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ABSTRACT 

DANA EVANS 
A STUDY OF THE SELF-EFFICACY AND RESILIENCY OF NEW URBAN 
PRINCIPALS IN A HIGH-POVERTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Under the direction of OLIVIA BOGGS, Ed.D. 

The study was designed to determine the relationship between new principals' 

reported self-efficacy, resiliency, and student academic performance in a high-poverty 

Georgia public school district. To achieve the more stringent goals of meeting Adequate 

Yearly Progress (A YP), principals have experienced a role redesign to master the 

multitude of newly developed expectations, skills, and behaviors. Embedded in the No 

Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 legislation is the goal for each school to make 

AYP and close the achievement gap. Underpinning the necessity to improve high-poverty 

schools is the ability to secure principals with the skills necessary to enact the changes 

needed to improve student academic performance. The study sought to advance the 

research on the influence of school leaders on the overall academic success of students. 

Participants completed two surveys that included individual and school level 

demographic questions, 18 items on self-efficacy, and 25 items on resilience. School 

demographic and student achievement data were collected from publicly available 

information archived by the Georgia Department of Education. The study was guided by 

a non-experimental research design to examine the relationships between leadership 

x 



self-efficacy and student achievement, as well as, resiliency and student academic 

achievement. Using two correlational research questions, data were analyzed using a 

Pearson correlation procedure. The analyses were conducted using SPSS software, and 

both hypotheses were tested with the alpha set at .05 to evaluate each research question. 

The findings failed to provide sufficient evidence to support the existence of a 

relationship between self-efficacy and student achievement, or between resiliency and 

student achievement. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Overview 

This study examined leadership characteristics of new school building-level 

administrators in a high-poverty school district in an effort to understand the relationship 

between student achievement and principals' self-efficacy and resilience. Additionally, 

the research sought to highlight the challenges of role expectations and practices of the 

school leaders as evidenced by current accountability based standards. Finally, the 

research sought to identify levels of efficacy and resiliency among school leaders in. 

under-served communities and schools. As the impact of leadership on student academic 

achievement becomes more heavily researched, policymakers have placed greater 

pressure and responsibility on principals to improve school performance (Davis, Darlmg-

Hammond, LaPointe & Mayerson, 2005). This research was designed to gain practical 

insight on the affective skills and beliefs of new principals charged with leading high-

poverty schools. 

Principals assigned to schools in high-poverty areas are faced with numerous 

challenges affecting student achievement as a result of countless extraneous influences 

(Faikas, Johnson & Duffel, 2003). Documenting the progress of effective schools in 

high-poverty areas is not a new phenomenon in educational literature (Rogus, 1983; 

D'Amico, 1982; Brookover & Lezotte; 1979; Edmonds, 1979). These early studies noted 

that strong leaders were a necessary and critical element in producing and maintaining 

1 
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high performing schools. The notion that a direct connection exists between the academic 

achievement of children and the effectiveness of principals is not a new supposition 

(Anderson, 2008). However, the pervasiveness of current research regarding this 

connection has intensified substantially (Education Writers Association, 2002; Silver, 

Lochmiller, Copeland & Tripps, 2009; Wallace Foundation, 2006). 

Educational research asserts that school leadership plays a vital role in improving 

student achievement by proposing that leadership is second to classroom instruction in 

relation to the factors that influence student achievement (Anderson & Wahlstrom, 2004; 

Leithwood, Seashore; 2004; New Leaders for New Schools Research, 2008). The 

national imperative to improve failing schools has channeled a public move to strengthen 

educational leaders (Mitgang, 2003). Growing research on the impact of school leaders 

on schools coupled with widely debated accountability systems and complex leadership 

demands have prompted a new leadership agenda (Bourque, 2009; Portin, Alejano, 

Knapp & Marzoff, 2006). The requisites of the NCLB which connects student 

achievement to the effectiveness of school leaders triggered an urgent need for corrective 

action in schools (Ikemoto & Marsh, 2008). School districts across the nation are looking 

to school leaders to transform ineffective schools (Ayers & Sommers, 2009; O'Neill, Fry, 

Hill & Bottoms, 2001). 

Additionally problematic for high-poverty areas is securing an adequate supply of 

capable leaders to construct and embody the change necessary to achieve success (Ayers 

& Sommers, 2009). Achieving the dramatic gains to close the achievement gap in low 

achieving schools will depend heavily on the ability of the leaders (Portin et al., 2009). 
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Further complicating the issue of ensuring able leaders is the trend towards assigning new 

principals to the schools in the lowest performing areas (Farkas et al., 2003). As new 

leaders transition to the demanding role of school principals, they are finding that 

educational contexts have transformed and the competencies necessary for success are 

complex (Portin et al., 2006). The duality of adapting to the new role and meeting the 

multifaceted demands in high-poverty schools can be challenging. The Public Agenda 

Report (2001) indicated that 34% of principals leave the profession because of the 

"unreasonable demands of accountability" (Education Writers Association, 2002). 

Current accountability based systems add another layer of difficulty for new leaders 

to navigate the arduous journey of school leadership. It is clear that school systems are 

seeking a new caliber of leader that is able to make immediate positive change (Portin, 

2000). This research offers insight into the efficacy and resiliency skills that may 

strengthen the overall leadership capacity of new leaders within the context of 

accountability policy constructs. 

Statement of the Problem 

The study addressed the ongoing problem of poor academic achievement in high-

poverty schools and the extent to which principals' beliefs are related to student 

outcomes. The ongoing problem of securing school principals with the competencies 

necessary to improve academic performance in high-poverty schools is critical. No Child 

Left Behind (2001) mandates clear, measurable annual gains while closing the 

achievement gap (Fullan, 2006). In addition, ensuring that students from diverse 

economic, racial, and educational backgrounds have equal access to achievement requires 
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dynamic effort on the part of school leaders (Davenport & Anderson, 2002). Research 

supports findings that children living in poverty have a significantly lower level of 

academic engagement and present significant challenges for schools. (Ametea & West-

Olantunji, 2007). Additionally problematic is the research that indicates that 

approximately 50% of public school superintendents regularly move principals into low 

performing schools to improve student performance (Farkas et al., 2003). This research 

sought to offer insight into principal beliefs that may strengthen leadership capacity 

within the context of student achievement in high poverty schools. 

Mitgang (2003) stated, "Districts and individual schools perceived as having the 

most challenging working conditions, large concentrations of impoverished or minority 

students find it hardest to attract principal candidates" (p.5). As a result of the difficulty 

with a number of schools and districts attracting qualified candidates, "problem-plagued" 

schools have a disproportionate number of less experienced principals (Mitgang, 2003; 

Papa, Lankford & Wyckoff, 2002). What seems to be apparent is that high-poverty 

schools often present professional difficulties that may deter prospective candidates 

(Lashway, 2003). 

The pressures of educational leadership have become extraordinary, making an 

•already difficult job an almost impossible one (Fullan, 2006: Litcha, 2007). Moreover, 

leaders are challenged with a higher degree to ensure success in urban schools. Given the 

demanding climate of high accountability, specific leadership behavior, and skills have 

become a central theme in the facilitation of effective schools. However, it may be the 

individual leader's level of efficacy and resilience that determines if those behaviors lead 
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to successful school outcomes. Leaders who are able to intensify and sustain their efforts 

in the face of insurmountable odds may attain greater success in particularly challenging 

environments (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). Over the next five years, 40-60% of 

principals will be eligible for retirement which may cause a leadership shortage that will 

disproportionately affect urban areas (Mitgang, 2003; Papa et al., 2002). A recent study 

found that public school principals exhibit substantial mobility with about two-thirds of 

principals leaving the schools in which they began their career within six years. The 

reasons for the imbalance of attracting skilled leaders to schools with challenges are 

complex (Lashway, 2003). The origin of the shortage problem for urban schools may 

reside in the inherent conditions of working in a high needs school. Uncertainty with 

school districts' ability to attract and retain an adequate supply of highly qualified 

candidates in high needs areas are among the laundry list of problematic concerns with 

ensuring sustained effective leadership for every school (National Association of State 

Board Educators, 2009). 

The struggle for schools to retain effective principals may be the result of the 

views of many that working conditions are overwhelming and achievement goals are 

beyond the reach of students and staff fLashway, 2003; Mitgang., 2003). With a wide 

range of leadership expectations, rigorous accountability measures, and a 

disproportionate responsibility for school improvement, how will new urban leaders 

embark with confidence on the journey of school leadership? Principals typically find 

themselves absorbed in multiple contexts that encompass varied demands (Leithwood, 

2001). The Georgia Professional Standards Commission (2006) reports that 48% of 
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principals and assistant principals are between the ages of 31-40 and 18% of principals 

are new. These factors may have implications for the way new principals handle the 

challenges of leading high-poverty schools. 

This era of accountability has ushered in a reform agenda that places principals at 

the forefront of change to improve the performance of schools (Tschannen-Moran & 

Gareis, 2004). The difficulty of the position lies in the countless mounting 

responsibilities, high pressure demands, and accountability measures that threaten to 

overcome even the leader with the best intentions (McGhee & Nelson, 2005). 

Educational research has given attention to the knowledge, abilities, and skills needed to 

be a successful leader. However, perhaps more important, but Jess researched are the self-

conceptions and psychological resources needed to develop a functional leadership 

conceptual framework to meet the increased demands of the multifaceted role of a school 

leader (Hannah, Avolio, Luthans, & Harms, 2008).. 

The recent practice of states relying heavily on high stakes testing as the primary 

measure of accountability is the driving force behind many district policies and practices 

(Leithwood, 2001). Even more disconcerting is the trend towards holding school leaders 

primarily responsible for the success and/or failure of a school. Rewards and penalties for 

principals are increasingly common practice. One such example of this growing trend of 

penalties for principals is the Public School Accountability Act, (Senate Bill lx, 1999) in 

which California offers the consequence of firing principals in underachieving schools. 
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These increased performance based measures and responsibilities may cause additional 

apprehension for new leaders and necessitate additional support for the expanded 

expectations of principals. Principals are required to be data experts, goals setting 

visionaries, curriculum specialists, facility managers, budgetary authorities, change 

agents, community builders, special program consultants, coaches, evaluators, legal 

experts, and the overseer of policy and program mandates (Davis et al., 2005). The 

redesign of the role of principal has created a challenge for school leaders weighted with 

the complex responsibilities of guiding educational systems toward improved 

performance while facing the scrutiny of high accountability (Portin, Alejano, Knapp & 

Marzoff, 2006). Researchers point to the key components of successfully run schools as 

being strong instructional leadership, a clear focus on academics, regular benchmarks of 

academic.progress, high-quality teaching, and good community and parent relations 

(Knapp, Copland, Plecki & Portin, 2006). 

The role of the principal entails a wide range of responsibilities difficult to define 

and typically laden with a litany of characteristics and skills considered necessary to 

achieve success in leading a school. Knapp (2006) asserts the greatest challenge is 

connecting leadership behaviors with student achievement and mobilizing individual's 

actions towards achieving that goal. Effective leadership appears to be defined and 

redefined from the same broad scope of definitions based on the expectations and 

individual needs of the particular school or demographic group. 

These emerging themes may necessitate additional support and a clarification of 

the expanded expectations for new principals faced with more stringent standards of 
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achievement. A study on superintendents' perceptions of the readiness of school 

principals concluded that less than 40% of the superintendents polled were satisfied with 

their principal's ability to make necessary decisions, delegate, budget effectively, and 

involve teachers in the important decision making for policies and practices (Farkas et al., 

2003). Findings of this study may have implications that are significant for the future of 

school leaders in both practical application of the daily job and the influence on 

educational reform. 

Concern with educational leadership is growing (Hoachlander, Alt & Beltranea, 

2001). There is an emergent body of research dedicated to the necessary skills of 

effective leadership and linking those skills to effective schools and student success. 

However, there is an added sense of urgency with schools that serve high concentrations 

of minority and students of severe poverty, as they are the most effected by the 

achievement gap. High-poverty schools find it difficult to attract candidates needed to 

effect the immediate change needed to close the achievement gap (New Leaders for New 

Schools, 2008). Young and Fuller (2008) examined data on the tenure and retention of 

principals and found that only 50% of new principals remain in the position for three 

years and principals in high-poverty schools leave sooner. The overwhelming demands 

inherent in high needs schools may require leaders with increased internal personal power 

to take the reins. 

The increasing pressure of accountability, leadership complexity, and challenges 

inherent in conditions of poverty create overwhelming problems for new leaders. This 

research sought to outline the qualities, capabilities, and skills for survival for new 
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leaders working with this complicated demographic group. Literature on the self-efficacy 

and resiliency of school leaders is very limited; however, the research available leads to 

promising results. It is insufficient to focus solely on securing and retaining principals in 

high-poverty areas alone. The principals assigned to this complex task must also believe 

that they are capable of meeting the challenge (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). 

Purpose of the Research 

The purpose of the study was to examine self-efficacy and resiliency of new 

leaders in a high-poverty school district and advance understanding of the influence of 

school leaders' beliefs on the overall academic success of students. Specifically, the 

research analyzed the relationship between new principals' self-efficacy and resilience 

and student achievement. The research addressed the challenges inherent in effective 

school leadership in an era of increased federal, state, and district mandates. Research has 

confirmed significant positive relationships between organizational success and the self-

efficacy of individuals working therein (Hannah et al., 2008). The study was designed to 

examine self-efficacy and resiliency by measuring both levels and showing the 

relationship of those levels to student academic success. This research sought to identify 

those characteristics that allow new leaders to emerge from the demanding assignment of 

leading challenging schools. The capacity of new leaders to endure in the context of the 

adverse conditions of leading a high-poverty school was examined by looking at the 

principals' self reported resiliency. 

As new leaders grapple with the immense task of leading high-needs schools, this 

research investigated the reported levels of self-efficacy and resilience of new leaders in 
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the context of extreme poverty. The shift in leadership expectations is evident in current 

educational leadership research. Compared to high performing schools, leaders in 

problematic schools can have an even larger effect on student outcomes (New Leaders 

for New Schools, 2008). The connection of resiliency, self-efficacy, and the success of 

new leadership outcomes has also not been explored in leadership literature (McCubbin, 

2001; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). This study examined newly appointed urban 

principals' role conceptions within the context of the conditions for organizational 

success from both a theoretical and practical perspective. Research on understanding the 

development of building an efficacious leader has implications for greater leadership 

performance and sustainability. Findings of this study have the potential to contribute to 

the understanding of the evolving role of the school principal outlined by the changing 

tide of .educational leadership reform and accountability measures, as well as, connect 

that expanding role to increased expectations. This research may also help to bring light 

to the role of the urban school leader by exploring leadership thinking and practices, 

which are at every stage of school improvement. Performance-based accountability 

measures have prompted reform efforts to focus on the leadership in schools. Leaders are 

challenged with directing change that leads to academic success in schools. 

Research Design 

The study was guided by a quantitative, non-experimental research design using 

purposive sampling to select principals meeting specified criteria. In this type of 

sampling, participants with specific characteristics are selected with the intent of 

examining specialized information (Patton, 1990). The selection criteria for this study 
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were: (a) the school district with the highest reported poverty rate for the state and (b) 

principals with 1-5 years experience who worked in the selected school district. Data 

were obtained from the Georgia Department of Education website to determine the 

district reporting the highest level of poverty based on eligibility for free and reduced 

lunch. A line-by-line analysis revealed That the school distiict used in this study has an 

overall poverty level of 76.6%. The poverty levels in the district range from 8% to 100%. 

Student achievement for the study was represented by the Performance Index 

Score for each school. Georgia's Single Statewide Accountability System calculates an 

accountability profile for every public school and school system in the state. The 

accountability profile is composed of a Performance Index based on annual growth in 

academic achievement as measured by statewide assessments. The Performance Index 

includes is the percentage of students meeting and exceeding standards on standardized 

assessments. The Performance Index Score is noted in percentages for each school. This 

study utilized the score for the percentage of students meeting and exceeding 

expectations on these state mandated assessments. 

Research Questions 

The following two research questions guided the data analysis: 

RQ1: Is there a statistically significant relationship between the self-efficacy of new 

leaders and student achievement as measured by the state Performance Index 

Score? 
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RQ2: Is there a statistically significant relationship between the resiliency of new 

leaders and student achievement as measured by the state Performance Index 

Score? 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework for this study is primarily based on research in the area 

of social cognitive theory. This study explored these constructs as potential elements for 

successful leadership in high- poverty and high-needs schools. Social cognitive theory is 

relevant to the formation of a new principal's ability to lead a school (Bandura, 1986). 

This theory specifies that learning is social arid mediated by an individual's cognitive 

process. This research sought to understand the capacity of a leader to mitigate 

environmental influences through the enhancement of personal standard?, thereby " 

improving behavioral outcomes. Self-efficacy in leadership refers to having confidence in 

one's ability to effect change or make a difference. (Smith & Piele, 2006). The construct 

of self-efficacy consists of an individual's view of their capabilities to accomplish and 

organize plans of action to attain selected types of performances (Bandura, 1986). 

Albert Bandura expanded the theory to include the formation of collective agency. 

This model accounted for individuals working collaboratively on common goals and 

beliefs shared by a group with the purpose of improving levels of functioning (Bandura, 

1994). For this research, the concept of collective agency is explored through 

transformational leadership. The strength of transformational leadership lies in the ability 

of a leader to motivate and inspire followers. This form of leadership offers a purpose 

that rises above the challenges by leading the staff to work towards the collective, 
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organizational goals rather than self interests (Transformational Leadership Report, 

2007). Resilience is defined as proficiency despite considerable adversity. The construct 

of resiliency was introduced into behavioral science to identify, recognize, and quantify 

an individual's capacity to endure, grow, and recover in the midst of adverse conditions 

(McCubbin, 2001). Resiliency encompasses a range of variables including coping 

mechanisms, personal characteristics, risk factors, defense processes, and adjustment to 

one's environment. 

Social Cognitive Theory 

Miller and Dollard postulated a theory of social learning in 1941 (Miller & 

Dollard, 1941). The early constructs of social learning contend that individuals motivated 

to learn a behavior would do so through observations and consequently mimicking the 

observed behaviors (Miller & Dollard). Albert Bandura expanded the foundation of this 

theory to include reinforcement and observational learning (Bandura, 1994). However, in 

1977, Bandura added another component to the social-cognitive theory that enhanced the 

model to include measures of self-belief (VanWagner, 2009). Bandura further advanced 

this theory in 1986 to include thoughts of human functioning that perceive people as 

more than reactive organisms. This added component explored humans as self-reflecting 

and self-organizing. From this theory emerged the idea that human functioning involves 

affiliation with personal, environmental, and behavioral influences. The theory suggests 

that individuals interpret their behavioral outcomes and consequently alter personal 

factors which lead to a change in the subsequent behavior (Bandura, 1986). 
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Bandura called this phenomenon reciprocal determinism. Reciprocal determinism 

is the viewpoint that cognitive personal factors, environmental influence, and behavior 

interact (Bandura, 2006). This interaction is bi-directional (Figure 1). 

Behavior 

z . _\ 
Personal Factors Environment 

Figure 1: Bandura's model of triadic reciprocal determinism 

Triadic reciprocal determinism is the dynamic inteiplay of three major constructs, 

behavior (B), environmental (E) and personal factors (P) that provide equilibrium for 

how one engages with the world. The three bi-directional arrows show, within this 

system, how individuals are producers of the environment and not just products. The 

interplay between the factors may move in any direction (Bandura, 1994). Social 

cognitive theory asserts that strategies for improved functioning can be directed at 

increasing motivational, cognitive processes thereby improving behavioral capabilities. 

There are many ways to conceptualize self-efficacy and resiliency in leadership research. 
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The personal factors, which are presented as affective, cognitive and biological events, 

environmental events and behavioral patterns all operate to influence each other bi-

directionally. Human agency is rooted in this theory encompassing proactive, self-

regulatory and self-reflective mechanisms. 

For this study, resilience and self-efficacy refers to the elevated belief of the 

leader to meet the challenges and withstand the pressure to use energy effectively to 

achieve school goals and garner improved outcomes (Figure 2). This figure, as with the 

model of triadic reciprocal model, denotes the interchanges between the listed variables 

showing all factors influencing each other. This research focuses on the influence of the 

environment on personal factors and how those personal factors influence the behavior of 

leaders. 

Student Achievement 

Figure 2. Conceptual Framework for the interaction of the environment, personal factors 

(resilience and self-efficacy) and behavior 
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Limitations 

Limitations are potential weaknesses created by the parameters of the study. The 

following limitations were observed with this study. The researcher is currently a new 

principal who works in the target district of the study. However, the researcher selected 

this particular school system because the district met the criteria for the study. While the 

study assumed the honesty of the participants taking the surveys, this was an area that 

could not be controlled. Direct observation was not utilized to substantiate the 

information. The assumption was that the new principals who agreed to participate 

responded to the self-efficacy and resilience survey with openness, honesty and provided 

accurate data concerning their perceptions of questions related to efficacy and resilience. 

Delimitations 

The study was limited to the time frame of one school year. The study was also 

limited to one large urban high-poverty school district in Georgia. This study is confined 

to new principals who currently work in a high-poverty school district with greater than 

75% of the students qualifying for free and reduced lunch. A purposive sample was used 

with participants consisting of new principals with one to five years of experience. The 

purposive sampling decreases the generalizibility of the findings. 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms are used in the study and defined as indicated: 

Accountability Era - The term "Era" denotes a period of time discernible by unique 

characteristics. "Accountability" refers to "holding students, teachers, administrators, and 

other school personnel responsible for instructional outcomes'* (National Association for 
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Gifted Children, 2008). For this research, combining these terms indicates the present 

point in time in which school personnel are "held responsible for improving student 

achievement and are rewarded or sanctioned for their success or lack of success in doing 

so"(School-wise Press, 2009). 

Adequate Yearly Progress - This represents the annual academic performance targets in 

reading, language arts, and mathematics that the State, school districts, and schools must 

reach to be considered on track to meet the NCLB requirement for 100% proficiency by 

school year 2013-2014 (Georgia Department of Education, 2003). 

Educational Leadership - An influential relationship based on authority which guides 

and directs the talents and energies of interested parties to efforts that connect to 

achieving common educational goal. 

High-poverty Schools -For an individual student, the most common definition is whether 

or not that student is eligible to receive free or reduced-price lunch. For schools, the 

definition is usually the percentage of students eligible to receive free or reduced-price 

lunch. For this research schools in which 75% or more students qualify for free or 

reduced lunch. 

Leadership Standards - Performance expectations, indicators, and policy standards for 

education leadership. These guidelines are intended to provide direction to educators and 

state working to improve education leadership preparation, licensure, evaluation, and 

professional development (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2008) 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) - A law signed in 2002 by former President George Bush 

that sets 
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performance guidelines for all schools and stipulates items that must be included in 

accountability reports to parents. It also mandates annual student testing, includes 

guidelines for underperforming schools, and requires states to train all teachers and 

assistants to be highly qualified (School-Wise Press, 2009) 

Performance Based - Measures that focus solely on the results that will achieve the goal 

or outcome. This may contrast to policies, which may give emphasis to procedures, 

guidelines, or what is expected (US Department of Homeland Security, 2008). 

Performance Index Score - Statewide Accountability System an accountability profile for 

every public school and school system in the state composed of an annual growth in 

academic achievement as measured by statewide assessments. The Performance Index 

includes percentage of students meeting and exceeding standards (The Governors office 

of student achievement, 2010) 

Post-NCLB Leadership Characteristics - Typical or distinctive leadership behaviors and 

skills that were established after the adoption of the NCLB Act. 

Poverty - high concentrations of low-income families. For schools, this is measured by 

the percentage of students with free and reduced lunch status. 

Resiliency - The ability to withstand adversity to use energy effectively to achieve school 

goals 

Self-efficacy - An individual's belief of their ability to produce successful results through 

effort and perseverance in spite of challenging odds (Patterson and Kelleher, 2005). 

Student Achievement - Framed in broad terms, this includes measures of test scores. 
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School leader - A person who assumes formal position of influence and control in the 

school. 

Importance of the Study 

Findings of study may reveal if a relationship exists between the perceived self-

efficacy and resilience of new leaders and school academic success. This research attends 

to the challenge and capacity for successful leadership in high-poverty schools. The 

findings amalgamate research on self-efficacy, resiliency and transformational leadership 

thereby contributing to developing research on leadership. The literature on the role of 

the principal implies that school leaders must embody all of the characteristics and skills 

needed to solve the deficits identified in schools (Elmore, 2000). Harris (2004) indicated 

that the demands on schools and its leaders to significantly improve the achievement of 

schools are likely to increase in subsequent years. Educational research has focused on 

the development of an effective leader (Wallace Foundation, 2009; Litchkia, 2007; 

Elmore). Research on uncovering the underlying tenets of school success is well 

documented in education literature (Barker, 2007; Chenoweth, 2007; D'Amico, 1982; 

Fullan, 2006; New Leaders, 2008). This study may provide additional research to 

influence the development of appropriate educational support to adequately represent 

both the challenge and requirements for successful new leadership. 

Securing candidates for vacant principal positions have become significantly 

difficult as the retirement rates of veteran principals rises, increased numbers of current 

principals transition TO non-administrative positions, and qualified candidates decide not 

to be school leaders (National Association of Elementary School Principals, 
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2007; National Association of Secondary School Principals, 2000). Varying beliefs 

among educators on how to address leadership needs and expectations exacerbates the 

sentiment among policymakers that improving school leadership is a daunting task (US 

Department of Education, 1999). This study can contribute to the expansion educational 

literature of leadership characteristics by focusing on the tenets of self-efficacy and 

resiliency and the relationship of those variables to student achievement. 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter one introduced the problem, purpose of the study, the research design, 

and research questions that guided the investigation. Additionally, theoretical support and 

potential significance of the findings were presented. The two research questions were 

presented and unique terms defined. The study sought to examine leadership beliefs of 

new principals in high-poverty schools that may relate, to student achievement. A desired 

outcome of the research was to identify characteristics and factors contributing to the 

success of new urban principals and determine the relationship of self-efficacy and 

resiliency on student achievement. Chapter two will provide an overview of the literature 

review. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

This chapter provides an overview of the empirical and theoretical literature from 

a contemporary and historical perspective. The chapter covers the five major topics: 

Influences of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Challenges of New Leadership, 

Theoretical Framework, Challenges of Poverty and Effective Schools. This research 

sought to examine the relationship hetween self-reported levels of efficacy, resiliency and 

student achievement. The information presented in this chapter will review topics that 

reflect the overarching themes that investigate that resonate with new leaders in high-

poverty schools. 

Leadership, in the era of accountability, is focused on increased student 

achievement as evidenced by standardized test scores. School leaders, more than ever, 

must understand, know, arid be prepared to meet the complexities and difficult demands 

the administrative position entails. The varied definitions of leadership, as well as, 

inconsistent role expectations create very ambiguous definitions of leadership. Clarity in 

the expectations and path to transition new leaders are paramount if we are truly 

attempting secure effective principals in the schools that need them most. Illuminating 

frameworks for effective leadership skills and behaviors moves the profession toward 
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greater clarity and purpose creating a conduit to higher levels of effectiveness for aspiring 

and practicing school administrators. While the challenge of guaranteeing that all 

students succeed is a directive that is felt by all educators, the responsibility of ensuring 

this occurrence weighs more profoundly on the shoulders of school leaders (Portin et al., 

2009). The reconfiguration of education over the last decade has created a challenging, 

high-stakes environment. Leaders in high-poverty schools, more than most, feel the 

difficulty of the expectations of working in these environments (New Leaders for New 

Schools, 2008). Urban leaders have produced varying degrees of progress toward the 

newly established requirements. These leaders, more than ever, need strategies to 

progress forward in the face of the adverse circumstances felt in schools (McCollum, 

Kajs & Minter, 2006) 

The job of an educational leader is wrought with dodging and jumping over 

minefields of educational initiatives that could unexpectedly explode (Fullan, 2006), 

The recent set of NCLB reform initiatives has succeeded in creating a system of amazing 

pressure for educational leaders (Fullan, 2005). The bulk of the pressure stems from the 

expectation of each school to not just improve student performance but to do so for every 

child while closing the achievement gap (Fullan, 2005). At the helm of every school is a 

leader. Researchers suggest that a leader is charged with ensuring all children succeed 

(Fullan, 2005). Davenport and Anderson (2002) report that ensuring all children succeed 

can only occur with a plan, vision, goals, and a purpose. They further assert that decision

making is the central theme of being a leader and it is also at the center of dialogue 
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regarding the state of schools in America (Davenport & Anderson, 2002). The NCLB 

movement has ushered in a new type of leader, one that makes quick decisions and is 

willing to move with the ebb and flow to execute what is needed (Fullan, 2005). 

Advocates of this initiative state it is the vehicle education needed to ensure equal access 

to education for all students (Jackson, 2005). According to supporters, NCLB initiatives 

have prompted schools to develop a sense of urgency surrounding school success 

Unbeknownst to many citizens, educational reform is not a new phenomenon. A Nation 

At Risk (National Commission on Excellence in Education [NCEE], 1983) was a 

momentous event in the history of education. This report outlined the critical status of 

education in America (Litchka, 2007). 

Although there is roughly a twenty-year gap from the reporting of A Nation at 

Risk to the NCLB legislation, there are familiar characteristics within both documents. A 

Nation at Risk, the report from the 1980's that initiated much of the educational reform 

efforts, was instrumental in promoting the standardization of schools (The National 

Commission on Excellence in Education, 1984). As the demand for greater accountability 

grew in this country so did the emergence of state and federal mandates. To ensure the 

accountability measures were met, NCLB emerged. During the 1990s, the emphasis on 

standards materialised and aligned each states curriculum to clearly outline what students 

would know and be able to do (Litchka, 2007). Researchers indicate the current standards 

era has been driven to the background by the accountability movement (Jackson, 2005). 

Advocates of the accountability movement state that this fear has been a catalyst 

for progress (Jackson, 2005). Followers of this movement further believe that giving 



24 

attention to the groups in greatest need have created the sense of urgency needed to help 

the students who have the greatest deficits (Jackson, 2005). Educational advocates say 

that turning around poorly performing schools is the most important matter facing the 

educational system (Davenport & Anderson, 2002). Modest steps at change have been 

replaced with more rigorous measures (Davenport & Anderson, 2002). One such model is 

a connection between successful business principles and educational best practices. 

Referred to as specialists who are able to turn around schools, principals are trained to 

transform failing schools in three years or less (Duke, 2007). Principals receive 

customized training, certification, and salary incentives to become turnaround specialists 

(Archer, 2006). Critics of the move to connect business practices with educational reform 

measures cite the focus on immediate results and individual leaders as potential 

problems. 

.. , • The design was borrowed from the business world, where companies in trouble 

were able to make huge improvements with new leadership. Program officials say they 

are looking for risk takers with a proven track record (Archer, 2005). One of the 

elementary schools named in this research reported an increase in reading and math 

scores in excess of 20 points (Archer, 2005). It is stil! unknown whether initiatives such 

as this will produce lasting results. The role of the principal is to mobilize the efforts of 

staff to turn around low-performing schools (Fullan, 2005). Fullan (2006) indicates that 

many schools require that all data be disaggregated to determine how each student 

performs. Proponents of education reform call the pressure a positive factor (Litchka, 

2007). The belief that the expectation of achievement should have always exited in 
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education and the belief that the educational community must make a concerted effort to 

ensure academic progress for all students is a prevailing theme (Litchka, 2007). Some 

school districts in Texas require school leaders to sign implementation contracts, which 

define the conditions of continued employment by test score success (McGhee & Nelson; 

2005). 

Despite widespread pessimism among educators whether performance-based 

accountability systems can effectively motivate leaders, advocates of these measures 

point out the benefits (Jackson, 2005). Professional development has increased causing 

leaders to look at the work in new and different ways (Litchka, 2007). Research based 

methods of teaching and learning are embraced and leaders have begun to make strategic 

decisions based on the successes and failures of other schools and states (Jackson, 2005). 

Although much attention is given to leadership, assessing the roles is very complicated 

(Fullan, 2005). Principals must be proficient in identifying the most qualified applicant 

with the most potential to succeed (Clement, Kistner & Moran 2005). Developing best 

practices in hiring of new teachers has become a necessity in current times of enormous 

pressure to produce results. 

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

Signed mto law on January 8, 2002, by Former President George Bush, the No 

Child Left Behind Act of 2001 became the driving force behind the accountability 

movement (GDOE, 2003). NCLB is a reauthorization the Elementary and Secondary Act 

(EASA) first endorsed in 1965. Prior to NCLB, the last reauthorization occurred in 1994 

and was referred to as the Improving Americas Schools Act (IASA) of 1994. This 
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legislation provided school districts funds to supplement services for economically 

disadvantaged students. Dramatically changing the face of education, NCLB goals are for 

all children to meet or exceed state standards within 12 years (GDOE, 2003). Requiring 

all states to establish academic standards and a testing system that meet federal 

guidelines, NCLB significantly increased standards for schools systems and states 

throughout the United States (Gardiner, Canfield-Davis & Anderson, 2009). 

Approximately 200 million dollars have been spent on education since ESEA, but it has 

failed to produce the achievement gains necessary to thwart the achievement gap 

(Williams, 2003). To correct this, NCLB addresses increased accountability, choice for 

parents, flexibility for states, districts and schools and reading as a priority (Williams). 

NCLB contains a framework for stronger accountability systems for student 

performance and state standards, school choice options for parents in ''failing" schools 

and ensuring resources are allocated to research-based instructional practices (Gardiner et 

a!., 2009). At the heart of NCLB is Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) AYP is a measure 

of student achievement on state-mandated assessments. All schools are required to make 

AYP or risk being branded a "failing school" (GDOE, 2003). In addition, schools that 

don't make AYP must offer parents the option of Public School Choice. Public School 

Choice, under this legislation, allows parents to transfer students from a school with more 

than two consecutive years of not meeting AYP and therefore deemed a Needs 

Improvement School. 
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NCLB: A catalyst for change 

In the June 7, 2008 issue of Time magazine, a special report on education was 

featured. The introduction to this special issue stated that, "The landmark law NCLB has 

reshaped public education, exposed failing schools and made them accountable." The 

subject of "failing'" schools has created much debate in education over the past few years. 

Current accountability policies have prompted a compelling impetus for change. The 

much publicized NCLB has been named the catalyst for the most recent educational 

reform measures. This legislation is at the center of dialogue regarding the state of 

schools in America. NCLB is not a totally new approach for efforts of educational •; 

reform. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1994 is the foundation of this 

effort and NCLB builds on the requirements of assessment and accountability (Education 

Commission of the States, 2004). Educational advocates pose underperforming schools as 

one of the most important issues facing the United States (Archer, 2006). The portrayal of 

flawed schools wrought with low standards has propelled the argument for immediate 

school transformation (McGhee & Nelson, 2005). As a result of the notoriety, 

educational leaders today find themselves in the midst of a war over the education of 

children (Davenport & Anderson, 2002). The recent set of NCLB reform initiatives has 

succeeded in creating a set of rigorous requirements for school systems and their leaders 

(Fullan, 2005). Although NCLB has been pummeled by disapproval, it appears to be 

used as a rating system rubric to outline the ills of public education. Feelings of the 

American public on the NCLB policies, whether for or against, can be examined in 
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editorial comments and articles published in most mainstream media outlets (Anderson, 

2008). It is difficult to pick up a local newspaper without finding an article outlining the 

problem with today's schools. In 2002, when NCLB was introduced, it was the catalyst 

for most educational reform efforts. At the heart of NCLB is roughly seven categories 

used to provide the framework for accountability for student achievement (Mathis, 2003). 

The indicators of NCLB include (a) standards and assessments, (b) accountability, (c) 

school Improvement, (d) safe schools, (e) supplemental services, (f) report cards (g) 

teacher quality (Education Commission of the States, 2004). 

Accountability Systems 

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 illuminated the need for corrective action, 

A survey for the 2002-03 school year found 5,200 schools needing improvement and 

23,812 not making adequate yearly progress (Quality Counts, 2004). The sheer numbers 

of identified under-performing schools have called to action drastic measures to ensure 

success. Robert Balfanz, a research scientist at the Center for Social Organization of 

Schools, indicated that identifying underperforming schools has been effective but the 

true work is in making them better (Hoff, 2007). Like many other public officials, he 

challenged school systems to respond to the identified need to assist iow-performing 

schools. As further indicated by researchers of the NCLB, the current wave of reform 

efforts have placed extreme pressure on educational leaders to educate all students, meet 

a specific set of academic goals and substantiate evidence of learning as determined by 

high stakes testing (Jackson, 2005). Educational leaders are now being asked to achieve 

at high levels as indicated disproportionately by high-stakes testing (Fullan, 2005). 
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Critics declare these reform measures have political undertones that are punitive in 

nature (Fullan). What happens to the leader who cannot live up to the expectations of 

immediate progress? After the signing of NCLB, Secretary of Education Rod Paige said, 

"With the stroke of his pen, President Bush changed the culture of education in America" 

(McGhee & Nelson, 2005, p. 1). The dramatic changes in education have left educational 

advocates around the country asking if this change is what President Bush envisioned 

(Jackson). The impact of the reform initiative has been greatly explored over the last few-

years and is often mentioned in the media. One issue that is leaving a lasting effect on 

school leaders is the pressure of high stakes testing and the amount of fear it brings. . 

Critics of NCLB state the accountability movement caused fear to be a daily component 

of the job of school (McGhee & Nelson, 2005). 

On the commentary page of a major urban newspaper in Texas, public school 

Principal Benjamin Kramer noted, "What is not immediately apparent, however, is the 

fear running rampant throughout the system from the highest levels of leadership to, 

unfortunately, the classroom level." (McGhee, p. 1). Educational advocates wonder if this 

level of educational accountability has created a fearful, test prep focused culture in 

schools (Litchka, 2007). Critics further declare that school leaders were once evaluated 

by an array of predictors of successful leadership but now are limited to narrow 

substructures centered on test performance (McGhee). Opponents pronounce this narrow 

view of success does not take into account the complexity of the leadership role in 

schools. Test scores appear to be the biggest indicator of student learning as evidenced by 

the disproportionate focus on results to determine school effectiveness. Researchers 
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studying three principals from Texas revealed that, regardless of prior success, principals 

may be removed from their positions solely as a result of accountability test scores. 

"Each of the principals was removed based on data from the administration of a single 

test, and each was removed without warning" (McGhee, p. 5)." McGhee and Nelson 

(2005) further state that low test scores indicate a "fall from grace" and school leaders 

who can boast of high test scores are often compromised by the tactics they must use to 

achieve them. The researcher's further state what appears to be success is actually failure 

when you count the human loss. 

Critics assert that using strategies such as "focusing on the bubble kids", 

encouraging schools to provide intervention for the students most likely to pass the test, 

and leaving their more needy counterparts to fend for themselves. This is evidenced by 

the high number of states using tax dollars to hire tutors and consultants to provide 

schools extensive test taking tips. Another issue is forgoing the "regular" curriculum for 

test prep marathons before testing. Quality of instruction is a major factor to improve 

student achievement (Fullan, 2005). Fullan also indicates that quick fixes may improve 

test scores but the change may not be systemic which can yield only temporary results. 

Unfortunately, improved test scores do not always translate into improved teaching and 

learning (Jackson, 2005). The reshaping of an organization requires time. Through 

research, Litchka (2007) indicates it is essential that the leaders that are selected be given 

the support, resources, and direction to fully comprehend the multidimensional role of a 

school leader in the 21st century. School leaders were once evaluated by an array of 

predictors of successful leadership are now limited to narrow substructures centered on 



31 

test performance. This narrow view of success does not take into account the complexity 

of the leadership role in schools (McGhee, & Nelson, 2005). 

Challenges of New Leadership 

Research supports that schools that have been able to obtain immediate results 

usually have exceptional principals (New Leaders, 2008). As indicated in the literature, 

schools have a minimal chance of increasing and sustaining dramatic academic gains 

without skilled and committed leaders to direct the instructional program (Wallace 

Foundation, 2009). Essentially, successful instructional leadership is essential for the 

overall success of a school. Critics contend that these leadership models profess a casual 

link between leadership and student achievement (Kruger, Witziers, & Sleegers, 2007). 

There is a growing body of research that places leadership at the forefront of factors 

affecting change in schools (Leithwood et al., 2004). These authors further contend that 

the effects of leadership on student achievement are often difficult to understand; 

however, the indirect and direct influence accounts for approximately 25% of total 

student achievement outcomes. Barker (2007) challenges that assertion and contends that 

the assumption that leadership and student achievement are directly related has 

compromised educational policy. He challenges the belief that leadership significantly 

influences student achievement and points to leadership as a marginal factor (Barker). 

His research asserts that the urgent message to transform schools seems to have taken 

priority over the commitment to collect accurate data to inform educational decision

making. Although many systems are incorporating leadership programs to prepare 

leaders, many have yet to address the fundamental reason for leadership duress which is 
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the stress and loneliness of being an educational leader, particularly during these times of 

high accountability (Litchka. 2007). The pressure to perform each year is a real factor 

that heavily impacts leaders (Jackson, 2005). According to Litchka, 

School leadership entails a miracle worker, who can do more with less, 
pacify rival groups, endure chronic second-guessing, and tolerate low 
levels of support, process large volumes of paper and work double shifts 
(75 nights a year out). He or she will have carte blanch to innovate, but 
cannot spend much money, replace any personnel, or upset any 
constituency, (p. 45) 

Critics of using high stakes testing for performance evaluations indicate it unfairly 

minimizes the multifaceted nature of leadership (McGhee & Nelson, 2005). Researchers 

report that even principals with documented years of productive service are at risk, tor 

termination because of not meeting adequate progress of standardized tests (Davenport & 

Anderson, 2002). The goals of NCLB indicate that all schools make adequate yearly 

progress. This translates into all stakeholders being held accountable for achievement 

(Litchka, 2007). Stiff operational norms must be implemented and success must be 

outcome-based (McGhee & Nelson, 2005). School leaders are now perceived by policy 

makers as being the one with the answers. Although collaborative environments are 

encouraged, it is ultimately the responsibility of the principal to make sure success is 

achieved. School leaders are expected to be strategic in their approach to leadership. 

They must disaggregate data, chart a course, and set sail to high test scores (McGhee & 

Nelson). Gosling and Mintzberg (2004) assert the following: 

Study after study has shown that leaders work at a relenting pace, that their 
actives are characterized by brevity, variety, and discontinuity, and that they are 
strongly oriented to action, and actually dislike reflective activities, (p. 151) 
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The job of educational leadership has moved to fast-paced solutions (Litchka, 2007). 

This may prevent leaders from having the time to reflect. Presented with problems that 

run the gamut is a daily job of principals. In addition, the skills needed to be a successful 

school leader schools are varied (Litchka). 

Theoretical Framework 

This section will examine the theoretical underpinnings of social cognitive theory, 

self-efficacy, resilience and transformational leadership. This study explored these 

constructs as potential elements for successful leadership in high-poverty and high-needs 

schools. This literature review sought to synthesize the theoretical and practical literature 

linking a leader's affective beliefs and internal state to leadership practices. 

Social Cognitive Theory 

The framework of social-cognitive theory may be used for principals in high-

needs schools to improve their emotional states and correct habits of thinking as a result 

of the increased expectations in high-poverty schools (personal factors), improve their 

leadership skills and self-regulatory practices (behavior), and alter the school 

organizational structures that may work to weaken effective school functioning 

(environmental factors). The research on school effectiveness reveals that schools 

demographics can reveal the extent of problems at a school (Gates, Ringel, Santibanez, 

Ross, & Chung, 2003). This research further contends that schools, with a large percent 

of students who qualify for free and reduced lunch, were perceived by school principals 

as more problematic. Social cognitive theory is interested in social processes that 

influence environmental outcomes. 
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This construct may prove to be informative as it connects to improving leadership 

responses to the environmental influence of poverty. In strong contrast to behavior 

theorists that believe environmental influences can predict human behaviors (Bandura & 

Locke, 2003), Bandura believed for one to understand the complexities of human 

functioning, one has to understand an individual's cognitive processes and the 

interpretation of those outcomes (Bandura. 2006). Essentially, this theory contends that 

thoughts can adjust actions. This theory adopts a bi-directional influence that contends 

evolutionary forces change human growth in that humans are able to create intricate 

environmental advancements that subsequently create new selection demands for the 

advancement of functional consciousness (Bussey & Bandura, 1999). The relevance of 

this theory to new principal effectiveness is rooted in the view that humans are agents 

dynamically engaged in their personal development and the influence they have through 

their actions and beliefs. A fundamental principle that undergirds this theory is the notion 

that humans possess self-beliefs that enable them to exercise control over behavior, 

contending that beliefs effect how individuals behave. This theory contends that 

environmental factors, such as economic conditions, family structures, and climate 

directly impacts human behavior. 

These factors influence self-efficacy beliefs, self-reflection, and other self-

regulatory influences. Bandura included with this conception several fundamental human 

capabilities. The first is the ability to symbolize. He postulated that ability to draw 

meaning from the environment is a human's capacity. This ability results in the ability to 

resolve problems cognitively, gain new insight, and possess reflective thought. By 
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symbolizing experiences, individuals then can provide a framework, structure, and 

meaning to guide future behaviors. An additional capability is vicarious learning. This 

occurs when individuals learn not from their own behavior but from observing the 

behaviors of another. This capability allows leaders to grow without having to face the 

failure of every experience. This observational learning is coded and informs future 

actions. The remaining two capabilities for this research are self-regulatory mechanisms 

and self-reflection. Self-regulatory mechanisms refer to the means by which individuals 

self-monitor and manage their choices, actions, beliefs, and behavior. This is the 

evaluative reactions regarding their behaviors. Self- reflection and regulation are 

prominent features in social-cognitive theory. Self-deliberation allows individuals, or 

leaders for the purpose of this research, to explore their cognitive processes and therefore, 

engage in self-exploration and evaluation. 

Self Efficacy 

At the very core of social-cognitive theory is self-efficacy: Within the triadic 

model, self-efficacy facilitates the process in which individuals decide their behaviors 

based on their perceptions of capability (Sajkoic & Luthans, 1998). Tschannen-Morgan 

and Gareis (2004) assert, "One promising, but largely unexplored avenue to 

understanding principal motivation and behavior is principals' sense of efficacy" (p.57.3). 

For this research, self-efficacy is concerned with a leader's perception of his or her skills, 

and if those skills effect their work and the overall school achievement in an affirmative 

way. An individual's conception about their ability to produce levels of performance on 

designated tasks and responsibilities is self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994). Essentially, this 
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refers to the leader's self-perceived beliefs about their ability to perform the job 

successfully. Research on effective schools indicates that principals are at the core of 

effective schools (Smith & Piele, 2006). As new leaders are confronted with professional 

challenges, it is vital to have the self-assurance they are capable of ensuring school-wide 

success; this is the point at which self-efficacy becomes a factor. Self-efficacy is rooted 

in social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1994). Social-cognitive theory indicates that 

individuals learn through observational learning, by watching what others, and that the 

key to understanding personality is through human thought processes (Van Wagner, 

2009). 

Research points to self-efficacy as a significant construct in forecasting the 

success of an individual on various tasks (National Council of the Professors of 

Educational Administration, 2007). Self-efficacy reinforces the notion that the gap 

between the magnitude of the problems and their personal ability to address them is 

nonexistent. The basic premise of self-efficacy is that a person's belief in his or her 

ability to perform effectively will positively influence the outcome, creating greater 

levels of success (Bandura, 1982). As a predictor of success, self-efficacy has the 

potential to generate in principals a strong determination to pursue goals and meet the 

challenges within the conditions of the schools they lead (Tscharmen-Morgan & Gareis, 

2004). As they face difficulty, efficacious leaders do not automatically interpret initial 

challenges as failure. New leaders in high-poverty schools must begin with a belief that 

they can facilitate the change needed and then have the resiliency to bounce back after 
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they are faced with the mounting demands of the day-to-day work of the building 

administrator. Bandura (1982) indicated that individuals are continually busy with 

thoughts of self-efficacy. Preceding every action are judgments of his or her ability to 

complete the action with success. 

These thoughts or self-perceptions include not just the ability to accomplish a task 

but the ability to navigate through prospective challenges. Accurate assessment of self-

efficacy is significant so that an individual can determine the tasks he or she is capable of 

achieving. These judgments also determine the level of effort individuals will expend 

when faced with obstacles (Bandura, 1982). Leadership efficacy relates to the capacity, 

skills, and knowledge of leading others (Hannah et al., 2008). Examining the relationship 

between school leaders and efficacy reveals that high self efficacy is positively related to 

"having a mastery goal orientation" (McCoIlum & Kajs, 2009, p.29) 

This study also links self-efficacy to motivation. Having a plan to pursue a 

designated goal is insufficient in determining motivation. Motivation as it relates to self-

efficacy is one the determining factors for which actions will be pursued and the extent to 

which the action will be pursued. Therefore, motivation is loosely defined as the will and 

fortitude to pursue and achieve a pie-determined action. Research studies conducted by, 

McCollurn & Kajs (2007) established a theory of school leader's self-efficacy. The main 

constructs in their definition of efficacy correlates with the Bandura's original work on 

efficacy. The major difference is the specifically relating those self-efficacy factors to the 

role of the school leader and the attainment of school outcomes. This theoretical model 

has eight dimensions of a school leader's efficacy. The eight dimensions included in 
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efficacy are (a) instructional leadership and staff development, (b school climate 

development, (c) community collaboration, (d) data-based decision making aligned with 

legal and ethical principles, (e) resource and facility management, (f) communication in a 

diverse environment (g) use of community resources, (h) development of school vision 

(McCollum & Kajs, 2009). The eight dimensions are linked to both the School Leaders 

Licensure Consortium (ISLLC). and the Educational Leadership Constituency Council 

(ELCC) standards (Haynes, 2009). 

This research suggests that efficacy is an important component of leadership and 

without it leaders will not pursue difficult goals. Bandura and Locke (2003) specify that 

efficacy, "affect whether individuals think in self-enhancing or self-debilitating ways, 

how well they motivate themselves and persevere in the face of difficulties, the quality of 

their well being and their vulnerability to stress and depression, and the choices they 

make at important decision points" (p.87). Leadership self-efficacy points to the aptitude 

and mental resources needed to meet the multifaceted demands of school leadership. A 

strong sense of efficacy supplies the internal force and guidance needed to attempt 

challenging actions (Hannah et al., 2008). Learning in the context of self-efficacy is an 

individual's capacity to reflect and internalize their own successes and failuies. 

Self-efficacy is accomplished at the time the learner identifies their ability to 

perform. When determining self-perceptions of proficiency, the leader weighs his or her 

capabilities in areas such as expertise, knowledge, and strategies against their personal 

deficits that are relevant to their school setting (Tschannen-Morgan & Gareis, 2004). 
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Self-efficacy is acknowledged as an important concept in forecasting the success of 

meeting multiple actions (McCollum et al., 2006). The emerging body of research on 

self-efficacy may begin to lend credence to the notion that this may pose an important 

construct to address the complexities and challenges of school leadership. 

Resiliency 

In general terms, resilience is the ability to sustain competent functioning in the 

face of adversity. Adversity is embedded in the challenge of leadership in high-poverty 

schools. However, some principals have the ability to conquer the challenges of adversity 

while others languish under the pressure. This research is related to resiliency within the,, 

context of leader's ability to cope with the pressure without succumbing to it. With 

resilience, protective factors within individuals exist that enable those individuals to 

defend against stress and pressure (VanBeda, 2001). Resilience is defined as the skills, 

knowledge, and ability that develop as people struggle to conquer hardship (Tait, 2008),-,•,.. 

Resilience is of particular interest in this study as most of the research indicates that an 

important component of resilience is the individual experiencing adverse or threatening 

circumstances (McMahon, 2006). As noted previously, for this study the groups of focus 

are new, urban principals in high-poverty schools whose responsibilities are wrought with 

pressure. Building administrators of high-poverty schools work .in high stakes settings 

with heightened pressure filled with adversity. Resilience is the ability to positively adapt 

under circumstances of duress and adversity (Luthar, Cicchetti, & Becker, 2000). The 

usefulness of this construct for school leaders lies in the competence of individuals to 

recover when exposed to tremendous adversity. Luthar et al. (2000) further contend, 
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"Implicit within this motion are two critical conditions: (a) exposure to significant threat 

or severe adversity; and (b) the achievement of positive adjustment despite major assaults 

on the developmental process" (p. 543). Most of the research on resiliency is limited to 

individuals at risk (McMahon, 2006). The potency of resiliency lies in the reduction of 

the effects of the at-risk concerns. Essentially, the resilient factors will moderate the 

major threats or adversity. Risk, factors for principals leading schools in the current era of 

accountability will continue to emerge and may debilitate the best intended leader 

(Hoffman, 2004). Resiliency hopes to offer the vital balance of motivation, fortitude, and 

capacity to positively move forward in adversity (Baldwin, Maldonado, Lacey & Efinger, 

2004). 

The history of the study of resilience includes early investigations of 

understanding the maladaptive behaviors of mentally ill patients (Luthar et'al., 2000). 

The research then progressed to children of mentally-ill mothers who were able to thrive 

in spite of being high-risk. Empirical studies of resilience then expanded to various 

adverse circumstances (McMahon, 2006). This expansion of research on resiliency 

included conditions such as risks of poverty, chronic illness, disastrous life events, 

violence, and abuse (Luthar et al., 2000). The aim of this research was to study healthy 

adaptive patterns of individuals as compared to those who were significantly less 

adaptive. Critics indicate that there is variability in the definition of resilience and a lack 

of clear understanding to what constitutes adverse conditions (Luthar et al.). 

The inconsistency in the application of the concept of resilience has lead to both debate 

and confusion (McCubbin, 2001). Another concern lies in the discrepancies of the theory 
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of resiliency as a personal trait or a process. However, some research identifies resilience 

as both a collection of personal traits and a process (McMahon, 2006). Some theorists 

prioritize an internal composition of attributes while others emphasize relationship 

processes (Patterson & Kelleher, 2005). A constant in both perspectives includes systems 

that prevent decline after experiencing adverse circumstances. Efficacy and resilience are 

connected concepts (Hannah et al., 2008). Research relates the two by indicating having 

strong self-efficacy is a trait of a resilient individual. 

Tait (2008) indicates, "Resilience and personal efficacy differ, however in the 

ways they impact action, although high performance results from both" (p. 59). 

Resilience is a growing theoretical framework that encompasses various variables 

.including coping processes, persona), attributes, protective, and risk factors (McCubbm, 

2001). The retention of capable leaders remains a central issue in education (Hoffman, 

2004). Resiliency offers school leaders the ability to develop the school mission, confront 

the process, break through barriers and withstand the enormous pressure inherent in the 

position (Baldwin, Maldonado, Lacey, & Efinger, 2004). 

Transformational Leadership 

There is a growing interest in transformational leadership as evidenced by the 

significant increase of existing published studies (Judge, 2004). Kenneth Leithwood 

(2001) stated, "Transformational leadership practices ought to be considered a necessary 

but not sufficient part of an effective school leader's repertoire" (p.217). As the context 

of leadership evolves with dramatic school restructuring, the ability of new leaders to 

motivate and inspire followers is significant. Transformational leaders are those who get 
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results through influence, intellectual excitement and optimism. Unlike many leaders 

who gain group participation through transactional rewards, transformational leaders 

convince followers that their personal interests and values can be accomplished through 

the organization's agenda (Smith & Piele, 2006). The importance of this research is 

denoted by the compelling question of the place of transformational leadership in 

schools Does this type of leadership style have a significant effect on teacher effort, 

motivation, and sense of purpose; and will that effect translate into improved interactions 

with students that influence positive student outcomes and overall school functioning? 

.The NCLB and the current wave of reform efforts have placed monumental pressure on 

educational leaders and place much of the burden for improved academic achievement 

squarely on the shoulders of school leaders. Research en successful schools appears to 

validate the claim that leadership can and does play a significant role in instructional 

improvement (Archer, 2006) Continued studies on effective leadership models will be 

critical in developing and sustaining school-level conditions that support the continual 

growth of our educational systems. 

Advocates of transformational leadership specify this style of leadership also has 

an effect on the higher-order intrinsic needs of followers in a way that will translate into 

improved outcomes (Judge, 2004). Proponents also indicate that transformational leaders 

are effective in motivating because they elevate the awareness of followers surrounding 

motivational interests, are proactive, and facilitate high-performance outcomes. Burns 

(1978) introduced the concept of transformational leadership and stipulated that 
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transforming leadership happens, "when one or more persons engage with others in such 

a way that leaders and followers raise one another to higher levels of motivation and 

morality" (p. 87). Current research indicates that a great deal of attention has been given 

to the future and focus of leadership as it relates to transformational leadership and higher 

group performance (Geijsel, Sleegers, Leithwood & Jantzi, 2003). Four major themes 

surface from the literature on the analysis of transformational leadership: (!) charisma or 

idealized influence - the degree to which a leader behaves in admirable ways that causes 

the followers to identify with the leader, (2) intellectual stimulation - degree to which a 

leader .challenges assumptions takes risks, (3) inspirational, motivation - the degree to. 

which the leader articulates a vision, (4) individualized consideration - the degree to 

which the leader attends to each followers needs, acts as a mentor or coach to the 

follower (Smith & Piele, 2006). 

Conversations on leadership, as it relates to school improvement, have been , 

propelled to the forefront (Ferrara, 2007). The last decade has brought increasing 

attention and research to the topic of leadership and its influence on school and student 

achievement (Geijsel et al., 2003; Kruger et al., 2007). Burns (1979) stipulated that 

transforming leadership happens when a leader is able to engage one or more individuals 

in a way that elevates levels of motivation.. According to this structure, researchers 

indicate that transformational types of school leadership affect the level of teachers' 

commitment and the extra effort they offer (Geijsel et al.). This dialogue has triggered 

researchers to question if this style of leadership also has an effect on teacher effort and 
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that change will translate into improved interactions with students that influence positive 

student outcomes and overall school functioning. Educational leadership and curriculum 

in the age of school reform is dynamically changing as a consequence of growing focus 

on accountability (Barker, 2007). Kiipers and Weibler (2006) stated that in today's 

schools, prevailing, continuous, and forceful changes consume leadership in 

organizations. These changes, portrayed by multifaceted goals and organizational 

structures have exerted great pressure on the role of school leaders (Kiipers & Weibler). 

There is a strong, growing belief that if leadership is vital to the schools, 

preparation and focus of leaders is very important and educational programs and schools 

must move to preparing visionary and transformational leaders to ensure the gains needed 

for student achievement (Siegrist. 1999). Although transformational leadership has 

garnered recent support it is not a new theory of leadership (Burns, 1978). Seven major 

themes surface from the literature on the analysis of transformational leadership: (1) 

building a shared vision, (2) effectively conveying the vision, (3) building relationships 

and motivation surrounding common goals, (4) guaranteeing a supportive culture, (5) 

directing implementation, (6) displaying strong moral character, and (7) achieving results 

(Pielstick, 1998). Proponents indicate that transformational leaders are effective in 

supporting the change zone because they elevate the awareness of followers surrounding 

motivational interests, are proactive and facilitate high performance outcomes (Hoy & 

Miskel, 2005). Supporters also contend that leadership research points to evidence of the 

systemic and systematic approaches of transformational leaders that influence 

administrators and teachers contribution to school improvement (Ferrara, 2007). School 
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leadership is of great interest as it is believed by followers of the leadership model to be 

critical in developing and sustaining school-level conditions that supporters establish are 

essential for instructional improvement (Ferrara, 2007). 

Consequently the school leader is said to affect student outcomes indirectly by 

"influencing the influencers" as apposed to influencing the students themselves 

(Gentilucci & Muto, 2007). Proponents support the idea that effective leaders must be 

knowledgeable in all aspects of instructional practices (Jackson, 2005). Kruger et al., 

(2007) contend that the perception is that successful principals were generally 

characterized by the performance of leadership, tasks which were positively associated to 

student achievements, such as: emphasis on curriculum; ensuring an orderly learning 

climate; directing instructional goals, organizing and supporting staff; direction towards 

innovation; development of school's vision. Although this data leads to the assertion that 

leadership is crucial in the overall success of a school, findings from incompatible' data 

revealed that the impact of leadership on school success and advancement is oblique in 

nature (Kruger et al., 2007). Contrary' to this information, background variables seem to 

explain most of the apparent improvement in student achievement (Barker, 2007). 

Challenges of Poverty 

The No Child Left Behind legislation ushered in an emphasis on leaders with an 

instructional focus. With the NCLB legislation, schools are expected to accelerate their 

efforts to guarantee success for these students. This legislation has impacted every school 

in the United States. Closing the achievement gap is one of the primary goals of NCLB 
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and a determining factor in deeming a school successful (Harvey, 2003). Commonly, the 

achievement gap refers to success indicators such as grades, standardized test scores, high 

school graduation rates, college entrance, and graduation rates as well as an array of 

additional determining factors (Education Commission of the States, 2004). As it relates 

to school achievement, the achievement gap most often is described as a disparity in the 

standardized tests scores of minority students as compared to their white counterparts. 

However, the achievement gap, as some researchers indicate, is more a reflection of 

income than race (The Urban Superintendent, 2003). 

The goal of closing the achievement gap in reality translates into schools moving 

students three to four times more rapidly than normally required. Evidence of moderate 

success in closing the achievement gap for economically disadvantaged students during 

the last decade exists however; these small gains are not significant enough to translate 

into the gains needed for equity in achievement (Williams, 2003). The Education Trust 

(2001) outlines the following alarming facts about the achievement gap: a) of every 100 

Asian kindergartners, 94 will graduate from high school, 80 will complete some college, 

and 49 will obtain at least a bachelors degree, b) of every 100 black kindergartners, 87 

will graduate from high school, 54 will complete some college, and 16 will obtain at least 

a bachelors degree, c) of every 100 Latino kindergartners, 62 will graduate from high 

school, 29 will complete some college, arid 6 will obtain at least a bachelors degree, d) of 

every 100 white kindergartners, 91 will graduate from high school, 62 will complete 

some college, and 30 will obtain at least a bachelors degree. 
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Bracey (2002) reported that the United States has two systems of education for 

students, one for minority students who are poor and one for everyone else. Bracey 

further indicates that the duality of the standards for the education of the poor can be 

examined through the additional statistics on the achievement gap: a) by the time poor 

and minority youth reach 8l grade, they are, on average, about 3 grade levels behind 

other students, b) Only 1% of black 17 year old can comprehend information from a 

specialized text such as the science section of a daily newspaper, c) Although 70% of 

white high school students have mastered computation with fractions, only 3% of black 

students have done so, d) By the time they graduate from high school, black and Latino 

students are reading on the same level as a white 8l grader (p. 47). 

The alarming statistics above indicates the large disparity between the lowest 

level of students and the highest. The goal of raising the achievement gap is essential as it 

relates to the overall improvement of the educational system as a whole (Fullan, 2006) 

The gap is progressively more problematic as the implications for economic stability is 

considered. The achievement gap has resounding repercussions for the economic strength 

for the entire country (Fullan; Manning & Kovach, 2003). Research from the National 

Center for Educational Statistics (2001) shows that the gap between blacks and whites 

was reduced in reading by 50 % and in math 33 % in the twenty years between 1970-

1990. However, over the last decade, the gap has been steadily increasing with the 

highest concentrations of minority and poor students the main recipients of the disparity 

(Manning & Kovach, 2003). 
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Poverty and Schools 

Poverty as defined by educational literature is measured by the percentage of students 

who are eligible for free and reduced lunch by school level (Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, & 

Wheeler, 2007). The research on high-poverty schools indicates that nearly all of the 

lowest performing schools in the nation are economically disadvantaged (Kannapel 

& Clements, 2005). Principal retention rates are higher in suburban areas with higher 

percentages of white students and less economically disadvantaged students. The 

retention rate for Texas principals is approximately 50% in the first three years and 

leaders in high-poverty schools are exiting more rapidly. High-poverty secondary schools 

with new principals leave ai a 20% rate in the first year. Turnover is most acute in 

environments with high levels of poverty (Fuller & Young, 2009). In high-poverty 

schools, leaders are immersed in a culture where students have critical learning needs, 

limited resources and decreased expectations (Borman & Rachuba, 2001). Although the 

dimensions of concerns are varied with each school there appears to be common 

challenges inherent in high-poverty schools (Kannapel & Clements, 2005). 

With the passage of the federal NCLB legislation, increased accountability 

measures for success became prevalent. Schools that receive Title 1 funds are receiving 

funds specifically earmarked for low-achieving students living in poverty. These schools 

are required to provide evidence meeting adequate yearly progress (Harvey, 2003). The 

overarching goal is to demonstrate that no gap exists between children of varying 

economic and racial backgrounds. Children who reside in high- poverty communities 

have a vastly different school experiences that affluent students (Comer, 2001; Jacobson, 
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2008; Williams, 2003). The gap is frequently perceived as primarily racial in nature; 

however, the cause is more probably attributed to economic levels and social class 

(Harvey, 2003). One challenge in urban schools is the complacency that existed prior to 

the age of accountability. In a report 2004 report from Kenneth Leithwood, he asserted 

that on an average, approximately 25% of improvement in schools can be credited to the 

quality of the leadership (Leithwood et al., 2004). 

The influence of leadership increases exponentially in high-poverty schools 

(Wallace Foundation, 2006). The Southern Regional Educational Board (2001) indicated 

in a research report that schools that show rapid progress may be attributed to the role of 

principal (O'Neill et al., 2001). The goal of closing the achievement, gap for low-income 

students will require drastic improvement measures from leaders (New Leaders, 2008). 

Although there are established reports of the dramatic achievement gains needed to close 

the gap experienced by students who live in poverty this success has been documented \ 

for a minority of schools (New Leaders). Research points to progress in closing the gap in 

the elementary school: however, middle and high schools experience only moderate 

inconsistent levels of success (Harvey, 2003). The prevailing argument in the 

difference is the belief that low-income students are not afforded the same opportunities 

to high-quaiitv teaching (Portin et al , 2006), Students who reside in high-poverty 

households with greater frequency underachieve as compared to their middle and high 

class households (Amatea & West-Olatunji, 2007). in all academic areas, students who 

reside in high income households out perform students from poverty (Bracey, 2002). 
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African-American and Latino children are more likely to attend high-poverty 

schools. High-poverty schools are defined as schools with more than 75% of the students 

receiving free or reduced lunch (National Center for Education Statistics, 2004). 

Hollinger and Murphy (1985) assert that context may be the basis for the difference in 

principal success. The environment and demographics of the school may be a large factor 

in principal success. They further contend that organizational and individual factors 

interact as combined forces to influence behavior. Another factor is the scrutiny 

administrator's face from political and businesses to ensure successful implementation of 

processes to build schools. This additional pressure of strong public inspection adds to 

the pressure felt by principals. A great deal of research has covered the disparity of 

school experiences based on economic differences (Clotfelter et al., 2006). 

Very often., low performing and high-poverty schools are terms that are used 

interchangeably. Many schools achieving below standards are located in high-poverty 

areas in which the basics of preparation for school is difficult for many students (Corallo 

& McDonald, 2002). The mark of success for urban schools is increased levels of 

student achievement (Harvey, 2003). The pressure of the additional barriers for these 

students often add additional stress on the school. Family income is a reliable indicator of 

predicting student achievement levels (Taylor, 2005). Although research suggests a 

correlation between neighborhood poverty levels and stress, this does not automatically 

predict low performance of schools. There is a growing body of research that shows 

schools that are able to engage students in such a way that achievement levels increase 

and the overall performance of the schools move from low to high performing (Benard, 
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2006). However, the lowest performing students are comprised of groups from high-

poverty schools. These schools are denoted by more than 75% of students qualifying for 

free or reduced lunch (Taylor, 2005). Additional statistics on students in poverty indicate 

that they are more likely to drop out of school and an estimated 40% of inmates in state 

prisons are high school drop-outs (Bracey 2001). 

Effective Schools 

Principals are adjusting to the role shift from manager to instructional leaders. 

Traditional roles show principals as primarily organizational leaders, managing the day-

to-day operations of the school. Research supports that increased expectations on student 

performance exists and has required principals to modify the focus to student learning 

(Reeves, 2006). Principals are still expected to maintain and oversee the overall 

organizational structure of a school, but now must juggle the multiple tasks related to 

being an instructional leader and a building manager (Hodgen & Wylie, 2005), Jay and 

McGovern (2007) assert that, leading by example and creating conditions that facilitate 

collaboration are key elements in effective leadership. They further suggest that if a 

principal is lead learning by example then they put the entire school on a path of 

continuous growth and improvement. Lead learning advances the notion that if a 

principal lead learns then she joins the staff as an active participant in learning (Fullan, 

2005). This is unlike the traditional role in which the principal facilitates as the expert. 

Another area explored is a focus on teaching and learning. This principal talks about 

student learning and instructional practices as a part of the daily routine. 
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Conversations about instructional practices and individual student should focus 

the entire staff of what matters most. As denoted by school reform research there has 

been a paradigm shift in traditional educational systems and in the responsibilities of the 

school leader (Cowdery, 2004). Supporters of the leaders of learning model indicate that 

in the increasingly complex role of leadership the most important goal in school districts 

is for students to learn (Jackson, 2005). Believers of this model further state that 

management tasks require a great deal of the principal's attention but, instructional 

leadership assert this should not be the main focus (McGovern, 2007). These researchers 

add that instructional tasks should not be secondary to managerial functions. Proponents 

support the idea that effective leaders must be knowledgeable in all aspects of the 

•instructional practices (Jackson, 2005) 

This school of thought further upholds the notion that understanding the 

difference between weak and strong classroom practices and the quality of instruction is 

critical (MeCovern, 2007). The ability for principals to join the faculty in learning is 

called lead learning (Knapp, Copland & Talbert, 2003). Advocates maintain that 

expanding leadership to organize efforts around the support for instruction is paramount 

(Jackson, 2005). Developing a school-wide capacity for leadership is also noted as 

important. This is displayed by creating a learning community that creates opportunities 

to do more than talk about the work. They generate opportunities for involvement from 

all stakeholders. Collaborative decision-making is paramount and generates a sense of 

ownership surrounding the work. In this example of leadership, the principal builds 

school-wide capacity. The next characteristic is creating conditions for professional 
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learning (Hoachlander et al., 2001). The need for motivation, encouragement, support, 

and recognition of teachers is vital. The last essential ingredient exposed in this 

transformation is using data to inform decisions. A culture of informed decision-making 

based on multiple sources of data that is reviewed and analyzed with the staff. Then the 

principal along with the staff will chart a course based on the data as it drives the 

instructional direction. A good leader realizes that the need to learn and grow also 

includes him and is not exclusively for teachers and students. 

As noted with transformational leadership, the human element of relating to the 

staff is an important factor in leadership (Judge, 2004). Those interpersonal skills 

necessary to relate to others form the schools culture and course (Harvey, 2003). Howard 

(2005) suggests that leadership is the process of communication that involves coaching, 

inspiring, directing, and supporting others. A segment of the research studying the 

characteristics of leadership point to one design of leadership thai believes the true 

measure of success is tied to results, the actual outcome of desired goals (Howard, 2005). 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter 2 presented theoretical literature related to the study. The 

comprehensive review included a discussion of the influence of The No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001 as a catalyst for change and how it has influenced school districts' 

interpretations of accountability. Additionally, a presentation of studies related to 

challenges facing contemporary school leaders were examined. These studies included 

transformational leadership issues and the attempts to build more efficacious and 

resilient school leaders. Further, the literature review included discussions of strategies 
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employed to close the lingering achievement gap and the challenges related to poverty. 

Finally, the literature included studies and theories regarding effective schools. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

Seeking to identify characteristics and factors associated with the, success of new 

urban leaders, this study sought to uncover the relationship between the self-efficacy . 

and resiliency of new principals in urban settings and student academic success. 

Research supports that self-efficacy may be a potentially promising construct to identify 

potentially effective leaders (McCollum et a!.. 2006). The study also attempted to 

examine leadership characteristics that have a relationship to student achievement. It 

was thought that studying leaders with high self-efficacy and resiliency may reveal 

beliefs that relate to academic success in high-poverty schools, thus contributing to the 

literature on leading in the most challenging learning environments. 

Research Design 

The study used a non-experimental research design. A Bivariate Pearson 

Correlation was used to identify the strength of the relationships between student 

academic achievement and principal self-efficacy as well as student achievement and 

resiliency. Academic achievement was measured by the Performance Index Score, a 

score measured by statewide assessments. Self-efficacy and resiliency were measured 

by two separate surveys. This study examined the strength of the relationship between 

student achievement and principal self-efficacy as well as student achievement and 
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principal resilience. As new leaders struggle with the immense task of leading high 

needs schools, this research sought to investigate self-efficacy and resiliency as possible 

traits that have a relationship to student achievement success. The study was guided by 

the following research questions and related null hypotheses: 

Research Questions 

RQ1: Is there a statistically significant relationship between self-efficacy of new leaders 

and student achievement as measured by the Performance Index Score? 

RQ2: Is there a statistically significant relationship between the resiliency of new leaders 

and student achievement as measured by the Performance Index Score? 

Null Hypotheses 

HOI: There is no statistically significant relationship between self-efficacy of new 

leaders and student achievement as measured by the Performance Index Score 

H02: There is no statistically significant relationship between the resiliency of new 

leaders and student achievement as measured by the Performance Index Score. 

Population and Sample 

Purposive sampling was used to select participants. In this type of sampling, participants 

with specific characteristics are selected with the intent of examining specialized 

information (Patton, 1990). The selected criteria for this study included: new principals 

with 1 - 5 years experience working in an urban, high-needs school district. The target 

school district operates 103 schools: 57 elementary schools (K-5), 15 middle schools 

(Grades 6-8), and 19 high schools (Grades 9-12) and, 12 non-traditional schools. A total 

of 49,300 students attend this district. This school system was selected because it has the 
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highest percentage of students in poverty living in an urban area in the state. A reported 

76.6% of the students in this district qualify for free and reduced lunch. 84% of the 

students are African American, 10% are white, 5% Hispanic, and 1% Asian. However, 

although, this school system has a high-poverty rate, the standardized test scores have 

reportedly improved over the last decade (GDOE, 2009). This school system in the last 

decade has been able to progressively move towards high levels of achievement for 

students in high-poverty, high needs schools. 

The selection criterion was outlined in the request for participation introductory 

letter which also contained the variables of interest. All new principals with 1-5 were 

invited to participate in an. effort to obtain a. representative sample of the study group. A 

total number of 47 building leaders qualified to participate based on the sampling criteria. 

Of the participants, 41 completed the self-efficacy scale and 40 completed the resiliency 

scale. However three surveys were incomplete and could not be included in the data. 

Using these criteria, thirty-eight (38) principals participated in the study by completing 

both surveys. The survey response rate of qualified possible participants was 81%. 

Relevant archival data were extracted from each of their schools. 

Student.Achievement 

Student achievement data were collected from publicly available information 

archived by the Georgia Department of Education. The measurement for student 

achievement is the Performance Index Score for each school. Georgia's single statewide 

accountability system calculates an accountability profile for every public school and 

school system in the state (Georgia Office of Student Achievement, 2010). The 
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accountability profile is composed of a performance index based on annual growth in 

academic achievement as measured by statewide assessments. The performance index 

includes two components for each public school a) that percentage of students meeting 

and exceeding standards and b) the gain or loss of that percentage from the previous year 

(Appendix A). For this study the first component of the Performance Index Score was 

used. Criteria for the performance index was developed by comparing the most recent 

two years of Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) in grades 1-8 in reading, 

English/language arts, math, social studies, and science and the Georgia High School 

Graduation Test of first time test takers in the eleventh grade in English/language arts, • 

math, science, and social studies (Governor's office, of student achievement, 2010). 

E»ata Collection 

In the first phase, IRB approval was obtained and permission was granted to 

conduct research in the selected school district. After obtaining.permission, the new 

principals were identified using the chosen criteria. The potential participants were then 

invite to participate in the study by completing two surveys and one individual and two 

school level demographic questions. All participants were sent an introductory letter 

and informed consent detailing the rationale and purpose for the study and requesting 

their participation (Appendix B). The letter also contained a copy of both surveys in the 

event the potential participants would prefer a paper copy.to complete (Appendix C). 

The information packet also indicated that participants would receive a follow-up email 

that included an electronic link to the instrument on survey monkey.com. The follow-up 

email was sent approximately one week after distributing paper copies. Included in the 

http://monkey.com


59 

email was the link to both web based questionnaires (Appendix D). An informed 

consent form was also included along with a description of each section of the survey. 

The informed consent letter again described the purpose of the study and requested 

participation. 

Instrumentation 

This research used two survey instruments to assess both self efficacy and 

resiliency. The self-efficacy instrument included 18 items on self-efficacy and the 

resiliency survey included a 25 item resilience scale. The following three demographic 

questions were included in the survey: 1) number of years as a principal, 2) percent of 

free & reduced lunch 3) Title 1 status. 

The Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES) 

The Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (PSES) asks principals to assess their capability 

concerning instructional leadership, management, and moral leadership. The Principal 

Self-Efficacy Survey (PSES) is divided into three main sections. The first section of the 

inventory is a fourteen-item inventory assessing principal self-efficacy in two domains 

(Instructional Leadership and Management Skills). In this first section the participants 

indicate the strength of their beliefs in ranges from 1 (very weak beliefs in my abilities) to 

4 (very strong beliefs in my abilities). The second portion of the PSES contains eight 

items related to the amount of time principals spend during a week on 

typical activities. These questions also had a two-factor solution with Instructional 

Leadership (four items) and Management Practices (four items) representing the latent 
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constructs. The last section of the PSES asked principals to rate their beliefs regarding the 

effectiveness of their efforts to facilitate effective instruction in their schools. For the 

purpose of this research the survey was scored as one total instrument for a total efficacy 

score. 

Reliability and Validity 

The developers of the Principal Self Efficacy Scale indicated three studies were 

used to confirm reliability and validity constructs. To support the validity two 

instruments measuring like constructs must be highly correlated. An existing measure 

developed by Dimmock and Hattie (1996) was tested against the Principal Self Efficacy 

Scale. Although the Cronbach's alpha reliability was 0.77, the remaining reported results 

were low. The second study utilized Goddards (2000) measure of teacher efficacy. As 

reported in the initial testing the data submitted indicated eommunalities ranging from 

0.21 to 0.65 with some levels falling significantly lower. The Cronbach's alpha for 

reliability was 0.79 and again was determined this was not sufficient to satisfy reliability 

or validity. The researchers then modified the measure and developed a new efficacy 

scale. However, the third attempt yielded construct validity and reliability for the scale. 

The validity was tested correlating the Principal Self Efficacy Scale to other known 

constructs and a significant positive relationship emerged, Additionally, the Tucker -

Lewis Index (TLI) and the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) yielded a confirmatory factor 

analysis of acceptably high goodness of fit indices (i.e., > .99) for this section. 
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The Resilience Scale 

The Resilience Scale was published in 1993 (Wagnild, 2009). Wagnild and 
Young (1990) identified the following five underlying characteristics of resilience that 
are tested with this instrument: 

Self-reliance is a belief in oneself and knowing and relying on personal 
strengths, all the while being aware of limitations, but not being stopped by 
them. Self reliant persons are often described with survivors. 

Meaning is the realization that life has a purpose and recognition that there is 
something for which to live. People with purposeful lives say that others value 
their contributions and that they have a reason to get up in the morning. 

Equanimity is a balanced perspective of life and experiences and might be 
thought of accepting what comes along, thus moderating the extreme responses 
to adversity. Those with equanimity frequently have a good sense of humor. 

Perseverance is the act of persistence despite adversity or discouragement, 
connoting a willingness to continue the struggle to reconstruct one's life and 
remain involved in the midst of adversity. It is the ability to keep going despite 
setbacks. 

Existential aloneness is the realization that each person is unique and that while 
some experiences can be shared, others must be faced alone. With existential 
aloneness comes a sense of uniqueness, and perhaps freedom, (p.23) 

The Resilience Scale has 25 items divided by sections that reflect the following 

characteristics of resilience: (a) self-reliance, (b) meaning, (c) equanimity, (d) 

perseverance, (e) existential aloneness. There are five items per section and the 

instrument allows participants to report responses based on a 7 point Likert-type scale 

that range from 1 (strongly disagree to '/(strongly agree). Scores range from 25-175. 

Scores that are lower than 120 indicate low resilience, scores betweenl21-145 

indicate moderately high to high resilience: scores above 145 indicated moderately " 

high to high resilience. 
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Reliability and Validity 

The internal consistency reliability and content and construct validity of the 

Resilience Scale are included in this section. Studies on the scale indicate that it is a 

straight forward measure that is simple to understand, administer and complete. The 

internal consistency reliability refers to the degree to which responses or scores are 

free from random error. The Cronbach"s alpha coefficient for the Resilience Scale 

ranges from 0.85 to 0.94.The Cronbach's alpha coefficient indicates the internal 

consistency therefore, showing the extent the items are reliable. Supported by the 

research in published studies, the Resilience Scale demonstrates validity. The 

Resilience Scale was derived from a 1987 qualitative study of women who adapted 

successfully to a major life event (Wagnild & Young, 1990). Five interrelated 

components were identified to constitute resilience. The scale was reviewed by two 

psychometrician nurses reviewed the scale prior to further testing. 

To support the validity two instruments measuring like constructs must be 

highly correlated. The Health Promoting Lifestyle Profile was used to document 

convergent and discriminate validity with the Resilience Scale (Walker, Sechrist & 

Pender, 1987). Correlations between the Resilience Scale and Health Promoting 

Lifestyle Profile self actualization domain were high (r= 0.62) in the hypothesized 

direction. A series of further studies has also indicated data to support constructs that 

are positively related to the Resilience Scale include optimism, self-esteem, health, 

effective coping, promoting behaviors, life-satisfaction and self-efficacy. Those 
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constructs that are inversely related to Resilience Scale include: depression, 

loneliness, poor health care, anxiety, and stress. 

Data Analysis 

In order to address each research question, self-efficacy and resiliency data were 

obtained from participating new principals. This information included relevant 

professional and school demographic data. Additionally, student achievement data as 

reported in the Performance Index Score were collected and appropriately aligned with 

schools of participants. Using each school as a unit of analysis, the following data 

elements were entered: (a) Performance Index Score (b) principal self-reported efficacy 

score (c) principal self-reported resilience score (c) school poverty level For purposes of 

confidentiality actual school names were not used. The data were coded and entered into 

a statistical analysis software program. A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient 

was used computed to determine if tested correlations were significant at the p<.05 level. 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter 3 presented the research design and methodology necessary to complete 

the study. The study was guided by two null hypotheses that sought to determine if a 

significant relationship exists between student achievement, new principals' self-efficacy, 

and resiliency. Purposive sampling was used to select principals in a large urban school 

system that operates a total of 91 schools. Data were collected through the administration 

of two surveys on self-efficacy and resilience. A Bivariate Pearson Correlation was used 

to address each hypothesis at the significance level of p < 0.05. Within chapter 4, charts 

and tables are presented that provide an oveiview of demographic information of the 



64 

sample group. The results and analysis of the data obtained from the surveys are also 

presented. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Chapters one and two offered an overview of the research problem, an 

explanation of the purpose, significance of the study, and a review of literature. Chapter 

three begins with the problem being investigated and the questions posed by the study. 

Also included in chapter three is the description of the research design, methodology, 

review of the data collection procedures and instrumentation design. This chapter reports 

the analysis of the data. The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship 

between self efficacy and resiliency of new principals and student achievement in a high-

poverty school district. Chapter four begins with information on the data collection for 

each of the two research questions and concludes with a summary of major findings of 

the research. The results are reported by each research question. 

Introduction 

Schools were classified by elementary, middle, and high school. Elementary 

schools were defined as offering classes for grades Kindergarten through 5th grade. A 

middle school is defined by the grade levels of 6 through 8. A high school serves 

students in grades 9 through 12. This school district operates 103 schools: 57 elementary 

schools (K-5), 15 middle schools (Grades 6-8), and 19 high schools (Grades 9-12), and 

12 non-traditional schools. A total of 49,300 students attend this district. The building 
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administrators from this district who lead non-traditional schools did not fit the purposive 

sampling guidelines and were therefore not included. For this study the poverty rate was 

measured by the percentage of students who are eligible for free and reduced lunch. A 

total of 76.6 students are eligible for free and reduced lunch. A total number of 47 

building leaders qualified to participate based on the sampling criteria. Of the 

participants, 41 completed the self-efficacy scale and 40 completed the resiliency scale. 

However three surveys were incomplete and could not be included in the data. Using 

these criteria, thirty-eight (38) principals participated in the study by completing both 

surveys. 

Restatement of the Purpose 

Given the research on self-efficacy and resiliency as possible constructs of 

effective leadership, the purpose of this research was to examine new leaders' self-

efficacy and student achievement as well as new leaders' resiliency and student 

achievement (McCollum, 2007; Tschannen-Moran, & Gareis, 2004) Using the 

theoretical framework of Bandxira's social cognitive theory (1986), this study used two 

research questions to explore the relationship between principals' reported sense of 

efficacy and student achievement as well as principals' resilience levels and student 

achievement. 

Demographics of the Target Schools 

fable 1 ranks the participating schools from highest to lowest poverty 

percentages. The data indicates the poverty level of the participating schools and shows 

the distributions of poverty among the schools are very closely aligned. The lowest 
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poverty rate for a principal eligible for participation in this district is 8%. This particular 

school was an outlier, as the remaining schools had poverty starting at 40%. The highest 

poverty rate at the elementary level is 100%. The highest poverty rate at the middle 

school is 97%) and the highest rate at the high school is 98%). The average poverty rate at 

each level varies but is well below 75%>. The demographic school data indicates that the 

average poverty rate at the elementary school level is 79%. The middle school average 

poverty level is 97 % with no evident outliers. The average level of poverty in the high 

schools is 88%). 

Table 1 

Number of schools designated as high poverty 

Level of school Number- of schools with Number of schools with 
poverty below 75% poverty above 75% 

Elementary 6 16 

Middle ~ (T ~ ~~ ~ 5 

High" T : io ~ '. 

Total 7 311 

Table 1 delineates the schools that are designated as high-poverty in this study. A total of 

52% of the schools in this district have building leaders between 1-5 years. Of that 52%, 

31 of schools in this district have new building leaders in schools that are designated as 

high poverty 
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Data Analysis 

To address the first research question and hypothesis, a Pearson Product Moment 

Correlation Coefficient was calculated to determine the strength and direction of the 

relationship between self-efficacy and student achievement. A survey on self-efficacy 

and resiliency was completed by each of the 38 participants. Survey results and 

Performance Index Scores were entered into statistical software for analysis. 

Research Question One 

Is there a statistically significant relationship between self efficacy of new leaders and 

student achievement? 

Null Hypothesis One 

There is no statistically significant relationship between self-efficacy of new leaders and 

student achievement. 

The instrument used for measuring self efficacy was The Principal Sense of 

Efficacy Scale (PSES). The principals' self-efficacy scores are presented in Table 2. 

These scores ranged from a minimum of 2.40 to a maximum of 4.77, based on a 5.00 

scale. The mean self-efficacy score obtained from participants was 3.31 with a standard 

deviation of .734. 

Table 2 

Descriptive Statistics for the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale 

N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

The Principal 38 2.40 4.77 3.31 .734 
Sense of Efficacy 
Scale 
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The mean score for the Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale (iV=38), was 3.31 (£D=.734) 

and the mean student achievement status, as indicated by the Performance Index Score, 

for the sample population (JV=38) was 82.03, (S£>=8.65) (Table 3). 

Table 3 

Mean Performance Index Score and Principal Sense of Efficacy Scale 

Mean SD N 

Performance Index 82.03 8.65 38 

Sense of Efficacy 3.3 .734 38 
Scale 

A Pearson product moment correlation coefficient was calculated between the self 

efficacy scores of new leaders and student achievement data to address research question 

one and the null hypothesis. The results of each research question and subsequent 

hypothesis are provided below. 

Results 

The statistical software program SPSS was used to run a Pearson correlation to 

test the null hypothesis, at alpha = .05. The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis 

based on the results in Table 4. A statistically insignificant correlation was found (r =-

.069, p = .679). 



70 

Table 4 

Pearson Correlation Matrix among Performance Index Scores and Self-Efficacy Ratings 

Performance Index 

Pearson Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

N 

Performance 

Index 

1 

38 

Self-Efficacy 

Scale 

-.069 

.679 

38 

To address the second research question and hypothesis, Pearson product moment 

correlation statistical was computed to examine the relationship between the resiliency of 

new leaders and student achievement, to address both the second research question and 

the null hypothesis. 

Research Question Two 

Is there a statistically significant relationship between the resiliency of new leaders and 

student achievement? 

Null Hypothesis 

There is no statistically significant relationship between the resiliency of new leaders and 

student achievement. 

The Principals' resiliency scores are presented in Table 5. These scores ranged from a 

minimum of 129 to a maximum of 174. The mean resiliency score obtained from 

participants was 151.5 with a standard deviation of 10.704. The highest possible score on 

the instrument was 175. 
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Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics for the Resiliency Scale (N=38) 

N Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

The Resiliency 38 129.00 174.00 151.50 10.704 

Survey 

The mean score for the Resiliency Survey (JV=38), was 151.500 (SD=\0J0) and the 

mean student achievement status, as indicated by the Performance Index Score, for the 

sample population (7V=38) was 82.03, (SD= 8.65) (Table 6). 

Table 6 

Performance Index and the Resiliency Survey 

Mean SD N 

Performance Index 1.3 .48 38 

Resiliency Survey 151.5 10.7 38 

Resilience Survey Results 

The statistical software program SPSS was used to run a Pearson correlation test of the 

null hypothesis, at alpha = .05. The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis based 

on the presented in Table 7. A significant correlation was not found (r =.100, p = .549). 

The Performance Index Scores (student achievement) and resiliency scores were not 

found to be significant therefore the researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis. 
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Table 7 

Pearson Product Moment Correlation Matrix among Performance Index Scores and 

Resilience Ratings 

Performance 

Index Resiliency 

Pearson Correlation 1 .100 

Sig. (2-tailed) .549 
Performance Index 

TV 38 38 

Chapter Summary 

Chapter four presented the results of the analysis. Also included in this chapter 

are: (a) achievement data collected from publicly available archived information from the 

Georgia Department of Education, (b) summary of resiliency and efficacy data. Using the 

two correlational research questions, SPSS was used to run a Pearson correlation to test 

the null hypotheses, at alpha = .05. Based on the analysis of the data the researcher failed 

to reject the two null hypotheses. Chapter five includes a summary of the findings, 

discussion of major findings, conclusions, implications for further research and a chapter 

five summary. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Introduction 

Chapter one of this study outlined the background, problem, significance, and 

theoretical framework of this research. Chapter two presents the literature related to: (a) 

the building leader role re-definition, (b) the influences of the No Child Left Behind Act 

of 2001, (c) challenges of new leadership, (d) the theoretical framework, obstacles of 

poverty, and (e) effective schools research. Chapter three outlined the research design and 

methodology used to carry out the investigation of the relationship between student 

achievement, self-efficacy, and resiliency of new principals in a high-poverty school 

district. Chapter four reviewed the results of the data analysis. Chapter five will present 

the findings of this study and the relationship to the research questions, its implication, 

conclusion, and recommendations for practice and future research. 

Summary of the Study 

This study was conducted to determine the relationship between new principals' 

self-reported self-efficacy and resiliency and student academic performance. The 

researcher sought to add to the body of knowledge of effective practices in the context of 

high-poverty and examine the relationship of characteristics that may add to the levels of 

academic success for new leaders. Archival data from the Georgia Governor's Office of 

Student Achievement (GOSA) was used in this study to determine student achievement 
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levels by individual schools. An accountability profile is computed for every public 

school and school system in the state. The accountability profile is composed of a 

performance index based on annual growth in academic achievement as measured by 

statewide assessments. For this research, student achievement is measured by the 

Performance Index Score for each school. The performance index is the percentage of 

students meeting and exceeding standards. The performance index was computed by 

comparing the most recent two years of Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT). 

The Performance Index Score was obtained from the GOSA website. Also, included with 

the performance index data is the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) data for each school. 

As outlined in the literature review the stringent accountability measures are 

connected to the increased pressure felt by new principals who struggle to meet the high 

demands of leading schools (Hodgen & Wilie, 2005; Lichka, 2007). Research also 

indicates that effective leaders are critical for all students to achieve at high levels (New-

leaders, 2008). The goal to reduce the achievement gap and resulting sanctions has 

resulted in greater administrator vulnerability. Consequently, school districts find it 

difficult to secure the leadership necessary to impact the change necessary in struggling 

schools (Southern Regional Education Board p.2). The number of economically 

disadvantaged students at a school has a considerable influence on retention and tenure of 

principals (Fuller & Young, 2009). One of the most pervasive factors that influence the 

progress of schools is unexpected principal departure (Leithwood, Day, Sammons, Harris 

& Hopkins, 2006). Educational leadership literature attempts to summarize the core 

practices and behaviors of effective leadership. However, only a modest amount of 
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literature articulates the skills necessary to survive the complicated environment of 

leadership in the context of high-poverty schools. Self-efficacy is related to a person's 

belief and effort to perform tasks successfully. Bandura (1986) indicates that people who 

are highly efficacious think, act, and behave in a way that denotes a deliberate self-

direction towards goal attainment. Resiliency is a construct that articulates positive 

adaptation despite experiencing significant adversity. Designed to examine the 

confidence of leaders to perform leadership tasks leading to academic success, this study 

explores the constructs of leadership self-efficacy and resiliency in new urban principals 

in a high-poverty school district. This study used Pearson correlation data analysis to 

determine if relationships exist between student achievement and self efficacy and 

student achievement and resiliency. The findings were reviewed at the level of statistical 

significance of alpha = .05. 

Summary of Major Findings 

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was computed to assess the 

relationship between the self-efficacy of new leaders and student achievement as 

measured by the state Performance Index Score. The results of the study revealed no 

statistically significant relationships existed between the self efficacy of new leaders and 

student achievement. The researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis based on the 

results of the data analysis. A statistically significant relationship was not found (r --

.069, p = .679). 

A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was also computed to assess 

the relationship between the resiliency of new leaders and student achievement as 
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measured by the state Performance Index Score. The researcher failed to reject the null 

hypothesis indicating the data did not support a statistically significant relationship 

between the resiliency of new leaders and student achievement. The results in the data 

analysis found no significant correlation (r =.100, p = .549). 

Discussion of Findings 

This section presents possible explanations for the aforementioned findings. As 

discussed in the review of literature, high-poverty schools are satiated with barriers that 

can potentially decrease a leaders' level of efficacy. The conditions in high-poverty 

schools may serve to advance feelings of leadership inadequacy. Leaders may find 

developing self-efficacy in the context of stringent mandates and high stakes testing that 

maintain punitive measures for not meeting standards challenging. Schools that have 

repeated years of failure find may find it even more difficult to grow. New leaders who 

grapple with mastering the multifaceted nature of school leadership may find it difficult 

to secure success. The social cognitive theory contends that several conditions exist 

which serve to impact self-efficacy development. 

Leaders are deemed successful by state and school district standards if they meet 

annual state assessment goals. Based on this research, meeting and exceeding 

expectations on the state mandated assessments translates into successful academic 

achievement. The apprehension associated with meeting and maintaining high levels of 

success may affect the perceptions of self-efficacy and resiliency in new leaders. The 

research review of the current accountability system lays the foundations for the results 
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from the first research question. This data show no significant relationship between self-

efficacy and student achievement. 

As reviewed previously, within this structure of self-efficacy, an individuals' 

behavior is directly related to their capacity beliefs. The study's findings failed to link 

these connections. Drawing from the social cognitive theory, this research was based on 

the triadic reciprocal model to examine the relationship between self-efficacy, resiliency 

and student achievement. The researcher's conceptual framework presented in chapter 

two is modified based on the results of data analysis which failed to show the self-

efficacy and resiliency as personal factors that influence the behavior of principals to 

reflect increased student performance. This study was unable to identify personal factors 

that have a relationship with student achievement. 

The modified model reflects the interaction between the main constructs of triadic 

reciprocal model symbolizing the interchanges between the listed variables showing all 

factors influencing each other. However, the personal factors, which were originally 

identified as self-efficacy and resiliency, must be changed to represent the factors to be 

unknown. Although the data indicates a statistically insignificant correlation between the 

possible interaction of self-efficacy, resilience and student achievement, it does not rule 

out the possibility of other unidentified variables to consider as personal factors that may 

have a relationship with student achievement. As indicated in the literature review, early 

research on school success noted that strong leaders are an essential component in 

producing and maintaining high performing schools (Edmonds, 1979).The research on 

the effect of leaders on student learning has intensified (Anderson, 1982; Ayers & 
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Sommers, 2009; Chenoweth, 2007; Elmore, 2000). The notion that a direct connection 

exists between the academic achievement of children and the effectiveness of principals 

is not a new belief (Anderson, 2008). However, critics challenge this notion and contend 

that the building leader has only an indirect affect on student achievement (Kruger, 

Witziers et al., 2007). There is a growing body of research signifying school leaders are 

the key to improved student success (Leithwood et al., 2004). 

Conversely, the literature review also contained research which suggests that 

leaders can only "influence the influencers" and a best have a secondary effect on student 

outcomes. The data of this study appears to lend credence to the indirect affect school 

leaders have on student achievement outcomes. A quantitative design was employed to 

study the relationship between student achievement and self-efficacy and resiliency of 

new principals working in a high-poverty district. These research findings add to the 

limited body of knowledge on how self-efficacy and resiliency may have an impact on 

leadership practices. The recommendations are limited because the statistical analysis did 

not yield significant results. 

Conclusions 

The findings failed to provide sufficient evidence to support the existence of a 

relationship between self-efficacy and student achievement, and between resiliency and 

student achievement. The results of this study are inconsistent with much of the literature, 

but may support the research that outlines leadership as having only an indirect effect on 

student achievement. It is possible that no interaction exists between self efficacy and 



79 

student achievement and resiliency and student achievement. Growing educational 

research has focused efforts on uncovering effective leadership that may lead to increased 

student performance (Ferrara, 2007; Gentilucci & Muto, 2007). This research was 

designed to explore promising personal factors that may have a relationship with student 

achievement. The literature review focused on major themes that report the role of 

leadership. From the review of the literature additional noteworthy themes emerged. 

Those themes are: (a) the increased accountability measures for schools, (b) the effects of 

poverty on leadership, (c) the succession and retention of school leaders, (d) the impact of 

leadership on school level factors, and (f) the multidimensional work of the principal. 

Although the data did not support a relationship between self-efficacy and student 

achievement and resiliency and student achievement, the themes outlined in the study 

remain as critical elements of effective school leadership. 

Implications 

The literature in this study examines a broad composition of leadership skills and 

characteristics. Studies of this nature advance the efforts to provide models to support 

leadership development. One of the most critical aspects of leadership is mastering the 

competencies required to function optimally in a school environment (Fullan, 2005; 

Harvey, 2003). The review of educational leadership research presented many of the 

characteristics and skills that connect to effective leadership behaviors and practices. The 

accumulated body of literature in this study sought to understand what factors have a 

relationship with student success. As noted in effective schools literature, there is a 

growing trend in the research to direct prospective leaders to copy the behaviors and 
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practices of the small number of schools who have been able to garner success (Jacobson, 

2008; Leithwood, 2001). Additional research has provided a laundry list of "best 

practices" for leaders. However, modest attention is given to the notion that the greatest 

impact of leadership on student achievement may not lie within the leader, but may 

instead lie in the leaders' ability to influence those who have a direct impact on student 

achievement. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

The recommendations for further study will be guided by the results of the analysis which 

failed to provide sufficient evidence to support the existence of a relationship between 

self-efficacy and student achievement, or between resiliency and student achievement. 

Recommendation 1 

Future research is called for to expand the dimensions of the study. A larger 

sample would allow for disaggregation by years of experience, poverty levels and may 

possibly improve the findings. A larger sample or the inclusion of multiple districts 

would also permit disaggregation by school demographics, geographic area, and 

additional leader characteristics. Additionally, further research could track levels of 

efficacy over a period of time to determine if efficacy or resiliency increases or decreases 

over a period of time. A comparison of efficacy and resiliency levels could also be 

examined through a study that involves leaders from high-poverty and low poverty 

schools as well as a look at urban, suburban and rural schools. Does the poverty level 

increase or decrease the ability to be resilient? Furthermore, supplementary studies of 

mixed methodology in which qualitative data could be added to the quantitative data may 
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enhance the understanding of the evolution of the role of the new principal and provide 

information on how to not just survive but thrive in this demanding role. The use of 

interviews and focus groups may provide a more comprehensive understanding of how 

self-perceived leadership beliefs relate to authentic practices. 

Recommendation 2 

The current study focused on the principal characteristics of self reported efficacy 

and resiliency. It is recommended that future research examine new leadership in the 

context of high-poverty to provide a better understanding of the skills required for 

sustained improvement. The literature review of this study indicated that superintendents 

move less experienced principals to high-poverty schools in an effort to boost student 

achievement. The school demographic data of the studied population represents the 

overwhelming high percentage of new principals assigned to high-poverty schools. In 

light of this information, future research is warranted exploring new leader development 

that is specifically targeted to the needs of high-poverty schools. The distribution of 

poverty is very closely aligned and this may indicate shared obstacles that can be 

examined through future research. 

Recommendation 3 

Further research should synthesize theoretical and practical literature to reveal a 

consensus on the definition of effective leadership thereby operationalizing a meaningful 

composition of skills. Future research must examine the interactions of factors that 

account for complex behaviors necessary to garner success in this multidimensional role. 

The triadic model indicates that personal factors are related to behaviors. The search for 
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characteristics that positively influence student outcomes thereby enhancing overall 

school performance is vital. The increasing complexity of the role may create another 

layer of trepidation. Added research studies to provide clear role descriptions and a 

composition of practical skills and behaviors can add exponentially to the field of 

educational leadership literature. Investigating what learning needs to occur at what stage 

of the development of a leader is a promising construct. Additional research that 

investigates the factors that define effective new leadership training and incorporates the 

expanded role is paramount. 

Recommendation 4 

The literature review provides limited but growing research linking any leader's 

internal state to their use of effective leadership practices. Leadership internal states are 

important; what leaders do, think, and believe. Theses internal processes remain 

undetected until they are manifested into observable behaviors. Research should examine 

the extent to which supplemental training on building an affective composition of 

capacity building skills to increase the internal collective power is valuable. A qualitative 

study centering on the underlying affective beliefs and attitudes may reveal a leader's 

approach to decision making and examine how personal factors are related to behavioral 

outcomes. The influences of personal traits invite further study. The need exists for 

further research to explore the nature of these relationships and to disaggregate various 

subgroups of leaders characterized by personal and school-related demographic factors. 
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Chapter Summary 

In this study two research questions and null hypotheses were examined. The 

study was guided by a non-experimental research design to examine the relationships 

between reported leadership self-efficacy and student achievement, as well as, resiliency 

and student achievement. Purposive sampling was used to find new principals in a high-

poverty school district. The participants completed two surveys that included individual 

and school level demographic questions, 18 items on self-efficacy, and 25 items on 

resilience. School demographic and student achievement data were collected from 

publicly available information archived by the Georgia Department of Education. 

Using two correlational research questions, data were analyzed using a Pearson 

correlation statistical procedure. The analyses were conducted using SPSS software, and 

both hypotheses were tested with the alpha set at .05 to evaluate each research question. 

The findings failed to provide sufficient evidence to support the existence of a 

relationship between self-efficacy and student achievement, or between resiliency and 

student achievement. Supporting literature on the need to explore effective leadership 

practices leads the researcher to recommend further research on the role of new leaders in 

the context of high-poverty. The data also did not support the growing body of evidence 

in support of self-efficacy and resiliency as possible constructs for effective leadership 

which may necessitate the need to expand the study. 
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APPENDIX A 

PERFORMANCE INDEX 



2008-2009 REPORT CARD 
Midd le School 

County 
Grade Range: 06, 07, 08 

Enrollment: 

•jrariPMirii rs 1 i l«f 11 

• The Percentage of Students Meeting and Exceeding Standards in the current yea 

• This percentage reflects a Gain over the prior year of 2 . 3 4 % . 

• This change was at or above 5 7 . 0 5 % of the middle schools in Georgia. 
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Performance Index Calculations 

Consecutive Years School Has Made AYP: 4 
School Improvement Status: Distinguished School 

MM 
]B|1H|1 Number of 

Students 

Did Not Meet 

Standards 

^Hf * 'Ilo^l^^B hvfii^ ifilT^w ii J fu, i i^^i^Mf^M 
RlTaTwQi 

688 688 

67 49 

Meeting Standards 

Exceeding 
Standards 

Meeting and 
Exceeding 
Standards 

Number of 
Students 

Did Not Meet 
Standards 

• Meeting Standards 

Exceeding 
Standards 

Meeting and 
Exceeding 
Standards 

(9.74%) 

466 

(67.73%) 

155 

(22.53%) 

621 

(90.26%) 

655 

70 

(10.69%) 

445 

(67.94%) 

140 

(21.37%) 

585 

(89.31%) 

448 

(65.12%) 

191 

(27.76%) 

639 

(92.88%) 

655 

51 

(7.79%) 

487 

(74.35%) 

117 

(17.86%) 

604 

(92.21%) 

688 

101 

(7.12%) (14.68%) 

391 

(56.83%) 

196 

(28.49%) 

587 

(85.32%) 

654 

140 

(21.41%) 

406 

(62.08%) 

108 

(16.51%) 

514 

(78.59%) 

688 

167 

(24.27%) 

398 

(57.85%) 

123 

(17.88%) 

521 

(75.73%) 

652 

190 

(29.14%) 

379 

(58.13%) 

83 

(12.73%) 

462 

(70.86%) 

234 

103 

(44.02%) (16.31%) 

118 

(50.43%) 

13 

(5.56%) 

131 

(55.98%) 

209 

76 

(36.36%) 

121 

(57.89%) 

12 

(5.74%) 

133 

(63.64%) 

1,821 

(60.98%) 

678 

(22.71%) 

2,499 

(83.69%) 

2,825 

527 

(18.65%) 

1,838 

(65.06%) 

460 

(16.28%) 

2,298 

(81.35%) 

2009 Percentage of Students Meeting and Exceeding Standards 
2008 Percentage of Students Meeting and Exceeding Standards 

83.69% 
81.35% 
= 2.34% 
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APPENDIX B 

INFORMED CONSENT 
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MERCER 
L U N I V E R S I T Y 

Tift College of Education 

INFORMED CONSENT 

You are being asked to participate in a research study. Before you give your consent to 
volunteer, it is important that you read the following information and ask as many 
questions as necessary to be sure you understand what you will be asked to do. 

Title: A Study of Self-Efficacy and Resiliency as Conditions for the Success of New 
Urban Principals 

Investigators 
Principal Investigator's Name: Dana Evans 
Title/Degree: Bachelor of Arts, Masters in Education, Ph.D. Candidate in Educational 
Leadership 
Faculty Advisor: Olivia Boggs 
Mercer University 
Tift College of Education 
Educational Leadership Program 
3001 Mercer University Drive, Atlanta, GA 30341-4115 
Investigator contact phone number: (404) 274-6033 

Purpose of the Research 
This research study is designed to examine the levels of self-efficacy and resiliency in 
new principals of urban schools. The data from this research will be used to complete the 
statistical data analysis portion of a dissertation measuring the relationship between self-
efficacy and resiliency and student success. 

Procedures 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete a survey. 
Your participation will take approximately one hour. 

Potential Risks or Discomforts 
There are no foreseeable risks associated with the study. However, if you as the 
participant of this study experience discomfort you have the right to discontinue 
completing the survey. 
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Potential Benefits of the Research 
There are no direct benefits to the participant with participating in this study. However, 
this research seeks to identify those characteristics that allow new leaders to meet the 
demanding challenge of leading high-poverty schools with increased competence, 
professional growth, and the ability to handle future difficulties. This research will add to 
the body of knowledge outlining the challenge of securing and retaining principals in 
high need schools. 

Confidentiality and Data Storage 

Precautions will be taken to preserve the confidentiality/privacy of participants. This 
research will provide anonymity of information collected from research participants 
which means that any identifying information of individual subjects (e.g., name, address, 
Email address, etc.) will not be linked to individual survey responses. The investigator 
will not be able to match the survey answers with specific participants. Your identity will 
remain anonymous. The only identifying information that will be collected is if a 
participant completed the survey so the investigator can remind specific participants of 
the deadlines for completion. 

This data will be stored using a data storage drive on the investigators computer. The 
investigator and the advisor will have access to the information. However, the advisor 
will not have access to the participant's names. The data must be stored at Mercer 
University for at least 3 years after completion of the study. 

Participation and Withdrawal 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. As a participant you may refuse to 
participate. To withdraw from the study please contact Dana Evans by email at 
dvevans(a> atlanta.k 12. ga. us or by phone at (404) 274-6033. However, since the survey 
data are anonymous, subjects cannot withdraw after data collection has taken place. 

Questions about the Research 
If you have any questions about the research, please speak with Dana Evans or the 
research advisor Olivia Boggs at BOGGS_OM(£>mercei.edu 

In Case of Injury 
There is no chance of injury with participation of this study. 

Reasons for Exclusion from this Study 
Subjects may be excluded for this study if they have more than 6 years experience as a 
principal and/or have less than 70% of students receiving free or reduced lunch at their 
school. 
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This project has been reviewed and approved by Mercer University's IRB. If you believe 
there is any infringement upon your rights as a research subject, you may contact the IRB 
Chair, at (478) 301-4101. 

You have been given the opportunity to ask questions and these have been answered 
to your satisfaction. Your signature below indicates your voluntary agreement to 
participate in this research study. 

KEEP SIGNATURES 

Signature of Research Participant Date 

Participant Name (Please Print) Date 

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent 
Rev. 7/09 

Date 
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THE PRINCIPAL SELF-EFFICACY SCALE (PSES) 
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The Principal Self-Efficacy Survey (PSES) 

Survey Information: The Principal Self-Efficacy Survey (PSES) is divided into three 
main sections. The first section of the inventory is a fourteen-item inventory assessing 
principal self-efficacy in two domains (Instructional Leadership and Management Skills). 
The second portion of the PSES contains eight items related to the amount of time 
principals spend during a week on typical activities. These questions also had a two-
factor solution with Instructional Leadership (4 items) and Management Practices (4 
items) representing the latent constructs. The last section of the PSES asked principals to 
rate their beliefs regarding the effectiveness of their efforts to facilitate effective 
instruction in their schools. 

Introduction: This principal survey asks you to make a series of judgments about your 
experiences as the administrator for a school. 

Instructions: You are asked to read the following items and rate the strength of your 
beliefs in your abilities to attain the following outcomes. These items should be 
answered from your perspective as a school principal working to produce an effective 
teaching and learning environment. You are to indicate the degree to which you agree or 
disagree with each statement by darkening the appropriate oval. 

Scale 1 -Very Weak Beliefs in My Abilities (VW) 
2=Weak Beliefs in My Abilities (W) 
3=Strong Beliefs in My Abilities (S) 
4=Very Strong Beliefs in My Abilities (VS) 

STATEMENTS: 
My beliefs in my abilities to... Score 
1. influence teachers to utilize effective teaching and learning practices 
are 
2. provide effective modeling for teachers regarding effective teaching 
and learning practices are 
3. use research on teaching and learning to guide strategic planning for 
accomplishment of school goals are 
4. plan effective activities and experiences which facilitate teachers' 
beliefs in their abilities to provide effective teaching and'learning 
activities to their students are 
5. use data collected from teacher observations to inform school-wide 
efforts for improving teaching and learning are 
6. regularly perform effective observations of teachers are 
7. stay abreast of current best practices for facilitating effective teaching 
and learning are 
8. communicate needs and goals necessary to enhance effective 
instructional effectiveness to faculty are 
9. provide experiences that foster and facilitate high levels of teacher 
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motivation towards teaching and learning are 
10. protect instructional time so that effective teaching and learning can 
take place 
11. facilitate an atmosphere that provides fair and consistent discipline 
for all students are 
12. maintain healthy school/community relations are 
13. maintain a school-wide atmosphere that is conducive to teaching and 
learning are 
14. buffer teacher from unnecessary paperwork 

Answer items 15-22 in terms of the amount of time spent per week on the following 
activities. 

Scale: l=Lessthan 10% 
2=Between 10% and 30% 
3=Between 30% and 50% 
4=More than 50% Score 

15. Classroom observations 
16. Follow-up to classroom observations (e.g., teacher conferences) 
17. Meetings with parents 
18. Dealing with discipline 
19. Completing paperwork 
20. Attending seminars for personal and professional growth 
21. Attending school activities (e.g., ball games, concerts, etc) 
22. Planning professional activities that enhance teaching and learning at 
your school 

Select one from the following choices 

23. Which of the following best expresses you beliefs regarding your ability to facilitate 
effective teaching and learning at your school? 

(a) The time I spend engaged in improving teaching and learning at my 
school is generally productive and worthwhile 

(b) The time I spend engaged in improving teaching and learning at my 
school is hampered by policy and/or other impediments 

(c) The time I spend engaged in improving teaching and learning at my 
school makes little difference and leaves me feeling discouraged and/or 
depressed 

(d) I have quit spending much time attempting to facilitate instructional 
effectiveness because the efforts do not make a difference 
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RS 

Please circle a number indicating how much you 
agree or disagree with each statement. 

Disagree Agree 

1. When I make plans I follow through with them. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

2. I usually manage one way or another. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3. I am able to depend on myself more than anyone else. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Keeping interested in things is important to me. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. I can be on my own if I have to. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. I feel proud that I have accomplished things in my life. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. I usually take things in my stride. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. I am friends with myself. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9. I feel that I can handle many things at a time. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

10. 1 am determined. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Disagree Agree 
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11. I seldom wonder what the point of it all is. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. I take things one day at a time. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

13. I can get through difficult times because I've experienced difficulty before. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

14. I have self-discipline. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

15. I keep interested in things. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

16. I can usually find something to laugh about. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

17. My belief in myself gets me through hard times. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

18. In an emergency, I'm somebody people generally can rely on. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

19. I can usually look at a situation in a number of ways. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

20. Sometimes I make myself do things whether I want to or not 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

21. My life has meaning. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

22. I do not dwell on things that I can't do anything about. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Disagree Agree 
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APPENDIX E 

IRB APPROVAL 



MERCER 
X V A U N I V F . R S I T Y 

Institutional Review Board 
for Research Involving Human Subjects 

20-Apr-2010 

Ms. Dana V. Evans 
College of Education 
Mercer University 
Tift College of Education 
3001 Mercer University Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30341 

RE: "A Study of Self-Efficacy and Resiliency as Conditions for the Success of New Urban Principals" (H1004109) 

Dear Ms.: 

Your application entitled: "A Study of Self-Efficacy and Resiliency as Conditions for the Success of New Urban 
Principals" (H1004109), was reviewed on behalf of Mercer University's Institutional Review Board for Human Subject 
Research, and is Exempt from further review at this time, in accordance to federal regulations set forth at 
46 CFR 101(b) Category 2. 

Any changes to the approved protocol must be re-submitted for IRB review to insure that risks to the subject have not 
changed. 

Respectfully, 

Ava Chambliss-Richardson, BA, CIM, CIP 
Compliance Coordinator 
Institutional Review Board 

Mercer University has adopted, and agrees to conduct its clinical research studies in accordance with, the 
International Conference on Harmonization's (iCH) Guidelines for Good Clinical Practice. 

1508 College Street • Macon. Georgia 31207-0003 
(478) 301-4101 • FAX (478) 301-2329 
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