education they need, businesses have to 

wait on qualified workers or train uneducated workers which costs them more money 

(McCray, 2006). Because many of these students who have poor attendance are 

committing crimes while not in school, they are negatively affecting their communities 

(McCray, 2006). According to Baker et. al. (2001) one third of burglaries and one fifth of 

aggravated assaults in Tacoma, Washington during school hours were accounted to 

juveniles not in school.

Ways to Combat Poor Attendance

According to Balfanz, et al. (2008) attendance is an issue where all stakeholders 

of a school including teachers, administrators, other school personnel, families, and local 

communities have to work together to make sure that the response set up to combat poor 

attendance matches the severity o f the problem. Chang and Romero (2008) write that i f  

schools and communities do not work together to make sure children are in class they
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ameliorate” (p. 3). This is why schools must reach out to help families understand how 

attendance at school is important to their child’s success (Chang &  Romero, 2008).

Chang and Romero (2008) continue by saying that if  schools and communities do work 

together then they are making “it more possible for teachers to teach and children to 

learn” (p. 4). Specifically Chang and Romero (2008) write that even though it is the 

responsibility o f the parents to get children to school both communities and schools must 

work together to identify and deal with any barriers or challenges that may stop them 

from actually doing so. These strong partnerships between all stakeholders w ill lead to 

the implementation of strong comprehensive approaches that w ill be critical in making 

sure that all children have the chance to attend school and learn every day (Chang &  

Romero, 2008). Sheldon (2007) contendsthat these partnerships are important among 

stakeholders to help students attend school regularly and be successful at school. Sheldon

(2007) states:

Schools should conduct partnership activities for each type o f involvement: (a) 

parenting— helping all families establish supportive home environments for 

children; (b) communicating— establishing two-way exchanges about school 

programs and children’s progress; (c) volunteering— recruiting and organizing 

parent help at school, home, or other locations; (d) learning at home— providing 

information and ideas to families about how to help students with homework and 

other curriculum-related materials; (e) decision making— having family members 

serve as representatives and leaders on school committees; and (f) collaborating
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with the community— identifying and integrating resources and services from

the community to strengthen school programs, (p. 268)

When programs are set up to help improve attendance issues they usually have 

both short and long term goals, first to improve attendance and then to help raise grades 

and improve graduation rates (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). Before a program can be set up 

though according to Balfanz et al. (2008) there are certain questions that need to be 

answered to help better develop the program to meet the needs o f those with poor 

attendance. These questions should make program developers think about things such as 

the role of the parents, the health o f the student or a family member, the bad decisions 

made by students, transportation issues for students, the habits o f students, and the lack of 

reaction by a school when a child is absent (Balfanz et al., 2008). Chang and Romero

(2008) write that schools can make a significant difference in a child attending school 

when they do the following:

•  address issues contributing to chronic early absence in their community;

•  take comprehensive approaches involving students, families and community 

agencies;

•  maintain a sustained focus on attendance over time;

•  begin early upon entry to school or even earlier;

•  combine strategies helping to improve attendance among all children with 

interventions targeting those who are chronically absent;

•  take into account and build upon the languages and cultures o f students and 

their families; and
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•  offer positive supports to promote school attendance instead o f (or before 

resorting to) punitive responses or legal action, (p. 20-21)

According to Reid (2006) the most important way to combat poor attendance is 

“to change pupils’, parents’ , and teachers’ attitudes within some of these schools as well 

as the pervading culture” (p. 200). There are many ways to combat poor attendance in 

students (Teasley, 2004) and “Schools, school districts, courts, and community coalitions 

across the country operate a wide variety o f programs to improve the attendance and 

achievement of struggling students” (Heilbrunn, 2007, p. 19). Some types of 

interventions are mentoring, intervening with the family, peer tutoring, and incentive 

programs to get students to school (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009; Teasley, 2004). Other types of 

interventions include court alternatives, truancy awareness campaigns, law enforcement 

participation, and drawing from community resources (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009).

Heilbrunn (2007) argues that punishments alone such as suspension for truancy 

are not enough to help with attendance issues, but that “Combinations of supports, 

sanctions, and rewards reduce truancy, and pay o ff for individual students and for 

society” (Heilbrunn, 2007, p. 20). Some ways you can reward students for attending 

school are to give them gift certificates, throw parties for perfect attendance, and 

recognize students at assemblies and functions (Chang &  Romero, 2008; Epstein and 

Sheldon, 2002). Some schools give material items such as pencils and toys to students 

and others even reward parents for the attendance rates of their students (Chang &  

Romero, 2008).

According to Kearney (2007) parental involvement also plays a key role in 

combating poor attendance. In his research Kearney (2007) gives ideas he received from
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the National Education Association on ways parents can help their children out. These 

ways are “reading to a child, attending parent-teacher conferences, checking homework, 

limiting television on school nights, being active in the development and progress of a 

child’s school, and, presumably, monitoring a child’s school attendance” (Kearney, 2007, 

p. 460). Another way to prevent poor attendance in students is to actively engage them in 

school (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). “I f  students feel connected and welcomed...engagement 

can diminish the probability o f attendance problems” (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009, p. 8).

Chang and Romero (2008) add that when a school provides an engaging learning 

experience that is rich in content, has experienced and skilled teachers, and also engages 

the parents and families in their child’s education then attendance w ill be higher.

There are a “variety o f school-based programs that have been implemented and 

evaluated for truancy reduction” (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009, p. 11). One o f these programs is 

in Multnomah County, Oregon and is called the School Attendance Initiative (SAI) 

(Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). According to Yiede and Kobrin (2009) it is a program that is 

non-punitive and is set up to identify attendance problems early before they become a 

problem. Within this program are individual, family, and group supports but the main 

intervention strategy is the outreach o f families o f students from kindergarten through 

eighth grades (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). The members of SAI focus on the strengths o f the 

family and try to get family engagement within the schools as well (Yiede &  Kobrin, 

2009).

In Minneapolis, Minnesota there is a program called Check and Connect that 

“emphasizes relationship building, routine monitoring o f alterable indicators (for instance 

attendance, academic performance, behavior), individual and timely intervention,
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problem-solving and strengthening affiliations between school and learning” (Chang &  

Romero, 2008). A  major component of this program are the mentors who works with 

students and their families to help with the participation and engagement in school as 

well as helps parent understand the importance of being active partners in the education 

of their children (Chang &  Romero, 2008). Out of the nine elementary schools Check and 

Connect are in there have been significant increases in attendance and an increase in 

engagement by students and their parents (Chang &  Romero, 2008).

Another program set up to help combat poor attendance is a program called 

Abolish Chronic Truancy (A .C .T.) and is located in Los Angeles, California (Yiede &  

Kobrin, 2009). This program is set up to stop truancy before it begins by placing 

prosecutors in schools to work with all stakeholders o f the school including students, 

their parents, teachers, and administrators (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). A.C.T. uses a 

scaffolding approach to hold both the students and parents accountable for their actions 

and they use many interventions throughout the process such as home visits, phone calls, 

and written communications with the parents (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). The first thing 

A.C.T does is they send home letters when attendance issues begin to arise. The parents 

and students are invited to meet with the deputy district attorney and other representatives 

from local community based organizations and schools (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). These 

people are there “to offer parenting classes, counseling, and other needed services”

(Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009, p. 11). I f  attendance problems continue, parents are invited to 

meet with a School Attendance Review Team (SART) and if  the problem is not fixed and 

attendance problems continue after that parents are referred to a School Attendance 

Review Board (SARB) (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). Finally, i f  attendance issues continue a
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case w ill be filed in court against the parents o f the child as well as the child possibly 

(Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009).

A  program that can be found nationwide is Big Brothers Big Sisters (Yiede &  

Kobrin, 2009). According to Yiede and Kobrin (2009) this “is a one-to-on mentoring 

program that takes place in the school setting” (p. 12). This program is a type of School- 

Based Mentoring (SBM) and it differs from many other mentoring programs such as 

mentors in this type o f program focus more on academics and doing homework with the 

students (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). These mentors have more contact with teachers and 

have a greater feeling o f effectiveness when it comes to helping a child meet his/her full 

educational achievement (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009).

Partnering to Assess and Counteract Truancy (PACT) is “a school based program 

working with students and families of two elementary school serving low-income 

students on the Hawaiian island o f Oahu” (Chang &  Romero, 2008, p. 27). Each school 

had a monitor, or mentor, that was hired from the community that worked with the 

teachers and counselors to help identify and then address the needs o f students with poor 

attendance in school and their families (Chang &  Romero, 2008). These monitors build 

relationships with the students and families and helps encourage the parents to help their 

children be actively engaged in school (Chang &  Romero, 2008). I f  absences continue 

after the monitor has been in place, parents are then encouraged to go to parenting 

attendance workshops where they w ill learn new parenting skills and be helped to 

understand even further the importance o f regular school attendance by their children 

(Chang &  Romero, 2008). I f  needed Child Protective Services and the courts w ill be used 

to give parents that extra little push needed sometimes to get them on board in helping
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correct these attendance issues (Chang &  Romero, 2008). A review o f the data on this 

program showed “an improvement in attendance and a significant decrease in unexcused 

absences (from 19.55 at intake to 5.03 after six months) as well as a decline in tardies and 

excused absences” (Chang &  Romero, 2008, p. 27).

In the Savannah Chatham School District in Savannah, Georgia, there is a very 

systematic approach to addressing poor attendance o f students in school (Chang &  

Romero, 2008). First if  a child misses three days o f school letters are sent home (Chang 

&  Romero, 2008). Then i f  a child misses five or more days o f school a social worker w ill 

visit the child’s home to help stop the absences from occurring (Chang &  Romero, 2008). 

I f  a child misses ten or more days, many agencies then get involved including the police 

department (Chang &  Romero, 2008). Throughout this process the principal meets 

weekly with the counselor, teacher, social worker, and even the parents if  needed to 

review each child’s situation (Chang & Romero, 2008). At the district level, stakeholders 

from throughout the community including different community groups, administrators, 

nurses, and the courts meet for a Student Truancy Attendance Monthly Protocol Senate 

meeting (Chang &  Romero, 2008). The community aspect o f this approach is key as local 

community groups, including the public health department, are providing many resources 

to parents and families (Chang &  Romero, 2008). One example o f how the community 

helps these parents and families is through a parent university held every three months on 

a Saturday. At this parent university, parents receive resources and attend classes to help 

them gain skills and knowledge in interested areas (Chang &  Romero, 2008). The data 

shows that from February 2003 to March 2006 attendance got better in children who 

came from high poverty areas and from 2006 to 2008 chronic absenteeism was slightly
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lower for children in these areas than for children living in other places in the district 

(Chang & Romero, 2008).

Another program set up in schools is the Verde Involving Parents (V IP ) program 

in North Richmond, California (Chang &  Romero, 2008). This program has the belief 

“that students w ill do better academically if  students come to school regularly and have 

the tools and skills to manage conflict and negotiate relationships and if  parents and 

community residents are positively involved in day-to-day life at the school” (Chang &  

Romero, 2008, p. 29). Staff members o f this program are called Family Partners and are 

parents/residents of the North Richmond community, and their job is to contact by either 

phone or home visit the families o f every absent and tardy student (Chang &  Romero,

2008). These Family Partners offer resources to the families to help with the attendance 

rates of the students (Chang &  Romero, 2008). I f  some families have tough challenges 

for them then they are recommended to the Family Service Center or are offered parent 

training on working out issues at home such as solving conflicts and having empathy to 

their children (Chang &  Romero, 2008). In all the “VIP reduced absences at Verde 

elementary school by more than 50% and tardies by 38% over four school years, and 

pushed monthly attendance rates from under 89% to over 93%” (Chang &  Romero, 2008, 

p. 29).

Not all programs set up to combat poor attendance are school related as many 

programs are set up in the local communities though community based programs (Yiede 

&  Kobrin, 2009). Programs set up in a community realize that poor attendance is not just 

a family problem alone but a community problem that can be helped through 

collaboration among all stakeholders in a community (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). Chang and
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Romero (2008) write that programs set up to provide early childhood experiences for 

younger children help prepare them and their families for school and a formal education.

One type of community-based approach is the Truancy Assessment and Service 

Centers (TASC) (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). TASC programs draw on many local agencies 

to provide resources to help combat poor attendance and a child is referred to the TASC 

program if  he has five unexcused absences from school (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). Once in 

the program children are provided with many coordinated interventions using all 

members of a community including social services, members of the health field, and 

schools to help stop continued unexcused absences from school (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009).

In Atlanta, Georgia there is a program called Project GRAD which “is a research- 

based school-community collaborative designed to improve student academic 

performance, and increase the number o f young people graduating from high school and 

attending college” (Chang &  Romero, 2008, p. 27). It began in 2000 and by 2008 had 

impacted over 16,000 students in 27 schools which 18 of these schools were elementary 

schools (Chang &  Romero, 2008). This “model involves working in a school feeder 

pattern and helping them to implementing the following elements: reading curriculum, 

math curriculum, parent and community involvement, social services, academic 

enrichment, and classroom management” (Chang &  Romero, 2008, p. 27). In the schools 

where this program has been implemented for more than two years, students who were 

missing 15 or more days o f school decreased by 9% from 18% to 9% from 2001 -  2006 

(Chang &  Romero, 2008).

Another community-based program is the Juvenile/Family Crisis Intervention 

Units (JFCIU) in New Jersey (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). The goal o f JFCIUs is to help
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provide short term interventions while trying to help stabilize the family situation and 

referring the child and family to local community agencies if  needed (Yiede &  Kobrin,

2009). This program is a 24 hour on call service, provides counseling to both the child 

and families, and tries to prevent court proceedings (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009).

A  California based community program called the Kern County Truancy 

Reduction Program is a collaboration between schools and juvenile probation officers 

and focuses on daily school attendance (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). This is an early 

intervention program that uses home visits, counseling, referrals to local community 

resources, and assessment and evaluations (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009). In this program 

students referred are monitored for an entire school year and since its inception chronic 

school absences have decreased (Yiede &  Kobrin, 2009).

There are some problems with these interventions specifically family 

interventions (DeSocio et al., 2007; Reid, 2005). DeSocio et al. (2007) states that some 

families cannot be located which causes a big problem when trying to make connections 

with them to help their children out. Reid (2005) contends that even if  you connect with 

the families there is still a possibility o f facing parents who are not interested in their 

child’s progress at school and are not willing to help them out through any type of 

interventions. Reid (2005) also states that other problems facing family interventions can 

be the family structure or size and the emotional needs o f the parents. Another problem 

with these interventions is that any intervening you plan on doing at school with the 

student cannot happen if  the student is absent which wastes the time of the people who 

are planning and setting up the interventions at school (Epstein &  Sheldon, 2002).
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Social Learning Theory 

Social learning theory by Albert Bandura is a theory that began from influence of 

Skinner’s behaviorism, but it eventually turned into a form of learning theory that was 

influenced by concepts from the information-processing theory (Grusec, 1992). This 

.  theory is based around the notion that people w ill learn from other people by watching 

them (Bandura, 1977a, 1986) and it (Grusec, 1992):

is mainly concerned with how children and adults operate cognitively on their 

social experiences and with how these cognitive operations then come to 

influence their behavior and development. Individuals are believed to abstract and 

integrate information that is encountered in a variety o f social experiences, such 

as exposure to models, verbal discussions, and discipline encounters, (p. 781) 

Bandura (1973) wrote that modeling and observing others is how most human behavior is 

learned and that these observations help people learn what to do before they perform a 

certain behavior. O ’Rorke (2006) states that social learning theory:

is a combination of behavioral and cognitive theory. Bandura suggests that both 

internal and external factors are equally important. The basic equation set forth is: 

Personal factors, such as beliefs, expectations, attitudes, and knowledge 

(cognitive) plus environmental factors, such as resources, consequences of 

actions, physical setting (behavioral) plus behaviors, such as individual actions, 

choices, and verbal statements influence learning and motivation, (p. 72)

O’Rorke (2006) continued by stating that the exposure to behaviors o f others 

plays a large role is social learning theory. According to Owens (2010), “Social learning 

theory underscores the importance o f observing and modeling the behaviors, attitudes,



73
and emotional reactions o f others” (p. 7). Wassem (1987) states that “Modeling 

involves copying the behaviors o f others which have been observed as beneficial in a 

similar situation” (p. 3). Tucker, Turner, Barling, &  McEvoy (2010) add that “when 

young people witness role models (e.g., parents, peers, teachers) behaving in certain ways 

in social situations, they are likely to learn such behaviors” (p. 390) but according to 

Karunanayake and Nauta (2004) these role models “w ill be inspirational only to the 

degree that a person is able to identify with that model” (p. 226).

Bandura’s (1977a) social learning theory is grounded in the role o f observation to 

help acquire new behaviors. This observation o f other’s behaviors helps decrease the trial 

and error method o f learning (Bandura, 1977a) and helps create effective strategies by 

capable models for dealing with situations that might occur (Bandrua, 1982). There are 

three effects of modeling according to Bandura (1977a). These effects are acquisition of 

new behaviors by watching a model, inhibiting the behaviors of the observer in some 

way, and facilitation o f cues by the model for others to imitate (Bandura, 1977a).

Bandura (1977a) also discusses four components for effective modeling to occur. 

These components are attention, retention, motor reproduction, and reinforcement 

contingencies (Bandura, 1977a). Attention is the first component and is where the person 

observing is actually paying attention to the person modeling the behavior (Grusec,

1992). The attention o f the observer can be determined by many variables such as the 

power o f the model as well as the conditions in which the behavior is observed (Grusec, 

1992). The next component is retention which is where the observer must be able to 

commit to memory what is being observed (Grusec, 1992). This commitment to memory 

can be done through images or verbal representational system (Grusec, 1992). The third
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component is motor reproduction which is actually being able to perform the behavior 

that was modeled (Grusec, 1992). Simple actions to perform w ill be more likely to be 

successful than complex actions (Grusec, 1992). The final component is motivation 

which means that observers must want to imitate the observed behavior (Grusec, 1992). 

The observer must have some type o f incentive to want to perform the behavior observed 

(Grusec, 1992). O ’Rorke (2006) contends that if  the first three components are met, then 

people w ill know how to imitate the actual model but a person might choose not to 

imitate the model. O ’Rorke (2006) continues by stating that our actual performances are 

controlled by reinforcement contingencies and that not all four components are totally 

separate from the others.

Bandura’s social learning theory can also be connected with transformational and 

transactional leadership theories. Transactional leadership can be defined as leaders that 

“approach followers with an eye to exchanging one thing for another” (Bums, 1978, p.

4). Elliott (2002) states that it is an exchange o f reinforcements based on the employee’s 

performance. A  transactional leader recognizes what actions employees take to achieve 

outcomes, the needs and wants of their employees, and show how the employees w ill be 

satisfied if  the necessary efforts are made (Bass, 1985, Avolio &  Bass, 2004b). Learning 

from reward and punishment is also a part of the social learning theory (Mayer et al.,

2009). Mayer et al. (2009) discuss that this part of the theory is used by leaders who use 

transactional ways o f leadership such as rewards and punishments and from modeling the 

behavior for others to follow. Brown, Trevino, and Harrison (2005) write that people 

“learn what behavior is expected, rewarded, and punished via role modeling” (p.l 19).
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Social learning theory can be essential to theorizing transformational leadership 

(Brown and Trevino, 2006). Bass and Steidlmeir (1999) write that understanding 

behaviors of transformational leaders may help explain why these leaders serve as role 

models which is a key part o f Bandura’s social learning theory. Bommer, Rich, and 

Rubin (2005) state that “Transformational leaders provide a behavioral example for 

subordinates to emulate that is consistent with both the values the leader espouses and the 

organization’s goals” (p. 740) and that leaders who lead by example and actually 

demonstrate what has to be done w ill help make those around them more committed to 

any changes that need to be made or other things that need to be done. Bommer et al.

(2005) continues by writing that Bandura’s social learning theory is a key theory with 

transformational leadership because the social learning theory uses modeling as a key 

way to help change attitudes o f people and to teach new behaviors to them. The 

environment is also a key area where the social learning theory takes place (Bandura, 

1977b) and when people see their environment as supportive they are more likely to not 

give up and keep working hard (Bandura, 1986). Transformational leaders are vital in 

supporting others and helping people feel valued as a person which is important to 

creating a supportive environment (Bommer et al., 2005).

Transformational leadership can be broken down into elements according to Bass 

(1985) and one o f those elements is inspirational motivation. Yukl (2006) and Ormrod 

(1999) both wrote that modeling behaviors is important to this element o f inspirational 

motivation and that coincides with the social learning theory where modeling behavior is 

also important (Bandura, 1973). Social learning theory also includes things such as 

motivation and observation which are also a part o f transformational leadership (Ormrod,
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1999). Motivation can be found in the idealized influence element of transformational 

leadership and observation can be found in the individualized consideration element o f 

transformational leadership (Ormrod, 1999).

Since research shows that the leadership style of a principal is important to the 

school’s climate (Kamey, 2007) and the school’s climate is significantly positively 

related to attendance rates of students (Brookmeyer et. al, 2006) which has a statistically 

significant relationship with student achievement (Roby, 2004) it is important to 

understand why there are attendance issues with students and how to improve these 

issues. Bandura (1977b) states that social learning takes place in three important areas 

which are the school, family, and community where people live. These are three key 

areas that can affect attendance rates o f students (Chang & Romero, 2008). Sheppard 

(2010) contends that attendance issues develop in the childhood years through a child’s 

social learning and she credits Bandura and his work on the social learning theory “as an 

important causal explanation” (p. 484) for attendance problems in students.

The reason the social learning theory is being used as the theoretical framework 

for this study is because this “theory states that by arranging environmental 

contingencies, establishing specific goals, and producing consequences for their actions, 

people can be taught to exercise control over their behavior” (Frayne &  Latham, 1987, 

p.387). The principal o f a school sets the tone o f the school by helping to develop the 

school climate and the role it plays in a school including setting specific goals for 

students through the development of a school improvement plan and providing 

consequences for students’ actions (Kamey, 2007). Principals also help to create a 

positive school culture (Karakose, 2008) which part o f creating the school culture is to
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help students in their environment and bring all stakeholders together to make sure 

students are at school (Chang &  Romero, 2008). Research shows that social learning 

theory encompasses what transformational and transactional leadership represent 

(Bommer et al., 2005; Brown and Trevino, 2006; Mayer et al., 2009) as well as the role 

that principals play in creating a positive school climate and culture (Kamey, 2007; 

Karakose, 2008). This includes where learning can happen, positive behaviors that can be 

learned, and the attendance rates o f students that can be affected in a positive way 

(Bandura, 1977b; Chang and Romero, 2008).

Rural Schools

Researchers have researched rural schools for years but when trying to compare 

findings across the research, it has been shown that there is not a consensus definition of 

the term “rural” in this research (Provasnik et. al, 2007). Census defines rural areas as 

“areas that do not lie inside an urbanized area or urban cluster” (Provasnik et. al, 2007, p. 

2). In their research Provasnik et al. (2007) defined rural into three categories of fringe, 

distant, and remote. They defined them as:

•  Fringe Census -  defined rural territory that is less than or equal to 5 miles 

from an urbanized area, as well as rural territory that is less than or equal to 

2.5 miles from an urban cluster

•  Distant Census -  defined rural territory that is more than 5 miles but less than
4

or equal to 25 miles from an urbanized area, as well as rural territory that is 

more than 2.5 miles but less than or equal to 10 miles from an urban cluster

•  Remote Census -  defined rural territory that is more than 25 miles from an 

urbanized area and is also more than 10 miles from an urban cluster, (p. 2)
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Provasnik et al. (2007) wrote during the 2003 -  2004 school year one out of 

every five students attended rural schools and that rural areas made up one-third o f all 

public schools. The researchers continued by stating that in the South 28% of students in 

public school went to rural schools (Provasnik et al., 2007). In the 2008-09 school year, 

the percent o f rural schools in America was at 33% with 20.2%  o f students in America 

making up these schools according to Strange et al. (2012) who analyzed data for their 

research for the time period o f 1999 -  2000 to 2008 -  2009 from the National Center for 

Education Statistics which is part o f the U.S. Department o f Education.

According to Strange et al. (2012) Georgia has “the third largest rural absolute 

student enrollment in the nation” (p. 3). Rural schools in Georgia make up 37% of public 

schools with 34.8% o f students attending these rural schools, or around 575,000 students 

(Strange et al., 2012). This is an increase of over 230,000 students in this category from 

the 1999 -  2000 data to the 2008 -  2009 data and represents a 67.8% change during this 

time period (Strange et al., 2012). Overall, students in rural areas compared to all students 

in Georgia increased 10.8% (Strange et al., 2012). The high school graduation rate for 

students in Georgia rural high schools is 62.1% which is one of the worst in the nation 

compared to 77.5% national high school graduation rate (Strange et al., 2012).

Rural schools can be described as ethnically, culturally, and socio-ecomonically 

diverse (Sanzo, Myran, &  Clayton, 2010; Sinclair, Naizer, &  Ledbetter 2010). Strange et 

al. (2012) reports that Georgia’s has the highest rate of growth in the nation of rural 

Hispanic student population, that the rural minority student percentage in Georgia is 

36.9% compared to 25.8% nationally, and the rural student poverty rate is 51.6%
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compared to 41% nationally. The rural student poverty rate increased by 11.2% during 

the 1999-00 to 2008-09 time period (Strange et al., 2007).

Rural schools face many challenges specifically teacher retention and resources. 

Many rural school districts have a hard time finding and retaining quality leaders and 

teachers because o f salary, professional development, and location (Sanzo, Myran, &  

Clayton, 2010; Sinclair, Naizer, &  Ledbetter, 2010; Salazar, 2007; Arnold 2004).

Another major challenge is lack o f resources in rural schools (Cheng-Ping, Chuang, &  

Bennington, 2011; Starr &  White, 2008; Arnold, 2004). Resources in rural schools are 

declining and principals in these schools believe that their job is about how they do it and 

not about what they actually do (Cheng-Ping, Chuang, &  Bennington, 2011; Starr &  

White, 2008; Arnold, 2004). Since principals are having a hard time with teacher 

retention and resources, many are implementing a transformational leadership style since 

research has shown that transformational leadership does have a relationship with student 

achievement in rural schools (Masumoto &  Brown-Welty, 2009; Palma, 2008).

Title I Schools

According to the U.S. Department o f Education (2010), schools that have a 

population where 35% or more o f students qualify for free or reduced lunch are 

considered Title I schools. These students are identified as free or reduced based o ff the 

income o f their family. Students “from families with incomes at or below 130 percent of the 

poverty level are eligible for free meals. Those with incomes between 130 percent and 185 

percent of the poverty level are eligible for reduced-price meals” (National School Lunch 

Program, 2012, p. 2). Title I is part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA) (20 U.S.C. 6301-6339, 6571-6578) and helps schools that have a high number of
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funds to local educational agencies (LEA) (U.S. Department o f Education, 2010; 

O’Donnell et al., 2008). Schools that are not eligible or choose not to participate in a 

school-wide Title I program can receive targeted assistance, which provides federal 

funding for a specific group o f students who are failing, or on the fringe o f failing, to 

meet academic standards set by the state (U.S. Department of Education, 2010; 

O ’Donnell et al., 2008). These federal funds are distributed based on four statutory 

formulas that are centered on the estimated cost o f each state’s education and the 

estimates o f poverty in each state based on the census (U.S. Department of Education,

2010). Once LEAs receive the funds they distribute them to the schools with the highest 

amount of low-income children (U.S. Department of Education, 2010).

During the 2009 -  2010 school year, over 56,000 schools across the United States 

used Title I funds for academic support with students who were struggling academically 

and came from low-income families (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). Some of 

these funds go specifically to after school and summer programs, reading instruction, 

math instruction, and other instruction that would help students understand the 

curriculum being taught (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). Title I schools are 

increasing by number as the poverty rate continues to increase (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 2012). For example, the highest poverty schools, where 75% or 

more of students receive free or reduced lunch, increased by 8% from the 1999 -  2000 

data to the 2009 -  2010 data compared to the lowest poverty schools, where 25% or less 

of students receive free or reduced lunch, that saw a decrease from 31% to 20% during 

the same time period (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012).
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In Georgia for the 2009 -  2010 school year there were 1,498 Title I schools 

which is more than double the number o f Non-Title I schools which was 714 (Georgia 

Department of Education, 2010). Compared to Non-Title I schools students who took the 

Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) in grades 4 - 8  and those students who 

took the Georgia High School Graduation Test (GHSGT) scored lower in each subject 

area than those students in Non-Title I schools (Georgia Department o f Education, 2010). 

The graduation rate was 76.9% in Title I schools in Georgia for the 2009 -  2010 school 

year, and the attendance rate o f students who missed over 15 days o f school was 10.3% in 

Title I schools (Georgia Department of Education, 2010). It is important, especially early 

in school years, for students who live in poverty to attend school on a regular basis 

(Chang &  Romero, 2008).

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) “is a measurement instrument 

for what Bass and Avolio have termed the Full Range of Leadership” (Elliott, 2002, p. 2). 

It was created by Bass as a way to measure the three leadership styles of 

transformational, transactional, and passive/avoidant (Bass, 1985; Avolio &  Bass, 2004b) 

and it “has been used extensively in field and laboratory research to study” (Avolio &  

Bass, 2004b, p. 6) these leadership styles. The original survey had 73 items and dealt 

with the original five factors that Bass (1985) identified in his early research. Over the 

years the M LQ has been modified to reflect current research and criticisms (Bennett, 

2009; Muenjohn &  Armstrong, 2008). For example, Tejeda, Scandura, and Pillai (2001) 

recommended using a 27-item M LQ survey because they questioned the reliability and
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validity of the original instrument. Avolio, Bass, and Jung (1999) also modified the 

survey to 36 items because they felt the original had problems.

Today there are 45 items on the M LQ -5X, and these items “identify and measure 

key leadership and effectiveness behaviors shown in prior research to be strongly linked 

with both individual and organizational success” (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b, p. 11). The new 

version used today is on a ninth grade reading level and only takes around 15 minutes to 

complete (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b). Out o f the 45 items, 36 o f them are based on the nine 

factors that make up the full range leadership model, and the other nine items assess the 

three outcomes of leadership: extra effort, effectiveness, and satisfaction (Antonakis et 

al., 2003; Avolio &  Bass, 2004a, Muenjohn &  Armstrong, 2008). Each of the nine factors 

is “measured by four highly-correlated items that are as low in correlation as possible 

with items of the other eight components” (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b, p. 12). These nine 

factors are idealized attributes and idealized behaviors which fall under the heading 

idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, individual 

consideration, contingent reward, management by exception -  active, management by 

exception -  passive, and laissez-faire (Avolio &  Bass, 2004a, 2004b; Muenjohn &  

Armstrong, 2008).

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define these factors in their report entitled Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire: Feedback 360°. The first five factors fall under the 

transformational leadership category (Avolio &  Bass, 2004a, 2004b, &  Muenjohn &  

Armstrong, 2008). They define the idealized attributes scale as the scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to build trust in their followers. They inspire power 

and pride in their followers, by going beyond their own individual interests and
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focusing on the interests o f the group and o f its members. Thus, they become 

reference models for their followers, (p.5)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the idealized behaviors scale as the scale that:

identifies leaders who act with integrity. High scores on this scale are typical for 

leaders who manifest positive and highly valuated behaviors, like dominance, 

consciousness, self-control, a high moral judgment, optimism and self-efficacy. 

They talk about their most important values and beliefs, they focus on a desirable 

vision and almost always consider the moral and ethical consequences of their 

actions. They also zero in on building a commonly shared sense o f a vision or 

mission for the team or group, (p.5)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the inspirational motivation scale as the scale that: 

identifies leaders who inspire others. Often, inspiration can occur without the 

need for identification o f associates with the leader. Inspirational leaders 

articulate, in simple ways, shared goals and mutual understanding o f what is right 

and important. They provide visions of what is possible and how to attain them. 

They enhance meaning and promote positive expectations about what needs to be 

done. (p. 6)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the intellectual stimulation scale as the scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to encourage innovative thinking. In addition to 

Idealized Influence and Inspirational Motivation, transforming leadership also 

involves the intellectual stimulation o f associates’ ideas and values. Through 

Intellectual Stimulation, transformational leaders help others to think about old 

problems in new ways. They are encouraged to question their own beliefs,
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assumptions, and values, and, when appropriate, those of the leader, which may 

be outdated or inappropriate for solving current problems. As a consequence, 

associates develop the capacity to solve future problems unforeseen by the leader. 

Associates learn to tackle and solve problems on their own by being creative and 

innovative, (p. 6)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the individual consideration scale as the scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to coach people. Individualized Consideration is 

another aspect o f transformational leadership. It means understanding and sharing 

in others’ concerns and developmental needs and treating each individual 

uniquely. In addition, Individualized Consideration represents an attempt on the 

part of leaders to not only recognize and satisfy their associates’ current needs, 

but also to expand and elevate those needs in an attempt to maximize and develop 

their full potential. This is one reason why transformational leaders set examples 

and assign tasks on an individual basis. Transformational leaders also provide 

opportunities and develop organizational cultures supportive o f individual growth.

(p. 6)

The next two factors Avolio and Bass (2004a) define fall under the transactional 

leadership category. They define the contingent reward scale as the scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to reward achievement. Leaders scoring high on 

this scale tend to discuss in clear terms responsibilities for special tasks and 

projects, state performance objectives, clarify rewards and punishments and 

express satisfaction when they get the correct output. Contingent rewards are an
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important leadership instrument in the transactional area, they result in bringing 

followers and groups to perform up to standard, (p. 7)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the management-by-exception: active scale as the scale 

that:

identifies leaders who focus on monitoring mistakes. High scoring leaders use to 

specify with clarity compliance standards, as well as vividly describe inefficient 

performance. Following these descriptions, they focus on sanctions for not 

respecting the set standards. This leadership style focuses on a careful monitoring 

of deviations, mistakes and errors and on quick and thorough corrective measures, 

i f  appropriate. Leaders practicing an active management by exception use to keep 

track o f mistakes, concentrate on errors and exceptions from the rule and on the 

treatment o f these oversteps, (p. 7)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the individual consideration scale as the scale that the 

last two factors fall under the category o f passive/avoidant leadership (Avolio &  Bass, 

2004a). They define management-by-exception: passive as the scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to fight fires in their team or organization. I f  active 

management by exception focuses on continuously monitoring mistake and 

deviations from the expected norm and taking corrective measures against the 

apparition o f errors and mistakes, before these errors appear, passive management 

by exception waits for problems to appear before taking corrective actions. 

Managers using this leadership style adhere to the opinion that “if  it isn’t broken, 

don’t fix it” and wait for problems to become severe before taking corrective 

action. Corrective actions are most o f the time punitive, (p. 8)
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Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the laissez-faire scale as the scale that:

identifies leaders who tend to avoid involvement. This leadership style could be 

easily defined as “non-leadership” and is the exact opposite of an efficient 

transformational leadership style. Permissive leaders refuse to assume the 

responsibilities that are part o f their positions as leaders: they do not offer enough 

information to their followers, do not offer feedback, do not acknowledge or work 

towards their followers’ satisfaction. High scorers in this scale avoid approaching 

important problems, are absent when needed, avoid making decisions and have 

late reactions to urgent problems, (p.8)

The last nine factors o f the M LQ fall under the outcomes of leadership category. 

These are not leadership styles but are outcomes o f leadership behavior (Avolio &  Bass, 

2004b). These outcomes can be evaluated with the “M LQ by how often the raters 

perceive their leader to be motivating, how effective raters perceive their leader to be at 

different levels of the organization, and how satisfied raters are with their leader’s 

methods of working with others” (p. 3). The first scale identified by Avolio and Bass 

(2004a) is the extra effort scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to generate extra effort in their followers. Extra 

effort, as one o f the direct effects on an efficient leadership style, is defined as the 

wish o f followers to strive for superior performance by deploying supplementary 

efforts, positively exceeding legitimate behavioral expectations o f their leaders, 

their group or their organization. High scorers in this scale amplify the wish o f 

their followers to succeed and to overstep objectives and induce positive 

supplementary behaviors, (p. 9)
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The next scale identified by Avolio and Bass (2004a) is the effectiveness scale that: 

identifies leaders who are able to be efficient. Efficient leaders satisfy the 

professional o f their followers. They also efficiently represent the group in front 

of the higher organizational authority, are efficient in meeting organizational 

objectives and generally generate a higher efficiency in all the structures they are 

involved with. (p. 9)

The third scale identified by Avolio and Bass (2004a) is the satisfaction with leadership 

scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to generate satisfaction in their followers. 

Satisfaction with leadership is measured in the M LQ with only two items and 

identifies with its higher scores leaders who generate interpersonal satisfaction in 

their followers and colleagues. These leaders are warm, nurturing, open, 

authentic, honest persons, with good interpersonal and social skills, capable of 

developing feelings o f satisfaction in their followers, (p. 9)

According to Avolio and Bass (2004b), the M LQ  has many advantages over other 

leadership surveys. One advantage is that “It can be used to assess perceptions of 

leadership effectiveness o f team leaders, supervisors, managers, and executives from 

many different levels o f an organization” (p. 4). Another advantage according to Avolio 

and Bass (2004b) is that the M LQ can be used to rate leaders o f an organization from 

different people in the organization such as an employee, direct report, or from peers in 

other organizations. The M LQ can also be used universally across different cultures 

based on the evidence collected by Avolio and Bass (2004b). Development o f others is 

another key advantage o f the M LQ as it emphasizes both personal and intellectual
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development o f others by leaders as well as continuing to develop the leaders 

themselves (Avolio and Bass, 2004b). The last advantage according to Avolio and Bass 

(2004b) is that the M LQ is easy to understand and “the full range model links each 

leadership style to the expected performance outcome, which has been shown through 

literally hundreds o f prior studies to support this connection” (p. 4-5).

Avolio and Bass (2004b) also write that the M LQ provides many advantages in 

the workplace. For example, scores can be used to help in the selection, transfer, and 

promotion areas o f a workforce. “MLQ scores can be used to identify candidates for 

selection to training programs, transfer to leadership positions, and promotion to 

supervisory positions” (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b, p. 6). When combining the MLQ with 

assessment center procedures, a more complete assessment o f a candidate’s leadership 

potential and performance can be provided (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b). Avolio and Bass 

(2004b) continue to show the advantages of the M LQ when they write that the MLQ  

scores help in identifying leaders who are more suited for a particular kind of situation. 

“Matching a leader to the appropriate situation, rather than making unnecessary, costly, 

or impossible changes in that situation, can help a group or organization solve a 

potentially difficult problem” (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b, p.7).

Another advantage that Avolio and Bass (2004b) write about is that the “MLQ  

can be a useful tool for coaching in that it provides specific behaviors on which leaders 

can focus on their development plan” (p. 7). Through their research and others Avolio 

and Bass (2004b) state that by using the MLQ when consulting with individuals, 

ineffective leadership behaviors can be replaced with effective ones in a reasonably short 

time. In the same way the M LQ can be used to consult with an individual leader, it can
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also be used to help a leadership team become more effective in an organization and 

the organization as a whole as well (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b).

According to Muenjohn and Armstrong (2008) researchers have criticized the 

validity o f the M LQ, but research does support the M LQ as being both valid and reliable 

as many research studies have been done since Bass created the original instrument in 

1985 (Bennett, 2009). In one o f their reports, Avolio and Bass (2004a) write the M LQ is 

“a psychometric instrument that has been validated in a wide variety o f research 

programs, including extensive studies in Romania. Lowe, Kroeck, and Sivasubramaniam 

(1996), Judge and Piccolo (2004) and Dumdum, Lowe, and Avolio (2002) all found 

strong validity and reliability support for the MLQ instrument. Others that have 

researched transformational leadership, such as Avolio (1996), Bass (1997), and Avolio 

et al. (1999), support the M LQ, and claim it to be a collective model that is both valid and 

reliable across organizational levels. Research not only supports the validity and 

reliability of the M LQ , but researchers have also found that the latest form o f the M LQ  

does capture the full leadership factors o f transformational leadership theory and could be 

used with confidence in research (Antonakis et al., 2003).

Summary

In this chapter the literature review started o ff with a review o f the history of 

leadership from the ‘Great Man’ theory all the way through transformational and 

transactional leadership theories. Next, this literature review focused on the relationship 

of the leadership style o f a principal and how it positively affects the climate and culture 

of a school. After that the literature review turned to the attendance o f students and how 

the climate o f a school is statistically significantly related to the attendance o f students.
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The factors and effects o f poor attendance by students as well as ways to combat poor 

attendance were also discussed. Following the discussion of attendance, the literature 

review turned towards the social learning theory and rural and Title I schools. Finally, 

there was a literature review on the survey that was administered in this study called the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ).

In chapter 3 o f this study, the background, purpose, and problem of this study was 

restated along with the research questions and hypotheses that go along with the research 

questions for this study. An explanation of the research design and how the population 

and sample were chosen was also discussed in this chapter. Finally, the instrument being 

used, how data were collected from the state department of education, and how data were 

collected and analyzed from teachers completing the M LQ survey were included in 

chapter 3.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY  

Background

According to the Georgia Department o f Education (2010), attendance is based on 

a student’s enrollment at a school. The Official Code of Georgia, (O.C.G.A.) 20-2-690.1, 

makes it mandatory for any student between their sixth and sixteenth birthdays to be in a 

public, private, or home school program. The state o f Georgia defines the overall 

attendance rate o f students as 84% and below as high attendance risk, 85 -  90% as 

moderate attendance risk, 90 -  95% as low attendance risk, and 95 -  100% as no 

attendance risk (Georgia Department o f Education, 2013). Principals are held accountable 

for their students’ attendance under the Governance and Leadership component of the 

new evaluation system in Georgia called Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES) 

(Georgia Department of Education, 2013). For this study the unit o f analysis was the 

schools and the principals at the schools. The overall average attendance rates of these 

schools ranged from 88.1% - 99.1%. The rates o f the individual schools are detailed in 

Appendix D.

Problem Statement

Attendance at the elementary school level has a great influence on the success of 

students as they move into higher levels o f education. Principals have an influence on the

91
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success of the school (Lipson et al., 2004; Boyan, 1988; Dinham, 2005; Gurr et al., 2005; 

Hallinger &  Heck, 1996; Hallinger &  Heck, 1998; Leithwood et al., 2004) and they 

areheld accountable for a student’s attendance (Sheldon, 2007). Specifically, there is a 

concern with attendance in both rural schools (Hunt &  Hopko, 2009; Reid, 2004) as well 

as Title I schools (National Center for Education Statistics, 2012) due to the poverty of 

the school (Chang &  Romero, 2008; Zhang, 2003). For these reasons it is important to 

determine whether there is a relationship between a particular leadership style, 

specifically transformational and transactional leadership styles, and the attendance rates 

of rural, Title I elementary school students.

Purpose Statement

The purpose of this study was to determine if  there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the transformational and transactional leadership styles o f rural,

Title I elementary school principals and the attendance rates of schools led by the 

principals in rural, Title I elementary schools.

Overview o f Chapter 3 

In this chapter the background, problem, and purpose statement have already been 

stated. Further discussion in this chapter were on the research questions and hypotheses 

of the study, the research design, the population and sample o f the study along with the 

participants, the instrumentation that were used in the study, how data were collected and 

analyzed including the response rate of the participants, and how approval from the 

Institutional Review Board (IR B ) was obtained. At the end o f this chapter there is a brief 

section on the plan describing how the findings were discussed in chapter 4 along with a 

summary o f chapter 3.
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Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The following research questions and hypotheses helped guide the research for

this study.

RQi Do principals o f selected rural, Title I elementary schools see their leadership

style as transformational or transactional as measured by the distribution o f scores 

on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) scales?

RQ2 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the transformational

leadership score as determined by the principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance 

rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES)?

H 02 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

transformational leadership score o f the principal and attendance rates o f rural, 

Title I elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status 

(SES).

RQ3 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the transactional leadership 

score as determined by the principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates of rural, 

Title I elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status 

(SES)?

H03 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

transactional leadership score o f the principal and attendance rates o f rural, Title I 

elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).

RQ4 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Idealized Influence 

Attribute element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the
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principals’ M LQ  surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H04 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Idealized 

Influence Attribute element score of transformational leadership of principals and 

attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

RQs Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Idealized Influence 

Behavior element of transformational leadership score as determined by 

principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H 05 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Idealized 

Influence Behavior element score o f transformational leadership of principals and 

attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

RQ6 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Inspirational Motivation 

element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the principals’ 

MLQ surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school students 

after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H06 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean 

Inspirational Motivation element score o f transformational leadership of 

principals and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).
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RQ? Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Intellectual Stimulation 

element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the principals’

M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students 

after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H07 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

Intellectual Stimulation element score o f transformational leadership o f principals 

and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling 

for socioeconomic status (SES).

RQ8 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Individual

Consideration element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the 

principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H o8 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Individual 

Consideration element score of transformational leadership o f principals and 

attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

RQ9 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Contingent Reward 

element o f transactional leadership score as determined by the principals’ MLQ  

surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H 09 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Contingent 

Reward element score o f transactional leadership of principals and attendance
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rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

RQio Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Management-by-

Exception Active element of transactional leadership score as determined by the 

principals’ M LQ  surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

Hio There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

Management-by-Exception Active element score of transactional leadership of 

principals and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).

Research Design

This study was a correlational design study where the researcher was trying to 

determine if  the variables were correlated and if  there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the transformational and transactional leadership styles of rural,

Title I elementary school principals and the attendance rates of students in elementary 

schools. For this study the researcher obtained leadership data from principals o f rural, 

Title I elementary schools selected using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

(M LQ ) developed by Bass and Avolio. This leadership survey was created as a way to 

measure the three leadership styles o f transformational, transactional, and 

passive/avoidant (Bass, 1985; Avolio &  Bass, 2004b) and “has been used extensively in 

field and laboratory research to study” (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b, p. 6) these leadership 

styles.
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Today there are 45 items on the M LQ, and these items “identify and measure key 

leadership and effectiveness behaviors shown in prior research to be strongly linked with 

both individual and organizational success” (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b, p. 11). The version 

used for this study is on a ninth grade reading level and only takes around 15 minutes to 

complete (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b). Out of the 45 items, 36 o f them are based on the nine 

factors that make up the full range leadership model, and the other nine items assess the 

three outcomes o f leadership: extra effort, effectiveness, and satisfaction (Antonakis et 

al., 2003; Avolio &  Bass, 2004a, Muenjohn &  Armstrong, 2008). The first 36 items o f 

the M LQ were used for this survey and not the last 9 items dealing with extra effort, 

effectiveness, and satisfaction.

For this study principals were surveyed instead of their teachers and staff. 

Research shows that self-reporting can be both valid and reliable (Hauenstein, 2011; 

McDonald, 2008). Research also shows that self-reporting is better at measuring 

leadership as shown by Psotka, Legree, and Gray (2007) when they found that there was 

a stronger relationship with leadership skills from self-ratings than that o f other ratings in 

a study for the U.S. Army Research Institute. Vazire (2010) added to self-ratings being 

better than other ratings on leadership when he found that self-ratings on leadership 

“were significantly more positive” (p. 289) compared to other ratings. Felfe, Tartler, and 

Liepmann (2004) also wrote that not only can self-ratings provide useful information on 

leadership but it can also provide useful information on the leadership’s effectiveness and 

climate o f an organization. Vazire (2010) continued by stating that creativity and 

dominance were also more significant than other ratings.



98
Positive statements on self-reporting can be found in other research as well. 

Paulhus and Vazire (2007) state that self-reports are rich with details because the person 

doing the reporting has more information than anyone else about him or herself. Paulhus 

and Vazire (2007) continue by stating that an advantage of self-reporting is that people 

are more apt to talk about themselves and be able to identify with questions that might be 

asked than other people. McDonald (2008) adds that it is also easier to get a single person 

to report on themselves than it is to get many people to report on a single person. It is 

also less efficient and more costly to do other-reports than self-reports (McDonald, 2008). 

Other research supports self-reporting as well such as Nhundu’s (1999) research that 

showed teachers found self-reporting to have a great impact on producing changes in the 

practices they use because self-reporting allows them to have a reflection o f what they do 

and how to change what they do if  needed. Also, Atwater and Yammarino’s (1992) 

research showed that when it comes to a person’s character self-reporting is more useful.

Not all researchers agree that self-reporting is the best method. Research on self- 

evaluations and the problems with it has been done since the 1920’s (Yammarino &  

Atwater, 1997), and there is some research that does support the rating of other people 

rather than rating oneself because it can be more effective (Brutus, Fleenor, &  Taylor, 

1996; Fleenor, McCauley, &  Brutus, 1996). Yammarino and Atwater (1997) add that 

self-ratings can “inaccurate when compared with ratings provided by others” (p. 36-37). 

The reason some researchers state other ratings is better is because some people are not 

as good at evaluating themselves as others are at evaluating them (Harris &  Schaubroek, 

1998; Yammarino &  Atwater, 1997). Atwater and Yammarino (1992) add that their 

research on self-reports find that “self-ratings are unreliable indicators of behavior” (p.
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142). Another reason not to use self-reports according to Podsakoff and Organ (1986) is 

because they are usually inflated compared to those ratings by other people.

Even though there are researchers in support for both self-reporting and other- 

reporting, for this study only self-reporting w ill be used. The research showing self- 

reporting is both valid and reliable (Hauenstein, 2011; McDonald, 2008) helped support 

the reasoning o f using only self-ratings. Research also shows that the advantages o f self- 

ratings when it comes to leadership outweighs those o f other ratings (Vazire, 2010;

Psotka et al., 2007; Felfe et al., 2004) and leadership is a key variable in this paper.

Data on absentee rates o f students for selected elementary schools were obtained 

from the state o f Georgia’s Department o f Education website for the 2011 -  2012 school 

year. The overall average attendance rates o f these schools ranged from 88.1% - 99.1%. 

The rates o f the individual schools are detailed in Appendix D. This data along with the 

results from the surveys collected were placed into Statistical Packages for Social 

Sciences (SPSS) and analyzed. Then the researcher correlated the school attendance rate 

data with the principals’ survey results to determine whether there was a statistically 

significant relationship with a particular leadership style or an element o f the M LQ and 

rural, Title I elementary school student attendance rates.

For this study there was a control variable which was socioeconomic status (SES). 

This SES was determined by each school’s free and reduced lunch rate. The reason for 

using this control variable is because research states students from lower socioeconomic 

families are more likely to miss school and have poor attendance than those from higher 

socioeconomic families (Zhang et al., 2007; Kearney, 2007). Data for each school’s free
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and reduced lunch rate was collected from each school’s Georgia Report Card which can 

be found at Georgia’s Governor’s Office of Student Achievement website.

Population

According to the Georgia’s Department of Education website on the Finance and 

Business Operations: Facilities Services’ page (2011), Georgia has 180 school systems 

which are made up of 159 counties and 21 cities. These school systems are made up of 

2,289 schools and out of those schools there are 1,335 elementary schools (Georgia 

Department of Education, 2012). Aud et al. (2010) defines an elementary school as a 

school that has “one or more grades of K-6 that does not have any grade higher than 

grade 8.”

For this study the unit o f analysis was the schools and the principals at the 

schools. In this study the researcher compared overall attendance rates o f each of the 

rural, Title I elementary schools selected with the results from each individual principal 

surveyed about their leadership style.

Sample

For this study only rural, Title I elementary schools were researched to help 

determine if  there was a statistically significant relationship between the transformational 

and transactional leadership styles o f rural, Title I elementary school principals and the 

attendance rates o f schools led by the principals in rural, Title I elementary schools. To 

narrow down the elementary schools in the state of Georgia into a rural, Title I 

classification two definitions were used. First, the U.S. Department o f Education (2010) 

states that to be defined a Title I elementary school the school’s population must have at 

least 35% or more students qualify for free or reduced lunch. Once this first definition
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was put into place the total number o f elementary schools in Georgia went from 1,335 to 

942 elementary schools that qualified as Title I elementary schools.

Next, the second definition was put into place and used to determine if  an 

elementary school was a rural elementary school. To determine the rural classification, 

the researcher used the list from the Georgia Department o f Education of rural low 

income schools that defines a rural school district. This is part o f Title V I, Part B for the 

fiscal year 2011. When adding this definition to the first definition o f Title I status, the 

number o f elementary schools went from 942 to 212 elementary schools. These 212 

rural, Title I elementary schools can be found in 88 counties. There is another school 

district that qualifies under the rural definition but the elementary school in this district is 

an elementary/high school and does not meet the definition o f elementary school only.

Participants

The participants in this study were the 212 principals o f the 212 rural, Title I 

elementary schools identified in this study to have met the definitions o f both Title I and 

rural. These principals were surveyed on their leadership style using the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) which is described in the next section. Out of the 212 

principals surveyed only the data from the principals who have been at their school for at 

least three years were used for analysis. Research has shown that changes in school 

improvement usually take a minimum o f three years and researchers w ill usually use a 

three year window over one year time frame when trying to capture change in an 

organization (Homg, Klasik, &  Loeb, 2009; Jazzar &  Algozzine, 2006). Finally, as stated 

in the population section, the unit of analysis for this study was both the schools and the 

principals’ survey results.
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Instrumentation

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) “is a measurement instrument 

for what Bass and Avolio have termed the Full Range o f Leadership” (Elliott, 2002, p. 2). 

It was created as a way to measure the three leadership styles o f transformational, 

transactional, and passive/avoidant (Bass, 1985; Avolio & Bass, 2004b) and it “has been 

used extensively in field and laboratory research to study” (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b, p. 6) 

these leadership styles. Today there are 45 items on the M LQ -5X, and these items 

“identify and measure key leadership and effectiveness behaviors shown in prior research 

to be strongly linked with both individual and organizational success” (Avolio &  Bass, 

2004b, p. 11). The new version used today is on a ninth grade reading level and only 

takes around 15 minutes to complete (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b). Out o f the 45 items, 36 of 

them are based on the nine factors that make up the full range leadership model, and the 

other nine items assess the three outcomes o f leadership: extra effort, effectiveness, and 

satisfaction (Antonakis et al., 2003; Avolio &  Bass, 2004a, Muenjohn &  Armstrong, 

2008). Each o f the nine factors is “measured by four highly-correlated items that are as 

low in correlation as possible with items of the other eight components” (Avolio &  Bass, 

2004b, p. 12). These nine factors are idealized attributes and idealized behaviors which 

fall under the heading idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual 

stimulation, individual consideration, contingent reward, management by exception -  

active, management by exception -  passive, and laissez-faire (Avolio &  Bass, 2004a, 

2004b; Muenjohn &  Armstrong, 2008).

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define these factors in their report entitled Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire: Feedback 360°. The first five factors fall under the
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transformational leadership category (Avolio &  Bass, 2004a, 2004b, &  Muenjohn &  

Armstrong, 2008). They define the idealized attributes scale as the scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to build trust in their followers. They inspire power 

and pride in their followers, by going beyond their own individual interests and 

focusing on the interests o f the group and o f its members. Thus, they become 

reference models for their followers, (p.5)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the idealized behaviors scale as the scale that:

identifies leaders who act with integrity. High scores on this scale are typical for 

leaders who manifest positive and highly valuated behaviors, like dominance, 

consciousness, self-control, a high moral judgment, optimism and self-efficacy. 

They talk about their most important values and beliefs, they focus on a desirable 

vision and almost always consider the moral and ethical consequences o f their 

actions. They also zero in on building a commonly shared sense o f a vision or 

mission for the team or group, (p.5)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the inspirational motivation scale as the scale that: 

identifies leaders who inspire others. Often, inspiration can occur without the 

need for identification o f associates with the leader. Inspirational leaders 

articulate, in simple ways, shared goals and mutual understanding o f what is right 

and important. They provide visions o f what is possible and how to attain them. 

They enhance meaning and promote positive expectations about what needs to be 

done. (p. 6)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the intellectual stimulation scale as the scale that:
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identifies leaders who are able to encourage innovative thinking. In addition to 

Idealized Influence and Inspirational Motivation, transforming leadership also 

involves the intellectual stimulation o f associates’ ideas and values. Through 

Intellectual Stimulation, transformational leaders help others to think about old 

problems in new ways. They are encouraged to question their own beliefs, 

assumptions, and values, and, when appropriate, those o f the leader, which may 

be outdated or inappropriate for solving current problems. As a consequence, 

associates develop the capacity to solve future problems unforeseen by the leader. 

Associates learn to tackle and solve problems on their own by being creative and 

innovative, (p. 6)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the individual consideration scale as the scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to coach people. Individualized Consideration is 

another aspect of transformational leadership. It means understanding and sharing 

in others’ concerns and developmental needs and treating each individual 

uniquely. In addition, Individualized Consideration represents an attempt on the 

part of leaders to not only recognize and satisfy their associates’ current needs, 

but also to expand and elevate those needs in an attempt to maximize and develop 

their full potential. This is one reason why transformational leaders set examples 

and assign tasks on an individual basis. Transformational leaders also provide 

opportunities and develop organizational cultures supportive o f individual growth.

(p. 6)

The next two factors Avolio and Bass (2004a) define fall under the transactional 

leadership category. They define the contingent reward scale as the scale that:
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identifies leaders who are able to reward achievement. Leaders scoring high on 

this scale tend to discuss in clear terms responsibilities for special tasks and 

projects, state performance objectives, clarify rewards and punishments and 

express satisfaction when they get the correct output. Contingent rewards are an 

important leadership instrument in the transactional area, they result in bringing 

followers and groups to perform up to standard, (p. 7)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the management-by-exception: active scale as the scale 

that:

identifies leaders who focus on monitoring mistakes. High scoring leaders use to 

specify with clarity compliance standards, as well as vividly describe inefficient 

performance. Following these descriptions, they focus on sanctions for not 

respecting the set standards. This leadership style focuses on a careful monitoring 

of deviations, mistakes and errors and on quick and thorough corrective measures, 

if  appropriate. Leaders practicing an active management by exception use to keep 

track o f mistakes, concentrate on errors and exceptions from the rule and on the 

treatment o f these oversteps, (p. 7)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the individual consideration scale as the scale that the 

last two factors fall under the category o f passive/avoidant leadership (Avolio &  Bass, 

2004a). They define management-by-exception: passive as the scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to fight fires in their team or organization. I f  active 

management by exception focuses on continuously monitoring mistake and 

deviations from the expected norm and taking corrective measures against the 

apparition of errors and mistakes, before these errors appear, passive management
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by exception waits for problems to appear before taking corrective actions. 

Managers using this leadership style adhere to the opinion that “if  it isn’t broken, 

don’t fix it” and wait for problems to become severe before taking corrective 

action. Corrective actions are most o f the time punitive, (p. 8)

Avolio and Bass (2004a) define the laissez-faire scale as the scale that:

identifies leaders who tend to avoid involvement. This leadership style could be 

easily defined as “non-leadership” and is the exact opposite o f an efficient 

transformational leadership style. Permissive leaders refuse to assume the 

responsibilities that are part o f their positions as leaders: they do not offer enough 

information to their followers, do not offer feedback, do not acknowledge or work 

towards their followers’ satisfaction. High scorers in this scale avoid approaching 

important problems, are absent when needed, avoid making decisions and have 

late reactions to urgent problems, (p. 8)

The last nine factors o f the M LQ fall under the outcomes o f leadership category. 

These are not leadership styles but are outcomes o f leadership behavior (Avolio &  Bass, 

2004b). These outcomes can be evaluated with the “M LQ by how often the raters 

perceive their leader to be motivating, how effective raters perceive their leader to be at 

different levels o f the organization, and how satisfied raters are with their leader’s 

methods of working with others” (p. 3). The first scale identified by Avolio and Bass 

(2004a) is the extra effort scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to generate extra effort in their followers. Extra 

effort, as one of the direct effects on an efficient leadership style, is defined as the 

wish of followers to strive for superior performance by deploying supplementary
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efforts, positively exceeding legitimate behavioral expectations of their leaders, 

their group or their organization. High scorers in this scale amplify the wish o f 

their followers to succeed and to overstep objectives and induce positive 

supplementary behaviors, (p. 9)

The next scale identified by Avolio and Bass (2004a) is the effectiveness scale that: 

identifies leaders who are able to be efficient. Efficient leaders satisfy the 

professional o f their followers. They also efficiently represent the group in front 

of the higher organizational authority, are efficient in meeting organizational 

objectives and generally generate a higher efficiency in all the structures they are 

involved with. (p. 9)

The third scale identified by Avolio and Bass (2004a) is the satisfaction with leadership 

scale that:

identifies leaders who are able to generate satisfaction in their followers. 

Satisfaction with leadership is measured in the M LQ  with only two items and 

identifies with its higher scores leaders who generate interpersonal satisfaction in 

their followers and colleagues. These leaders are warm, nurturing, open, 

authentic, honest persons, with good interpersonal and social skills, capable o f 

developing feelings o f satisfaction in their followers, (p. 9)

According to Avolio and Bass (2004b), the M LQ has many advantages over other 

leadership surveys. One advantage is that “It can be used to assess perceptions of 

leadership effectiveness o f team leaders, supervisors, managers, and executives from 

many different levels o f an organization” (p. 4). Another advantage according to Avolio 

and Bass (2004b) is that the M LQ can be used to rate leaders o f an organization from
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different people in the organization such as an employee, direct report, or from peers in 

other organizations. The M LQ can also be used universally across different cultures 

based on the evidence collected by Avolio and Bass (2004b). Development of others is 

another key advantage o f the MLQ as it emphasizes both personal and intellectual 

development of others by leaders as well as continuing to develop the leaders themselves 

(Avolio and Bass, 2004b). The last advantage according to Avolio and Bass (2004b) is 

that the M LQ is easy to understand and “the full range model links each leadership style 

to the expected performance outcome, which has been shown through literally hundreds 

of prior studies to support this connection” (p. 4-5).

Avolio and Bass (2004b) also write that the M LQ  provides many advantages in 

the workplace. For example, scores can be used to help in the selection, transfer, and 

promotion areas o f a workforce. “M LQ scores can be used to identify candidates for 

selection to training programs, transfer to leadership positions, and promotion to 

supervisory positions” (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b, p. 6). When combining the M LQ with 

assessment center procedures, a more complete assessment o f a candidate’s leadership 

potential and performance can be provided (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b). Avolio and Bass 

(2004b) continue to show the advantages o f the M LQ when they write that the MLQ  

scores help in identifying leaders who are more suited for a particular kind o f situation. 

“Matching a leader to the appropriate situation, rather than making unnecessary, costly, 

or impossible changes in that situation, can help a group or organization solve a 

potentially difficult problem” (Avolio &  Bass, 2004b, p. 7).

According to Muenjohn and Armstrong (2008) researchers have criticized the 

validity o f the MLQ, but research does support the M LQ  as being both valid and reliable



109
as many research studies have been done since Bass created the original instrument in 

1985 (Bennett, 2009). In one o f their reports, Avolio and Bass (2004a) write the M LQ  is 

“a psychometric instrument that has been validated in a wide variety o f research 

programs, including extensive studies in Romania. Lowe et al. (1996), Judge and Piccolo 

(2004) and Dumdum et al. (2002) all found strong validity and reliability support for the 

M LQ instrument. Others that have researched transformational leadership, such as Avolio 

(1996), Bass (1997), and Avolio et al. (1999), support the M LQ, and claim it to be a 

collective model that is both valid and reliable across organizational levels. Research not 

only supports the validity and reliability o f the M LQ , but researchers have also found that 

the latest form o f the M LQ  does capture the full leadership factors o f transformational 

leadership theory and could be used with confidence in research (Antonakis et al., 2003).

Data Collection

Data for this study were collected in two ways. First, data on absentee rates o f 

students for selected rural, Title I elementary schools were obtained from the state of 

Georgia’s Department o f Education website for the 2011 -  2012 school year. The overall 

average attendance rates o f these schools ranged from 88.1% - 99.1%. The rates o f the 

individual schools are detailed in Appendix D. Next, after Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) and school system approval, letters with a link to the online survey at 

monkeysurvey.com along with consent forms were emailed to principals at participating 

schools. The reason a survey was used was because according to Fincham (2008) “A 

survey is often the best approach to acquiring that knowledge” (p. 1) that you seek to 

obtain. The survey was made available for five weeks and a total o f two reminders after 

initial contact were sent to participants.
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Institutional Review Board 

The researcher submitted an application for approval of this study to Mercer 

University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB). This application included information 

about the researcher’s study such as the title, the beginning and ending date, methods and 

procedures, research design including data collection strategies, the population and 

sample for the study, and answer any other questions that might be on the IRB  

application. A copy o f consent from Mind Garden, Inc. which licenses out the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) and a copy of a sample of the instrument 

were included. Finally, a copy o f the informed consent document used for this study that 

was given to principals answering the survey was included. The researcher also complied 

with each school system’s approval process to conduct research in the school system and 

complete any information requested as each school system had different procedures and 

policies when it came to applying for approval.

Response Rate

Research shows that there is not an established standard for survey response rates 

(Fowler, 2002). The idea for an acceptable response rate has been discussed throughout 

research and the acceptable response rate has been said to be anything such as 30%, 50%, 

60%, 75%, and even up to 80% (Instructional Assessment Resources, 2010; Fincham, 

2008; Schutt, 1999; Babbie, 1990; Bailey, 1987). Even though “there is general 

consensus that at least half o f the sample should have completed the survey instrument” 

(Draugalis, Coons, &  Plaza, 2008, p. 4) online surveys are known to have a lower 

response rate and since this is an online survey the response rate was set at 30% which 

research shows is an adequate response rate (Instructional Assessment Resources, 2010).
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Data Analysis

The data for this study was analyzed two ways. In the first research question the 

data were analyzed for descriptive statistics. The data for research questions numbered 2 

-  10 were analyzed through a Pearson-r correlation. The data for this study were also 

analyzed for each of the nine hypotheses that go along with research questions numbered 

2 -1 0 . This data along with the results from the surveys collected were inputted into 

Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS) and analyzed. The researcher correlated 

the school attendance rate data with the principals’ survey results to determine whether 

there was a statistically significant relationship with a particular leadership style or an 

element of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) and rural, Title I elementary 

school student attendance rates after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES). The 

statistical significance was determined by alpha < .05.

Reporting Results

After analyzing the data, the researcher described the results in narrative as well 

as used tables to exemplify the findings o f the study. These findings are found in chapter 

4. The reporting o f the findings are presented with the research question being restated 

followed by the null hypothesis, i f  applicable, and an explanation of the results in 

narrative along with the charts, tables, and figures.

Summary

This chapter began by restating the background, problem, and purpose o f this 

study. After this information was stated, the research questions and hypotheses were 

stated along with the research design and how the population was narrowed to the sample 

which was narrowed to the actual participants chosen for the study. The instrumentation
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for the study was discussed along with how the data would be collected and analyzed in 

the study. A  brief discussion on how the findings would be reported in chapter 4 was 

discussed as well as the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and the process to gain 

permission from them to do the study.

For this quantitative research study the researcher was trying to determine if  there 

was a statistically significant relationship between the transformational and transactional 

leadership styles of rural, Title I elementary school principals and the attendance rates of 

schools led by the principals in rural, Title I elementary schools. In the study the 

researcher obtained leadership data from principals of schools selected using the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) developed by Bass and Avolio. The 

researcher gave the research in chapter 3 explaining why he used self-reports instead of 

other-reports as research supports that self-ratings rather than other-ratings has more 

advantages when it comes to leadership (Vazire, 2010; Psotka et al., 2007; Felfe et al., 

2004).

Data on absentee rates of students for selected rural, title I elementary schools 

were obtained from the state o f Georgia’s Department o f Education website for the 2011 

-2 0 1 2  school year. The overall average attendance rates of these schools ranged from 

88.1% - 99.1%. The rates of the individual schools are detailed in Appendix D. This data 

along with the results from the surveys collected were inputted into Statistical Packages 

for Social Sciences (SPSS) and analyzed. The data for this study were analyzed two 

ways. In the first research question the data were analyzed for descriptive statistics. The 

data for research questions numbered 2 -1 0  were analyzed through a Pearson-r 

correlation. The data for this study were also analyzed for each of the nine hypotheses
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that go along with research questions numbered 2 -1 0 . The researcher correlated the 

school attendance rate data with the principals’ survey results to determine whether there 

was a statistically significant relationship with a particular leadership style or an element 

of the M LQ and rural, Title I elementary school student attendance rates after controlling 

for socioeconomic status (SES). The statistical significance was determined by alpha < 

.05.

Chapter 4 provided the findings o f the study after all of the analysis o f the data 

was complete. After analyzing the data, the researcher described the results in narrative 

as well as used tables to exemplify the findings o f the study.



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS OF DATA ANALYSIS  

The purpose o f this study was to determine if  there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the transformational and transactional leadership styles o f rural,

Title I elementary school principals and the attendance rates o f schools led by the 

principals in rural, Title I elementary schools. The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

(M LQ ) was used to help determine the leadership style o f the principal and the 

attendance data were obtained from the Georgia’s Department o f Education website for 

the 2011 -  2012 school year. A  Pearson-r correlation was done on each element o f the 

transformational leadership style, the mean score o f the transformational leadership as a 

whole, the mean score of the transactional leadership as a whole, and the two elements of 

the transactional leadership style. A ll o f the correlations had a control variable of 

socioeconomic status (SES) and the significance level was alpha = < .05.

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The following research questions and hypotheses helped guide the research for 

this study.

RQi Do principals o f selected rural, Title I elementary schools see their leadership

style as transformational or transactional as measured by the distribution o f scores 

on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) scales?

114
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RQ2 Is th e re  a  s ta tis tic a lly  s ig n if ic a n t re la tio n sh ip  b e tw e e n  th e  tra n s fo rm a tio n a l

leadership score as determined by the principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance 

rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES)?

H02 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

transformational leadership score o f the principal and attendance rates o f rural, 

Title I elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status 

(SES).

RQ3 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the transactional leadership 

score as determined by the principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates of rural, 

Title I elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status 

(SES)?

H03 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

transactional leadership score of the principal and attendance rates o f rural, Title I 

elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).

RQ4 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Idealized Influence 

Attribute element of transformational leadership score as determined by the 

principals’ M LQ  surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H 04 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Idealized 

Influence Attribute element score o f transformational leadership o f principals and
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attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling 

for socioeconomic status (SES).

RQs Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Idealized Influence 

Behavior element of transformational leadership score as determined by 

principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H05 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Idealized 

Influence Behavior element score of transformational leadership o f principals and 

attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

RQ6 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Inspirational Motivation 

element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the principals’ 

M LQ surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school students 

after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H 06 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean 

Inspirational Motivation element score of transformational leadership of 

principals and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).

RQ7 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Intellectual Stimulation 

element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the principals’ 

M LQ surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school students 

after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?
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Ho7 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

Intellectual Stimulation element score o f transformational leadership o f principals 

and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling 

for socioeconomic status (SES).

RQs Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Individual

Consideration element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the 

principals’ M LQ  surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H o8 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Individual 

Consideration element score of transformational leadership o f principals and 

attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

RQ9 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Contingent Reward 

element o f transactional leadership score as determined by the principals’ MLQ  

surveys and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H09 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Contingent 

Reward element score of transactional leadership o f principals and attendance 

rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

RQio Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Management-by-

Exception Active element o f transactional leadership score as determined by the
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principals’ M LQ  surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary 

school students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

Hio There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

Management-by-Exception Active element score of transactional leadership o f 

principals and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).

Respondents

Out of the 212 rural, Title I elementary school principals in the 88 school systems 

in the state of Georgia, the researcher only had permission to contact 140 o f them. Out of 

the 88 school systems, one school system had an elementary/high school and did not 

meet the definition o f elementary school only. There were an additional 24 school 

systems that made up an additional 71 rural, Title I elementary schools that either did not 

give permission to the researcher to speak to their principals or did not respond to the 

researcher’s requests. Out o f these 24 school systems, nine did not give permission to the 

researcher to speak to their principals while 15 school systems did not respond to four 

different requests both by phone and email over a five month period.

On March 9, 2014, the researcher sent out 140 surveys to the rural, Title I 

elementary principals that the researcher did have permission to speak to given to the 

researcher by their superintendent or other designee at the central office. The researcher 

opened the survey for five weeks and sent out two reminders during this time period. The 

first reminder went out 11 days after the initial request on March 20, 2014. The second 

and final reminder went out April 2, 2014, which was 13 days after the first reminder. At 

the conclusion o f the survey, the researcher had 81 responses. Seventy-seven people
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responded to the survey while three people emailed the researcher and chose not to 

participate due to time constraints at work. Another person was an interim principal and 

did not feel comfortable taking the survey according to the response received by email.

This left the researcher with a 58% response rate for the study, which is above the 

set response rate for this study o f 30%. Online surveys are known to have a lower 

response rate and since this is an online survey the response rate was set at 30% which 

research shows is an adequate response rate (Instructional Assessment Resources, 2010). 

The researcher’s response rate o f 58% does fall into the “general consensus that at least 

half of the sample should have completed the survey instrument” (Draugalis, Coons, &  

Plaza, 2008, p. 4).

Out of the 77 people who took the survey, 28 met the criteria for the study that a 

principal had to be at their school for three years since research has shown that changes in 

school improvement usually take a minimum of three years and researchers w ill usually 

use a three year window over one year time frame when trying to capture change in an 

organization (Homg, Klasik, &  Loeb, 2009; Jazzar &  Algozzine, 2006). Out o f the 28 

respondents that met this criterion, two people only filled out the demographics section of 

the survey and did not answer the actual survey questions. That left the researcher with 

26 surveys completed for analysis for the study. The researcher did email the two people 

who did not finish the survey asking if  they would re-take it but the researcher never 

received a response back or completion o f the survey.

Data Cleaning

To make sure all data were correct for this study, the researcher compared each of 

the 26 respondents’ responses on the online survey with the exported file into Excel to
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make sure that all data exported correctly. The researcher then checked to make sure 

all data were exported correctly from the Excel file to the SPSS file for analysis. Both 

times all data exported correctly with the respondents’ responses being the same from the 

original survey. There were also no duplicate responses from any o f the 26 respondents 

and all respondents answered every question on the survey.

Before beginning analysis of the data, the researcher checked for internal 

consistency reliability o f the survey elements. The results showed that the 

transformational elements of the M LQ survey did show internal consistency reliability 

with Cronbach’s alpha being reported at a = .69. This allowed the researcher to run a 

Pearson-r correlation not only with each element o f transformational leadership but also 

transformational leadership as a whole. For the transactional elements of the MLQ  

survey, the results for internal consistency reliability showed internal consistency 

reliability with Cronbach’s alpha being reported as a = .76. This allowed the researcher to 

run a Pearson-r correlation not only with each element o f transactional leadership but 

also transactional leadership as a whole.

Findings

The data for this study were analyzed two ways. In the first research question the 

data were analyzed for descriptive statistics. The data for research questions numbered 2 

-  10 were analyzed through a Pearson-r correlation. The data for this study were also 

analyzed for each o f the nine hypotheses that go along with research questions numbered 

2 -1 0 . This data along with the results from the surveys collected were inputted into 

Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS), and analyzed. The researcher correlated 

the school attendance rate data with the principals’ survey results to determine whether
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there was a statistically significant relationship with a particular leadership style or an 

element o f the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) and rural, Title I elementary 

school student attendance rates after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES). The 

statistical significance was determined by alpha < .05.

Research Question 1

RQi Do principals o f selected rural, Title I elementary schools see their leadership

style as transformational or transactional as measured by the distribution o f scores 

the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) scales?

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N

T ransformational 3.37 .37 26

Transactional 2.52 .68 26

Idealized Influence Attributed 3.11 .52 26

Idealized Influence Behavior 3.57 .38 26

Inspirational Motivation 3.61 .37 26

Intellectual Stimulation 3.25 .54 26

Individual Consideration 3.30 .47 26

Contingent Reward 3.40 .46 26

Management by Exception Active 1.63 1.16 26

SES 70.77 10.98 26

Attendance 94.21 2.92 26
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The M LQ  survey was not designed to say that a respondent has a particular 

leadership style. However, it did allow for a respondent to show more of a particular 

leadership style than the other. In total there were 26 respondents for this study with no 

missing data. There was a mean score of 3.37 for transformational leadership and 2.52 

for transactional leadership. Overall, 21 respondents scored themselves with a higher 

transformational leadership style score while 5 respondents score themselves with a 

higher transactional leadership style score.

Research Questions 2 - 1 0
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Table 2 

Correlations

T ransformat ional Transactional
Idealized influence 

Attributed
Idealized Influence 

Behavior
Inspirational
Motivation

Transformational Pearson Correlation 1 .00 41' .88“ .73" .83**

Transactional Pearson Correlation .41’ 1 .00 .46' .39' .18

Idealized Influence 
Attributed

Pearson Correlation .88“ .46' 1 .0 0 .69" .70**

Idealized Influence 
Behavior Pearson Correlation .73“ .39* .69" 1 .00 .50*

inspirational Motivation Pearson Correlation .83“ .18 .70“ .50' 1.00

Intellectual Stimulation Pearson Correlation .83“ .41’ .67“ .47' .57**

Individual Consideration Pearson Correlation .76“ .18 .50' .35 .67**

Contingent Reward Pearson Correlation .72“ .60" .63“ .45' .48*

Management by 
Exception Active Pearson Correlation .2 0 .95“ .29 .29 .0 2

SES Pearson Correlation -.08 -.42' -.03 -.29 .06

Attendance Pearson Correlation - .1 2 -.26 -.25 .06 .11

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

** . Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Intellectual
Stimulation

Individual
Consideration

Contingent
Reward

Management by 
Exception 

Active
SES Attendance

Transformational Pearson Correlation .83“ .76“ .72“ .20 -.08 -.12

Transactional Pearson Correlation .41' .18 .60“ .95“ -.42' -.26

Idealized Influence 
Attributed

Pearson Correlation .67“ .50' .63“ .29 -.03 -.25

Idealized Influence 
Behavior Pearson Correlation .47' .35 .45' .29 -.29 .06

Inspirational
Motivation Pearson Correlation .57" .67“ .48' .02 .06 .11

Intellectual
Stimulation Pearson Correlation 1.00 .55“ .68" .22 -.02 -.27

Individual
Consideration Pearson Correlation .55“ 1.00 .62“ -.04 -.08 -.04

Contingent Reward Pearson Correlation 'o 00 .62" 1.00 .31 -.22 -.36

Management by 
Exception Active Pearson Correlation .22 -.04 .31 1.00 -.40' -.16

SES Pearson Correlation -.02 -.08 -.22 -.40' 1.00 .18

Attendance Pearson Correlation -.27 -.04 -.36 -.16 .18 1.00

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

** . Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Table 3

Partial Correlations among Study Variables with Control Variables

Control Variables Attendance
Idealized
Influence
Attributed

Idealized
Influence
Behavior

Inspirational
Motivation

Intellectual
Stimulation

Attendance Correlation 1.00 -.25 .12 .10 -.27

Idealized Influence 
Attributed Correlation -.25 1.00 .71 .70 .67

Idealized Influence 
Behavior Correlation .12 .71 1.00 .54 .49

Inspirational
Motivation Correlation .10 .70 .54 1.00 .57

SES
Intellectual
Stimulation Correlation -.27 .67 .49 .57 1.00

Individual
Consideration Correlation -.03 .49 .35 .68 .55

Contingent Reward Correlation -.33 .64 .41 .50 .69

Management by 
Exception Active Correlation -.10 .31 .19 .05 .23

T  ransformational Correlation -.11 .88 .74 .84 .83

Transactional Correlation -.20 .49 .31 .23 .44

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Control Variables
Individual

Consideratio
n

Contingent
Reward

Management 
by Exception 

Active

Transforma
tional Transactional

Attendance Correlation -.03 -.33 -.10 -.11 -.20
Idealized Influence 

Attributed
Correlation .49 .64 .31 .88 .49

Idealized Influence 
Behavior Correlation .35 .41 .19 .74 .31

Inspirational
Motivation

Correlation .68 .50 .05 .84 .23

SES
Intellectual
Stimulation Correlation .55 .69 .23 .83 .44

Individual
Consideration Correlation 1.00 .62 -.07 .76 .16

Contingent Reward Correlation .62 1.00 .25 .72 .57
Management by 
Exception Active Correlation -.07 .25 1.00 .18 .94

T ransformational Correlation .76 .72 .18 1.00 .42

Transactional Correlation .16 .57 .94 .42 1.00

*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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The data from the research showed that there were no statistically significant 

relationships between the attendance rate o f students in rural, Title I elementary schools 

and the leadership style o f transformational leadership, the elements o f transformational 

leadership, transactional leadership, or the elements of transactional leadership after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES). For this study, the statistical significance was 

determined by alpha < .05.
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Results o f  Research Questions
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Results

26 respondents total with 21 having a higher transformational
1 leadership score and 5 having a higher transactional leadership score.

2 Significance (2-tailed) = .600, no significant relationship

3 Significance (2-tailed) = .329, no significant relationship

4 Significance (2-tailed) = .233, no significant relationship

5 Significance (2-tailed) = .574, no significant relationship

6 Significance (2-tailed) = .622, no significant relationship

7 Significance (2-tailed) = . 199, no significant relationship

8 Significance (2-tailed) = .895, no significant relationship

9 Significance (2-tailed) = . 109, no significant relationship

10 Significance (2-tailed) = .631, no significant relationship

Research Question 2 

RQ2 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the transformational

leadership score as determined by the principals’ MLQ surveys and attendance 

rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES)?

H02 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

transformational leadership score of the principal and attendance rates o f rural, 

Title I elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status 

(SES).
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For this question a Pearson-r correlation analysis was run using the variables 

transformational leadership and the attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary schools. 

The control variable used was socioeconomic status (SES). The analysis showed that the 

significance level for this correlation was p = .600. Since alpha = < .05, the researcher 

failed to reject the null hypothesis that there would be no positive significant relationship 

between transformational leadership and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary 

schools after controlling for SES.

Research Question 3

RQ3 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the transactional leadership 

score as determined by the principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, 

Title I elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status 

(SES)?

H 03 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

transactional leadership score of the principal and attendance rates of rural, Title I 

elementary school students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).

For this question a Pearson-r correlation analysis was run using the variables 

transactional leadership and the attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary schools. The 

control variable used was socioeconomic status (SES). The analysis showed that the 

significance level for this correlation was p = .329. Since alpha = < .05, the researcher 

failed to reject the null hypothesis that there would be no statistically significant 

relationship between transactional leadership and attendance rates of rural, Title I 

elementary schools after controlling for SES.
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Research Question 4

RQ4 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Idealized Influence 

Attribute element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the 

principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H04 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Idealized 

Influence Attribute element score of transformational leadership o f principals and 

attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

For this question a Pearson-r correlation analysis was run using the variables 

Idealized Influence Attribute element o f the transformational leadership score received 

from the principals’ M LQ surveys and the attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary 

schools. The control variable used was socioeconomic status (SES). The analysis showed 

that the significance level for this correlation was p = .223. Since alpha = < .05, the 

researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there would be no statistically 

significant relationship between the mean Idealized Influence Attribute element score of 

transformational leadership o f principals and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary 

school students after controlling for SES.

Research Question 5

RQs Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Idealized Influence 

Behavior element of transformational leadership score as determined by 

principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?
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Hos There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

Idealized Influence Behavior element score o f transformational leadership of 

principals and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).

For this question a Pearson-r correlation analysis was run using the variables 

Idealized Influence Behavior element o f the transformational leadership score received 

from the principals’ M LQ  surveys and the attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary 

schools. The control variable used was socioeconomic status (SES). The analysis showed 

that the significance level for this correlation was p = .574. Since alpha = < .05, the 

researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis that there would be no positive statistically 

significant relationship between the mean Idealized Influence Behavior element score of 

transformational leadership o f principals and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary 

school students after controlling for SES.

Research Question 6

RQ6 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Inspirational Motivation 

element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the principals’ 

M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students 

after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

Ho6 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean 

Inspirational Motivation element score o f transformational leadership of 

principals and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).
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For this question a Pearson-r correlation analysis was run using the variables 

Inspirational Motivation element o f the transformational leadership score received from 

the principals’ M LQ surveys and the attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary schools. 

The control variable used was socioeconomic status (SES). The analysis showed that the 

significance level for this correlation was p = .622. Since alpha = < .05, the researcher 

failed to reject the null hypothesis that there would be no positive statistically significant 

relationship between the mean Inspirational Motivation element score o f transformational 

leadership o f principals and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students 

after controlling for SES.

Research Question 7

RQ7 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Intellectual Stimulation 

element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the principals’ 

M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students 

after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H07 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

Intellectual Stimulation element score of transformational leadership o f principals 

and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling 

for socioeconomic status (SES).

For this question a Pearson-r correlation analysis was run using the variables 

Intellectual Stimulation element o f the transformational leadership score received from 

the principals’ M LQ surveys and the attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary schools. 

The control variable used was socioeconomic status (SES). The analysis showed that the 

significance level for this correlation was p = .199. Since alpha = < .05, the researcher
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failed to reject the null hypothesis that there would be no positive statistically 

significant relationship between the mean Intellectual Stimulation element score o f 

transformational leadership o f principals and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary 

school students after controlling for SES.

Research Question 8 

RQs Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Individual

Consideration element o f transformational leadership score as determined by the 

principals’ M LQ surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H o8 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Individual 

Consideration element score o f transformational leadership o f principals and 

attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

For this question a Pearson-r correlation analysis was run using the variables 

Individual Consideration element o f the transformational leadership score received from 

the principals’ M LQ surveys and the attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary schools. 

The control variable used was socioeconomic status (SES). The analysis showed that the 

significance level for this correlation was p = .895. Since alpha = < .05, the researcher 

failed to reject the null hypothesis that there would be no positive statistically significant 

relationship between the mean Individual Consideration element score of 

transformational leadership o f principals and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary 

school students after controlling for SES.
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Research Question 9

RQ9 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Contingent Reward 

element o f transactional leadership score as determined by the principals’ M LQ  

surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?

H 09 There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean Contingent 

Reward element score o f transactional leadership of principals and attendance 

rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for 

socioeconomic status (SES).

For this question a Pearson-r correlation analysis was run using the Contingent 

Reward element o f the transactional leadership score received from the principals’ M LQ  

surveys and the attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary schools. The control variable 

used was socioeconomic status (SES). The analysis showed that the significance level for 

this correlation was p = .109. Since alpha -  < .05, the researcher failed to reject the null 

hypothesis that there would be no statistically significant relationship between the mean 

Contingent Reward element score o f transactional leadership o f principals and attendance 

rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after controlling for SES.

Research Question 10 

RQ 10 Is there a statistically significant relationship between the Management-by-

Exception Active element of transactional leadership score as determined by the 

principals’ M LQ  surveys and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school 

students after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES)?
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Hio There w ill be no statistically significant relationship between the mean

Management-by-Exception Active element score of transactional leadership o f 

principals and attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students after 

controlling for socioeconomic status (SES).

For this question a Pearson-r correlation analysis was run using the Management- 

by-Exception Active element o f the transactional leadership score received from the 

principals’ M LQ  surveys and the attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary schools.

The control variable used was socioeconomic status (SES). The analysis showed that the 

significance level for this correlation was p = .631. Since alpha = < .05, the researcher 

failed to reject the null hypothesis that there would be no statistically significant 

relationship between the mean Management-by-Exception Active element score of 

transactional leadership o f principals and attendance rates of rural, Title I elementary 

school students after controlling for SES.

Summary

The researcher surveyed principals at rural, Title I  elementary schools on their 

leadership styles to see if  there was a correlation between their responses on the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (M LQ ) and the attendance rates of the students at 

their schools. The principals’ responses on the M LQ survey were broken down into the 

five elements o f the transformational leadership style, the overall mean transformational 

leadership style score on the survey, the overall mean transactional leadership style score 

on the survey, and the two elements o f the transactional leadership style. Each element of 

transformational and transactional leadership style along with the overall mean score of 

transformational leadership and transactional leadership from the M LQ survey were then
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correlated using SPSS with the attendance rates o f their students at their rural, Title I 

elementary school. A  control variable o f socioeconomic status (SES) was used.

The first research question was descriptive and showed that more respondents 

scored themselves with a higher transformational leadership style score than a 

transactional leadership style score. The second through tenth research questions were 

questions where a Pearson-r correlation was run using the variables o f attendance rates of 

students at rural, Title I elementary schools and each element of transformational and 

transactional leadership styles and the mean score o f transformational leadership on the 

MLQ survey. The elements o f transformational leadership that were correlated with 

attendance were Idealized Influence Attribute, Idealized Influence Behavior, Inspirational 

Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, and Individual Consideration. The elements of 

transactional leadership that were correlated with attendance were Contingent Reward 

and Management-by-Exception Active. For all nine research questions where a 

correlation was done and the significance level was alpha = < .05, none were shown to 

have a statistically significant relationship. This meant the researcher failed to reject the 

null hypothesis for each research question that there would be no statistically significant 

relationship for a particular element o f transformational leadership, transactional 

leadership, and the mean score of transformational leadership on the MLQ survey.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION, IM PLICATIO NS, RECOM MENDATIONS, AND SUM M ARY  

The purpose o f this study was to determine if  there was a statistically significant 

relationship between the transformational and transactional leadership styles o f rural, 

Title I elementary school principals and the attendance rates o f schools led by the 

principals in rural, Title I elementary schools. The new Leader Keys Effectiveness 

System (LKES) in Georgia has placed great pressure on elementary school principals 

across the state. W ith the expectations o f LKES that students attend school regularly, 

school principals need to work at helping students achieve this goal o f attending school 

on a regular basis. The research for this study sought to help rural, Title I elementary 

school principals in two major ways. First, it helps school leaders understand the 

relationship, or lack thereof, between transformational and transactional leadership styles 

and the attendance rates o f rural, Title I elementary school students. Secondly, it helps 

them understand i f  there is a specific element o f transformational and transactional 

leadership that has a statistical significant relationship with the attendance rates o f rural, 

Title I elementary school students.

Discussions o f the Findings 

After analyzing the data for this study, there were no statistically significant 

relationships between the attendance rate o f students in rural, Title I elementary schools
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and the leadership style o f transformational leadership, the elements of 

transformational leadership, transactional leadership, or the elements o f transactional 

leadership after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES). This study consisted o f ten 

research questions, one o f which was a descriptive question and nine questions that were 

analyzed using a Pearson-r correlation. For the descriptive research question, 21 

respondents had a higher transformational leadership style score than the transactional 

leadership style score while 5 respondents had a higher transactional leadership style 

score than the transformational leadership style score. Overall, more respondents scored 

themselves with a higher transformational leadership style score than a transactional 

leadership style score.

For the research questions analyzed using a Pearson-r correlation, an internal 

consistency reliability was checked using Cronbach’s alpha where Cronbach’s alpha was 

reported at a = .69 for the transformational leadership elements and was reported as a = 

.76 for the transactional elements. Research shows that internal consistency reliability at 

> .6 is questionable, > .7 is acceptable, > .8 is good, and >. 9 is excellent (George and 

Mallery, 2003) however, some research shows that internal consistency reliabilities in the 

.60s and .70s range are adequate or good (Dekovic, Janssens, &  Gerris, 1991; Holden, 

Fekken, & Cotton, 1991). Overall, for the research questions analyzed using a Pearson-r 

correlation and setting alpha = < .05, none o f the analyses showed a statistically 

significant relationship so the researcher failed to reject the null hypotheses on these 

questions.
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For this study a theoretical framework of social learning leadership was used 

to help set a foundation for the study. The research done for this study showed that this 

“theory states that by arranging environmental contingencies, establishing specific goals, 

and producing consequences for their actions, people can be taught to exercise control 

over their behavior” (Frayne &  Latham, 1987, p.387). Using social learning theory in a 

school setting, the principal o f a school sets the tone o f the school by helping to develop 

the school climate and the role it plays in a school including setting specific goals for 

students through the development o f a school improvement plan and providing 

consequences for students’ actions (Kamey, 2007). Principals also help to create a 

positive school culture (Karakose, 2008) which part o f creating the school culture is to 

help students in their environment and bring all stakeholders together to make sure 

students are at school (Chang &  Romero, 2008). The ideas behind social learning theory 

are important. Research shows that social learning theory encompasses what 

transformational and transactional leadership represent (Bommer et al., 2005; Brown and 

Trevino, 2006; Mayer et al., 2009) as well as the role that principals play in creating a 

positive school climate and culture (Kamey, 2007; Karakose, 2008). This includes where 

learning can happen, positive behaviors that can be learned, and the attendance rates o f 

students that can be affected in a positive way (Bandura, 1977b; Chang and Romero, 

2008). However, data from this study did not show statistically significant correlations 

between the leadership styles o f principals and attendance o f students in schools. Instead, 

the data from this study suggest that there is no statistically significant relationship



138
between principals’ leadership style and student attendance among the studied 

population.

Implications

For this study the two main variables were the attendance rates of rural, Title I 

elementary school students and the leadership styles o f rural, Title I elementary school 

principals. The findings showed that there were no statistically significant relationships 

between transformational leadership, any element o f transformational leadership, 

transactional leadership, or any element o f transactional leadership with attendance rates 

of students. Until further research is done in this area, this research and the literature 

review done by the researcher, shows that both student achievement and school climate 

have a statistically significant relationship with attendance o f students but a principal’s 

leadership style does not. However, since a principal’s leadership style and school 

climate do have a statistically significant relationship, and school climate and attendance 

also have a statistically significant relationship, one can infer that the principal’s 

leadership style does not correlate with attendance o f students directly but it does 

indirectly through the school climate.

Since this research did not show a direct relationship between attendance and 

principal’s leadership styles, it is still important for principals to understand the indirect 

relationship a principal’s leadership style has on attendance through the school climate 

(Brookmeyer et al., 2006; Sheldon, 2007). This is important because principals in 

Georgia are held accountable for their students’ attendance under the Governance and 

Leadership component o f the new evaluation system that went into full effect in the 2014
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-2 0 1 5  school year called Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES) (Georgia 

Department o f Education, 2013).

Recommendations for Further Research 

The following recommendations are made for further research in the area of 

leadership styles and attendance of students:

•  This study had a small sample size o f respondents, 26, that met the criteria of 

being a principal at their school for a minimum of three years and completely 

filled out the survey. A  larger sample size could show different results if  this 

study were repeated.

•  Out o f the 77 school principals responding to the survey, only 28 met the criteria 

of being a principal at their school for a minimum of three years. Research in the

area o f why so few principals have been at their school for less than 3 years

should be done.

•  Only principals at rural, Title I elementary schools were surveyed for this study. 

Repeating this survey but gathering the information on the principal’s leadership 

style from teachers instead o f a self-rating from the principal might make a 

difference.

•  Expanding the scope o f the survey to all elementary schools in both Georgia and 

all states and not specifically with rural, Title I schools.

•  Survey rural, Title I middle and/or high schools

•  Survey only Non-Title I schools or other specific groups such as only urban

schools
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•  Repeat the survey using other leadership styles than only transformational and 

transactional leadership styles

Summary

In this study the researcher found no statistically significant relationship between 

transformational leadership, any element of transformational leadership, transactional 

leadership, or any element of transactional leadership and attendance rates o f students at 

rural, Title I elementary schools after controlling for socioeconomic status (SES). 

Notwithstanding these findings, principals in Georgia should still consider their 

leadership style and the possibility that it w ill affect the school climate as there is a 

relationship between those variables as well as the school climate and attendance of 

students. Understanding their leadership style and the effect it logically has on school 

climate w ill hopefully in turn help increase or keep attendance rates o f students at a high 

level. This is important because o f the new evaluation system for principals in Georgia 

called Leader Keys Effectiveness System (LKES). It is also important to keep attendance 

rates at a high level in hopes to have a positive effect on the academic careers of students. 

Even though a principal’s leadership style does not have a statistically significant 

relationship with attendance o f students, attendance of students w ill play a role in a 

principal’s evaluation, so understanding all variables on what affects attendance of 

students is valuable information and must be done by a principal to encourage high 

attendance o f students and a positive evaluation in LKES.
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IRB Approval

i t Z a r x t ' ........
f w  J t e s t r a r r h  I n w h  f*> jg  i 5V«^r#w o

12-Jul-2013

Mr. Andrew E. Payne
Mercer University
Tift College of Education - Atlanta
Tift College of Education
Macon, GA 31207

RE: Relationship of Leadership Styles and Attendance Rates of Students in Rural, Tide I Elementary Schools in Georgia 
(H1307200

Dear Mr. Payne:

Your application entitled: Relationship of Leadership Styles and Attendance Rates of Students in Rural, Title I Elementary 
Schools in Georgia (H1307200 was reviewed by this Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects Research in accordance with 
Federal Regulations 21CFR 56.110(b) and 45 CFR 46.110(b) (for expedited review) and was approved under Category 7 per 63 
FR 60364.

Your application was approved for one year of study on 12-J ul-2013. The protocol expires 12-Jul-2014. If the study continues 
beyond one year, it must be re-evaluated by the IRB Committee.

Item(s) Approved:
New Application

Please complete the survey for the IRB and the Office of Research Compliance. To access the survey, dick on the following
I ink: http:'/https: '/wwy., survevmonkev, com/s/K7CTT8 R

Respectfully,

Ava Chambliss-Richardson, M.ED., OP, C1M 
Member
Intuitional Review Board
Mercer University IRB & Office of Research Compliance 
Phone (478) 301-4101 
Fax (478) 301-2329 
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Web Based Informed Consent



Web Burf Informed Cniait

Title of Project: Relationship of Leadership Styles and Attendance Rates of Students in 
Rural, Title I Elementary Schools in Georgia

Investigator Name: Andy Payne
E-Mail Contact Information: aepayne@cam5 0 0 th.net

You are invited to participate in an online survey for a research project conducted through Mercer 
University. Mercer University’s IRB requires investigators to provide informed consent to the research 
participants.

The purpose of this online research study is to examine i f  there is a statistically  significant relationship 
betw een the transform ational and transactional leadership styles o f  rural, T itle I elem entary school 
principals and 1he attendance rates o f  students in  rural, Title I elem entary schools. Your participation 
in the study will contribute to a better understanding of the research and literature on rural, Utile I 
elem entary schools along w ith attendance o f students and how it relates to leadership styles

IfjEDatjayoHCLtDL̂ MHnlacgtttK
You will complete an online survey about your leadership style. The Multi&ctor Leadership Questionnaire 
survey is made up of 45 questions and will take approximately 15 — 30 minutes of your time. You will not be 
compensated for participating

WiltdHm fits/C opfiilw tn titT of Data
There are no expected risks or discomforts from participating in this study There are also no costs for 
participating Although your participation in this research may not benefit ym  personally, it will help us 
understand if  there is a relationship between a specific leadership style, specifically transformational and 
transactional leadership styles, and attendance of students in rural, Title I schools. This research could lead to 
a better understanding of how a principal's leadership style can affect attendance of students on a specific 
group o f students and open the door to more research moving forward on attendance and leadership styles on 
a broader level

Your name and «n«tl address will be kept during the data collection phase for tracking purposes and to 
connect it to the survey for your individual school only. Your name and information will not be made public 
in foe dissertation. However, a limited number of research team members will have access to foe data during 
data collection. These team members are Andy Payne, researcher, Dr. Sammy Felton, dissertation chair, and 
Dr. Joseph Ball cun. methodologist

Pii hfljBhta or ilhtli m il
Your decision to participate in this study is voluntary You may decline to answer any question and you have 
the nghi to withdraw from participation at any tune Withdrawal will not affect your relationship with Mercer 
University in anyway. If you agree to participate in the study, please click on foe arrow foat reads “start foe 
survey7’. If you do not want to participate, click on the “stop survey” arrow or close the browser window. If 
you do not want to receive any mote reminders, you may email us at aepavneg’commuih net

mailto:aepayne@cam500th.net
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C— tacts
If you have any questions about foe study contact the investigator. Andy Payne, at 478-396-0134 or send an 
em ail to  aepavne@ m m sm i«h w t  M etn er I  h n w r a tv ’s Institu tional K i w w  B o a rd  flR fft m i f d  «m dy
#(H13072OO) and qjproved it on [lU ui-2013].

Q — T flm .ta b o u t y n u r r ig h t*  as i m i a r f h  p a rtic ip a n t
If you have questions about your rights or ate dissatisfied at any time with any part of this study, you can 
contact, anonymously if  you wish, foe Institutional Review Board by phone at (478) 301^4101 or email at 
ORC_Research @Merceredu.

If you agree to participate in the research study, dick on the following link (CHOOSE ONE HTTP://L1NK 
TO STUDY URL OR CLICK ON THE START ARROW OF THE SURVEY].

Thank you in advance for your time and participation!

Please do not forward this e-mail to others.

Please print a copy of this document for your records.

HTTP://L1NK
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APPENDIX C 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Leader (Sample)

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 
Leader Form

My Name: Date:

Organization ID #: Leader ID #:

This questionnaire is to describe your leadership style as you perceive it. Please answer all items on 
this answer sheet. If an item is irrelevant, or if you are unsure or do not know the answer, leave 
the answer blank.

Forty-five descriptive statements are listed on the following pages. Judge how frequently each 
statement fits you. The word ‘others’ may mean your peers, clients, direct reports, supervisors, and/or 
all of these individuals.

Use the following rating scale:

Not at all Once in a while Sometimes Fairly often Frequently, 
if not always

0 1 2 3 ^

v* itions fro neardj

^ 0

1. I provide others with assistance in exchange for their efforts..

2. I re-examine critical assumptions to question whether they are appropri

3. I fail to interfere until problems become serious.

4. I focus attention on irregularities, mistakes, exceptions/6nd i

5. I avoid getting involved when important isspe^arise...../^.

6. I talk about my most importantvakies an d belief) .

7. I am absepfwhen needed/^...,

8. I seek djnenwj t«fspecti£es-wb£n solfrinj) pro^iefns.

9 I talk optimistically about the hrfu(

10. I instil pnde-*t-otbers Ipr/beintj'a îgoeitSted with m e...................................................................0

11.1 discusser SQgcmc wms~wtro is responsible for achieving performance targets................... 0

12.1 waitfokthingsjpgo wrong before taking action.......................................................................0

13.1 talk enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished................................................... 0

14. I specify the importance of having a strong sense of purpose...................................................0

15.1 spend time teaching and coaching..............................................  0



APPENDIX D

AVERAGE ATTENDANCE RATES OF SCHOOLS IN  STUDY FOR THE 2011

2012 SCHOOL YEAR

School Description 0 - 1 5  Absences - ]
School 1 88.1
School 2 89.3
School 3 90.9
School 4 91.3
School 5 91.5
School 6 92
School 7 92.1
School 8 92.2
School 9 92.7
School 10 93.1
School 11 93.6
School 12 93.9
School 13 94
School 14 94.1
School 15 94.1
School 16 94.7
School 17 95.2
School 18 95.3
School 19 95.7
School 20 96.3
School 21 97.4
School 22 97.6
School 23 97.8
School 24 98.5
School 25 98.9
School 26 99.1


