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ABSTRACT 

SHERRI RENE EDWARDS 
LEADERSHIP STYLE AND INSTITUTIONAL CULTURE IN RURAL TITLE I 
SCHOOLS WITH SUSTAINED AYP ATTAINMENT 
Under the direction of DR. SAMMY LEE FELTON 

This study was designed to examine leadership style and culture in successful 

Title I schools in rural districts. Quantitative in nature, this study was guided by 

questions and hypotheses that were explored by using the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (MLQ) (Bass & Avolio, 2004) and the Organizational Description 

Questionnaire (ODQ) (Bass & Avolio, 1992). Tables of frequency were created to 

compare the scores of teachers and principals in regard to perceived leadership style and 

culture within their successful schools. Principals rated themselves, and teachers rated the 

principals. Independent-samples Mests were used to compare perceptions of leadership 

style and institutional culture in qualifying elementary, middle, and high schools. The 

study findings indicated that teachers' and principals' overall perception of leadership 

style and culture in successful Title I schools in rural districts is transformational. Other 

findings reveal differences in perceptions of leadership style between teachers and 

principals. Recommendations for future study are listed in Chapter 5. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Testing and accountability factors associated with school reform initiatives are 

becoming more and more prevalent (Nagle, Hernandez, Embler, McLaughlin, & Doh, 

2006). "Educational success, measured by achievement on standardized tests, has become 

the central focus of U.S. educational politics and particularly the No Child Left Behind 

Act" (Roscigno, Tomaskovic-Devey, & Crowley, 2006). Goals set by the No Child Left 

Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001, formerly the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA), include providing a quality education for all students and closing the 

achievement gap between students who meet and exceed academic standards in school 

and those who do not (Stecher, Hamilton, & Gonzalez, 2003). In fact, reform initiatives 

and accountability factors have become so stringent that teachers and principals are 

losing their jobs due to an inability to ensure students make academic gains and to make 

schools successful (Georgia Department of Education [GADOE], 2010). NCLB requires 

that states put in place quantifiable measures to track each school and each school 

district's success. These measures, called annual measureable objectives, are 

benchmarks, specified by percentages set by each state (GADOE, 2010). These 

objectives must be met in order to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) (Yell, 

Katsiyannas, Antonis, & James, 2006). 

The U.S. Department of Education (2010) along with school districts throughout 

the United States use AYP as a tool with which to measure school 
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performance under the provisions of the current reform initiatives. AYP as a 

measurement tool, incorporates factors such as the percentage of student participation in 

state standardized testing, school attendance rates, graduation rates, and the number of 

students who meet or exceed standards on the state tests. To make adequate yearly 

progress, schools and school districts must provide numerical data showing they have 

met the minimum requirements set by both NCLB (2001) and the state (GADOE, 2010; 

Yell et al., 2006). This data for each academic year, will determine whether or not AYP 

has been met. 

Butzin (2007) agreed that states and school systems should use reliable 

accountability measures to show compliance and progress. However, the concept of 

accountability should be expanded to include the challenges that disadvantaged schools 

face. These challenges include poor school climate, lack of parental support, and low 

socio-economics (Butzin, 2007). High poverty schools have a tendency to perform below 

average on state tests; hence, these schools, usually referred to as Title I schools, have a 

particularly challenging time making adequate yearly progress (Machtinger, 2007). 

Title I is an article under the ESEA. Under the provisions of Title I, public 

schools with a high population of students who receive free and reduced lunch receive 

additional funding and supplemental resources in an effort to assist disadvantaged 

students (USDOE, 2010). Disadvantaged students are characterized by a lack of 

resources such as finances, support systems, and role models (Payne, 2008). Cuthrell, 

Stapleton, and Ledford (2010) further characterized poor, disadvantaged children as those 

living without life's bare necessities. According to the Children's Defense Fund (2010), 
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children under the age of 18 are more likely to be poor if they live in the inner city, live 

in rural areas, live in the South, or live in a female-headed household. Leaders of Title I 

schools serve a high number of students living in poverty. This adds pressure to school 

administrators who are challenged to perform under the same national, state, and local 

school system requirements as their non-Title I counterparts (Cole-Henderson, 2000; 

Johannesen-Brock & Groth, 2003; Machtinger, 2007; McGee, 2004). As a result of the 

factors associated with poverty, many schools categorized as Title I often fail to make 

AYP. 

According to Roscigno et al. (2006), reformists tend to ignore the fact that 

underperforming schools are more likely to serve poor students housed in some of 

America's most depressed rural and urban areas. Nagle et al. (2006) further suggested 

that Title I schools in rural areas have an even greater disadvantage because they 

experience hardships that are not typical of larger, urban Title I schools. For example, 

schools located in remote areas have less access to educational resources. The United 

States Government Accountability Office (GAO) (2004) reported that one-fourth of the 

nation's schools are housed in rural areas with high concentrations of economically 

disadvantaged students. The Title I schools in these areas have greater difficulty meeting 

the goals named within the current reform standards (Powell, Higgins, Aram, & Freed, 

2009). 

Schools failing to make AYP for two years in a row find themselves in a "Needs 

Improvement" status and in response to reform initiatives, the Georgia State Board of 

Education issues consequences based on the number of years a school is registered as 
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"Needs Improvement" (GADOE, 2010). Leaders of "NI" schools no longer have the sole 

authority to evaluate teacher and school performance. Instead, through an assessment 

called the Georgia Assessment of Performance School Standards (GAPSS), a team of 

evaluators is assigned to investigate the school's practices (GADOE, 2010). 

In contrast to information regarding schools that are not successful, some Title I 

schools, operating under the same disadvantaged circumstances, are successful. Many of 

them become Distinguished Title 1 Schools by making and sustaining AYP for more than 

two years (National Title I Association, 2010). This begs the question: What makes a 

Title I school successful? Research suggests that strong leadership leads to success in 

schools serving disadvantaged students (Barth, 2002; Cuthrell, Stapleton, & Ledford, 

2010; Edmonds, 1979; McGee, 2004). Positive school culture is also supported in the 

literature as having an effect on student achievement and school success (Deal & 

Peterson, 1999; Hoy & Miskel, 2001). The phenomenon of being successful when 

statistics imply that failure is almost certain warrants a look into the style of leadership 

and the culture in Title I schools that manage to beat the odds. A look into the leadership 

and school culture of Title I schools in rural areas is also warranted by the fact that these 

school are at a disadvantage when compared to successful non-Title I schools and Title I 

schools in urban areas (GOA, 2004; Johnson & Strange, 2009; Nagle et al., 2006). 

The remainder of this chapter presents a historical view of leadership, an 

overview of school culture, Title I schools, and school success. It then presents the 

statement of the problem followed by the purpose of the study. 
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The methodology and significance of the study, including the research questions, are 

presented as well. Last, the chapter provides the theoretical framework, followed by 

limitations, delimitations, and definition of terms. 

History of Leadership 

With its foundational theory formed in the fields of business, military, and 

government, leadership has been defined in many different ways (Middlehurst, 2008; 

Vroom & Jago, 2007). Historically, leadership theories such as Great Man (Carlyle, 

1841) and Hereditary Genius (Galton, 1869) held fast to the notion that great leaders 

were inherently predisposed to great leadership: Leaders were born, not made. 

Furthermore, trait theories of leadership, focusing on one's natural ability to lead, 

attempted to classify particular characteristics in leaders who had been successful 

(Middlehurst, 2008; Stogdill, 1974). Trait theories attempted to make a distinction 

between leaders and followers by focusing on particular characteristics (Van Eden, 

Cilliers, & Van Deventer, 2008). According to Christie and Lingard (2001), "It is easy to 

show that the traits associated with 'great man' theories of leadership tend to reflect 

idealized , masculinist, heroic myths, rather than the realities of what ordinary leadership 

is like in most organizations, including schools" (p. 4). 

In more recent research, the claim is that very few personal traits support a high 

share of successful leadership. Rather, successful leadership is characterized by a leader's 

ability to implement and sustain changes that lead to greater achievement (Leithwood, 

Harris, & Hopkins, 2008). The Path-Goal Theory suggested that while taking situational 

factors into consideration, the best leaders provide motivation to their subordinates by 



offering rewards and charting a path to success (House, 1996). Hersey & Blanchard's 

Situational Leadership Theory proposed that effective leadership depends on how a 

leader's style interrelates with a given situation (Hersey, Blanchard, & Johnson 2001; 

Thompson & Vecchio, 2009). This theory moved the focus from individual traits to 

behavior under various circumstances (Christie & Lingard, 2001; Middlehurst, 2008). 

According to Middlehurst (2008), following the contingency and situational styles 

of leadership, a shift was made from leadership that focused on the individual leader to 

styles that considered a relationship between the leader and the follower. Middlehurst 

(2008) stated, "Power and influence theories depicted leadership not as a trait but as a 

social exchange process characterized by the acquisition and demonstration of power" (p. 

328). Two current and highly studied leadership theories utilizing a "social exchange" are 

Transactional Leadership (Burns, 1978) and Transformational Leadership (Bass, 1985). 

House (1996) suggested that transactional leadership, such as a reliance on rewards to 

enhance performance, is demonstrated when leaders use extrinsic items to motivate 

workers. On the opposite end of the spectrum, transformational leadership focuses on a 

leader's ability to cultivate a more intrinsic style of encouragement (Bass, 1985; 

Leithwood, 2001; Vecchio, Justin, & Pearce, 2008). 

Kelley, Thornton, and Daugherty (2005) proposed that school principals should 

have the ability to understand the effect their leadership style has on the school, yet for 

decades scholars have argued cases for the use of many different leadership styles, thus 

leaving a void where an understanding of effective leadership should be (Christie & 

Lingard, 2001; Kelley, et al., 2005). Therefore, more research in educational leadership is 



7 

needed to avoid "frequently recurring misconceptions, and to understand the possibilities 

and constraints for leadership in school operation and change" (Christie & Lingard, 2001, 

p. 3). Intended or not, the behaviors of a leader have an effect on followers, shaping the 

culture of the organization; hence, there is an association between culture and leadership 

as it relates to effectiveness (Karakose, 2008). 

School Culture 

School culture portrays the makeup of a school as it reflects the patterns of values, 

beliefs, and traditions formed through the years of its existence (Deal & Peterson, 1993; 

Fullan, 2001). Positive school culture has a tremendous impact on every aspect of the 

school (Deal & Peterson, 1999). Hoy and Miskel (2001) hypothesized that 

"understanding school culture is a prerequisite to making schools successful" (p. 220). 

Engels, Hotton, Devos, Bouckenooghe, and Aelterman (2008) extended this idea to 

include, "a system of meaning that influences how people think and how they act at 

school" (p. 160). School leaders must engage in practices that will get and keep their 

schools in compliance with the high demands of accountability and quality; this in turn 

affects school culture. Deal and Peterson (1993) stated that school quality is a mixture of 

great teaching, significant curriculum standards, and purposeful leadership. However, 

underneath the mixture of factors that help to create quality schools lies an "unspoken set 

of values and purposes that weave quality into the daily routine and motivate everyone to 

do his or her best" (Deal & Peterson, 1993, p.89). 

Witziers, Bosker, and Kruger (2003) denounced the direct link between 

leadership and student success, instead proposing that leaders have an indirect effect on 



8 

school success by way of such factors as culture and organization. Consequently, 

according to Barth (2002), shaping that culture is one of the biggest challenges facing 

school principals. Fullan (2001) referred to the task of structuring culture as "hard, labor 

intensive work" (p. 44), claiming that building a culture involves more than simply taking 

on the latest ideas. Instead, a leader must evaluate the current culture, determine the 

necessary adjustments, and carefully implement changes (Deal & Peterson, 1993; Fullan, 

2001; Stolp, 1994). "When an organization has a clear understanding of its purpose, why 

it exists and what it must do and who it should serve, the culture will ensure that things 

work well" (MacNeil, Prater, and Busch, 2009, p. 74). 

Setting the cultural standard, principals are viewed as the people who set the 

example for such things as manners (McEwan, 2003). If the principal demonstrates 

behavior unbecoming of a leader, "before long, others, if so inclined, will follow his lead 

and soon the culture will begin to crumble" (McEwan, 2003, p. 88). Collaboration and 

the principal's ability and willingness to effectively communicate the vision for the 

school are two more factors that attribute to a positive culture (Deal & Peterson, 1993, 

1999; Engels et al., 2008; Fullan, 2001; Stolp, 1994). "School principals who choose to 

lead rather than just manage must first understand the school's culture" (MacNeil et al., 

2009, p.74). The connection between the principal's style of leadership, instructional 

organization, and school culture brings about a positive effect on school outcomes (Deal 

& Peterson, 1993; Kruger, Witziers, & Sleegers, 2007). 
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Title I Schools 

The most significant purpose of Title I of the ESEA is to meet the needs of low-

achieving students in the nation's high-poverty schools. Additionally, Title I aims to 

close the achievement gap between low and high achieving students, poor and more 

affluent students, and minority and nonminority students. Title I focuses on holding 

states, school districts, and schools accountable for improving academic achievement and 

improving poor schools as measured by AYP (Stullich, Eisner, McCrary & Roney, 2006; 

USDOE,2010). 

National school reform initiatives and federal programs such as Title I have been 

put into place to close the achievement gap among various groups of students and to 

provide support for economically disadvantaged children (USDOE, 2010). The latest of 

these initiatives, NCLB (2001), requires that every school meets AYP in order to be 

successful (GDOE, 2010). To meet AYP, schools must show evidence of at least a 95% 

participation rate in state testing, of academic achievement, and of one other indicator 

chosen by the school district, such as attendance or graduation rate (Farmer, Leung, 

Banks, Schaefer, Andrews, & Murray, 2006; GDOE, 2010; NCLB, 2001). 

Schools where many of the students qualify for free or reduced lunch are eligible 

for federal funding under the provisions set for Title I. These schools are labeled Title I 

schools. Just like the administrators who lead in schools where the poverty level is low, 

leaders of Title I schools are expected to encourage high standards and cultivate 

successful schools (Stephens, 2008). Thompson (2003) suggested that factors such as 

socioeconomic background should not impede the success of a school. However, schools 
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facing the challenge of educating disadvantaged students, such as in the case of Title I 

schools, often fail to meet academic standards, thus requiring strong leadership 

(Edmonds, 1979; McGee, 2004). 

School Success 

By current definition of the U.S. Department of Education (2010), a successful 

school is one that meets adequate yearly progress (AYP). Schools have various 

"indicators" for meeting their goal, such as attendance, graduation rates, testing 

participation, and performance (GDOE, 2010). All schools must adhere to two primary 

indicators which are 95% test participation and meeting or exceeding annual measurable 

objectives (AMO) in reading/language arts and math. A second indicator, such as 

attendance or graduation rate, is decided upon by the school district (Farmer et al., 2006; 

GDOE, 2010). When a school has met the criteria set forth by No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB, 2001) including the annual measurable objectives, the school is regarded as 

successful (U.S. Department of Education, 2010). 

School reform initiatives create challenges for today's administrators. This is 

especially true in schools that enroll impoverished students (Christie & Lingard, 2001). 

Nevertheless, some principals have managed to make their schools successful, citing the 

ability to resist pressures of reform and concentrate on the student goals (Day, 2005). 

Weber (1971) and Edmonds (1979), as cited in Cole-Henderson (2000), pioneered the 

"effective schools" reform movement, accentuating the need for effective administrative 

leadership and schools that are safe and in order. 
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There is still no clear description of an effective leadership style. Consequently, more 

research is needed (Christie & Lingard, 2001). 

Statement of the Problem 

Although there have been attempts to find ways to educate the poor and "fix" 

unsuccessful schools under the pressure of school reform, many schools remain 

unchanged (Armor, 2006; Johannesen-Brock & Groth, 2003). This holds true especially 

for low-income rural schools as these schools are documented as being at a greater 

disadvantage when measured against urban and suburban institutions (Farmer et al., 

2006; GAO, 2004; Nagle et al., 2006). Title I schools, schools with a high concentration 

of students who qualify for free or reduced lunch, continue to underperform when 

compared to non-Title I institutions (Bland-Washington, 2009; Cole-Henderson, 2000; 

Johannesen-Brock & Groth, 2003; Machtinger, 2007; McGee, 2001 ). Title I schools in 

low-income, rural areas are up against greater odds as they tend to lack the resources to 

compete with schools in bigger metropolitan areas. 

As outlined in the guiding principles of both Title I and NCLB (2001), failure to 

meet standards set forth by school reform initiatives can result in serious consequences 

for schools and school leaders. In Georgia, if the minimum requirements for adequate 

yearly progress are not met for two consecutive years, the charge is school-level and/or 

district-level restructuring guided by the state (GADOE, 2010). In the 2009-2010 school 

year, there were more Title I schools on the "Needs Improvement" list than non-Title I 

schools. For example, ranging from NI-1, which allows for school choice, to NI-5 or 

higher, which calls for restructuring, there were 207 Title I schools on the list compared 
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to 67 non-Title I schools (Georgia Department of Education, 2010). Leaders working 

under these conditions must exhibit strong skills and the ability to cultivate a positive 

school culture in order to overcome the obstacles associated with these challenges (Barth, 

2002; Edmonds, 1979; Engels et al., 2008; MacNeil et al., 2009; McGee, 2004). 

According to Georgia's State Board of Education (2010), only 75.3% of the states 

Title I schools made AYP in the 2009-2010 academic year. That is 11 percentage points 

down from the 2008-2009 school year. It also represents the lowest achievement rate for 

Title I schools since 2003. A decline in progress is problematic because NCLB (2001) 

requires that all schools make AYP with a 100% pass rate by 2014 (Powell et a l , 2009). 

Failure to meet standards can also further perpetuate the challenge of closing the 

achievement gap and lead to bigger societal problems stemming from factors such as 

literacy rates and student drop-out rates (Roscigno et al., 2006). According to the ranking 

system in the "Why Rural Matters" report (Johnson & Strange, 2009), which drew data 

from the U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics [NCES] 

(2006-2007), the rank of 1, representing the lowest of the states reporting data for the 

study, is considered extremely critical. Georgia's rural high schools housed within 

districts qualifying for funds attributed to poverty rank third in graduation rates, giving 

them the third lowest graduation ranking in the United States. Additionally, while the 

national average for graduation in high poverty, rural schools is about 60%, at 41% 

"concentrated poverty rural districts in Georgia graduate only 4 out of 10 of their 

students" (Johnson & Strange, 2009, p. 42). In comparison to adults who graduated from 

high school, a higher percentage of high school drop outs are unemployed in the work 
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force (U.S. Department of Labor, 2010). The U.S. Department of Commerce, Census 

Bureau (2004, 2007), as documented by NCES (2011), report that a large percentage of 

citizens who are incarcerated or on death row are in fact high school dropouts (NCES, 

2011). Presently, in 76 of the rural school districts receiving Rural and Low-Income 

School funds in Georgia, 55 (72%) of them house high schools that have not made 

adequate yearly progress (GADOE, 2010). 

Understanding leadership style is critical as it pertains to running a successful 

establishment (Leithwood et al., 2008). Scholars have tried to make cases for the use of a 

variety of leadership styles, yet no consensus has been made on which styles are most 

effective (Christie & Lingard, 2001; Kelley et al., 2005). In light of the various 

shortcomings in rural education, few scholars have expounded on effective leadership 

practices in rural Title I schools (Nagle et a l , 2006). Arnold (2005) stated that the 

problems faced by rural schools have been ignored by the U.S. Department of Education. 

School culture is another phenomenon that is important to the success of a school. A 

school's norms and traditions affect daily operations and the manner in which teachers 

and students respond to the leadership (Deal & Peterson, 1999). However, very little has 

been written on the sustainment of positive culture and its impact on successful Title I 

schools in rural districts (Nagle et al., 2006; Roscigno et al., 2006). According to Steffes 

(2008), rural education has received far less attention than urban education even though 

over half of the nation's children attend rural schools. In order to gain insight into the 

leadership of rural schools, research initiatives should be put in place (Farmer, 2007). 
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Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the leadership style and culture in 

successful Title 1 schools in rural school districts as defined by the State Department of 

Education of Georgia. The researcher sought to examine leadership and culture in schools 

which have been identified as successful by making AYP for two consecutive years. 

According to the National Title I Association (2011), a school maintaining adequate 

yearly progress for two consecutive years is not only regarded as successful, but is also 

eligible for National recognition as a Distinguished Title I school. Additionally, the 

researcher sought to fill the gap in the literature as it pertains to leadership style and 

school culture in Title I schools in rural areas that have beat the odds by sustaining a 

distinguished status. 

Significance of the Study 

This study examined leadership styles and factors related to positive school 

culture in successful rural, Title I schools. The discovery of a prevailing leadership style 

and culture will lend itself to opportunities for professional development and offer 

information for leaders working to make their Title I schools successful. This study will 

also add to the body of literature established by other researchers regarding styles of 

leadership, school culture, and successful schools. Specifically, this study will offer 

literature on how leadership style and culture play a role in rural, Title I schools as very 

little research exists for this particular demographic (Arnold, 2005; Nagle et al., 2006). 
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Methodology 

The researcher used the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 

2004; MLQ-Form 5X) and the Organizational Description Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 

1992; ODQ) combined to survey school principals and faculty members regarding 

perceptions of the style of leadership (of the leader) and the culture of the school. Surveys 

make it possible for researchers to measure the behaviors, attitudes, and perceptions of 

the participants (Creswell, 2003). Schools chosen for this study were rural, Title I schools 

that have met AYP goals for two consecutive years. Distinguished schools in the state of 

Georgia that qualify for RLIS (Rural Low-Income School) funding through REAP (Rural 

Education Achievement Program) made up the pool of schools from which the researcher 

selected. Next, using random sampling, the researcher chose elementary schools for the 

study. Random sampling is a process in which the researcher generates a procedure for 

selecting participants from a large group, making certain that every person has an equal 

opportunity to be chosen (Warner, 2008). In this study, the researcher placed the name of 

each elementary school into a spreadsheet and selected every other school to participate. 

Due to the limited number of middle schools and high schools qualifying for the study, 

the researcher utilized purposeful sampling, thus selecting all available schools in those 

two categories. 

Permission to survey school administrators and teachers was requested of each 

superintendent whose district housed at least one school that qualified for the study. Each 

participating superintendent supplied a written letter, granting permission. Once system 

superintendent permission had been granted and the researcher obtained IRB approval 



16 

from the university, contact was made with the respective principals of each school. The 

researcher requested participation of the principal as well as randomly selected teachers 

from the school. As this study is quantitative, surveys were sent electronically to teachers 

and administrators within each school. Data were collected through the online survey 

system, Zoomerang, and statistical analyses were run using SPSS. 

Research Questions 

1. What is the leadership style of principals at successful Title I schools in rural 

districts? 

2. What is the overall school culture of successful Title I schools in rural districts? 

3. Are there statistically significant differences among principals' perception of 

leadership style in successful Title I elementary, middle, and high schools in 

rural districts? 

4. Are there statistically significant differences among principals' perception of 

school culture in successful Title I elementary, middle, and high schools in 

rural districts? 

5. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school leader's 

style between teachers and principals in successful Title I elementary schools 

in rural districts? 

6. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school leader's 

style between teachers and principals in successful Title I middle schools in 

rural districts? 
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7. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school leader's 

style between teachers and principals in successful Title I high schools in rural 

districts? 

8. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school culture 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I elementary schools in 

rural districts? 

9. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school culture 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I middle schools in rural 

districts? 

10. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school culture 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I high schools in rural 

districts? 

Theoretical Framework 

The focus of this study was to examine principal leadership styles and school 

culture in successful, rural Title I schools. The theoretical framework for this study was 

based on the Full-range leadership theory (FRLT) (Avolio & Bass, 1991). The FRLT, one 

of the most researched leadership theories (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006), rests on the notion 

that leadership exists on a much broader scale than some of the common styles noted in 

the literature (Avolio & Bass, 1991). The theory also proposes that every leader, at 

various moments throughout the course of a career, uses each leadership style: 

transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire (Avolio, 1999). The full range model of 



leadership was developed in an effort to expound on what scholars in the field currently 

think about the leadership style. 

This framework was considered for this study for three reasons. First, the FRLT 

encompasses succinct and measurable categories of leadership styles: transformational, 

transactional, and laissez-faire. Next, both research instruments used in this study, the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 5X) and the Organizational Description 

Questionnaire (ODQ) were designed to coincide with the transformational, transactional, 

and Laissez-faire models of leadership (Avolio & Bass, 1991). Thirdly, this theoretical 

framework supports the notion that no single leadership style fits a given organizational 

structure. Instead, the FRLT emphasizes the idea that leadership exists on a spectrum, 

ranging from effective leadership practices to non-leadership behaviors (Bass & Avolio, 

2004). Schools attempting to educate disadvantaged students require effective leadership 

(Cuthrell et a l , 2010; Edmonds, 1979); therefore, identifying leadership style and school 

culture characteristics that are effective in this context are important. 

The Full Range Leadership Model represents a span of leadership involvement 

ranging from ineffective behaviors to effective behaviors. Laissez-Faire (LF), 

representing the most ineffective form of leadership, describes principals who avoid 

involvement in various situations. Laissez-Faire also describes leaders who prefer not to 

make administrative decisions (Bass & Avolio, 2004). Transactional Leadership is the 

next category in the model, moving upward toward the most effective form of leadership. 

The category of Transactional Leadership contains the following three subcategories: 

Management-by-Exception Passive (MBEP), Management-by-Exception Active 
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(MBEA), and Contingent Reward (CR). Management-by-Exception Passive characterizes 

the leader who tends not to get involved in situations until it becomes serious. According 

to Bass & Avolio (2004) "These leaders often wait for things to go wrong before taking 

action" (p. 97). On the other hand, principals who fall in the category of Management-by-

Exception Active actively look for things going wrong. This type of transactional leader 

micromanages the faculty and documents every mistake that is found. The final 

subcategory in the transactional section of the model is Contingent Reward. Contingent 

Reward leadership focuses on an exchange between the leader and the subordinate. In 

this case, the leader outlines the expectations and offers rewards, such as bonuses, pay 

raises, and time off, in order to get results (Bass & Avolio, 2004). 

The final category in the FRLT is Transformational Leadership which, according 

to the model, encompasses the most effective behaviors exhibited by leaders. 

Transformational leaders have the ability to intrinsically motivate followers to work hard 

because of the belief in the leader's mission (Bass & Avolio, 2004; Jung & Avolio, 

2000). The most widely researched leadership style is Transformational leadership (Gurr 

& Drysdale, 2008). According to Bass and Avolio (2004), 

Transformational leadership is a process of influencing in which leaders 
change their associates' awareness of what is important, and move them to 
see themselves and the opportunities and the challenges of their 
environment in a new way. Transformational leaders are proactive: they 
seek to optimize individual, group and organizational development and 
innovation, not just achieve performance "at exceptions". They convince 
their associates to strive for higher levels of potential as well as higher 
levels of moral and ethical standards, (p. 95) 

The four main subcategories of Transformational Leadership are commonly referred to as 

the Four I's. One of them is Idealized Influence. There are two types of Idealized 
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Influence, attributes and behaviors. Another of the subcategories of transformational 

leadership is Inspirational Motivation, followed by Intellectual Stimulation. Last is 

Individual Consideration. 

Idealized Influence centers on a leader's ability to act in such a way that 

follower's desire to identify with and emulate the attributes and behaviors of the leader. 

The leaders are trusted and respected. Followers are positively influenced and 

empowered by such a leader. Inspirational Motivation encapsulates the ability to arouse 

optimism and enthusiasm about goals. The leader is able to motivate followers to share 

the vision. Intellectual Stimulation invites followers to step out of comfort zones, to be 

creative, and to feel safe doing it. The leader recognizes the intellectual insight of 

followers and supports advancement. Lastly, Individual Consideration focuses on the 

leader's willingness to mentor and coach subordinates who need support and recognize 

when a subordinate already possess skills (Bass & Avolio, 2004; Van Eden et al., 2008). 

Limitations 

The findings of the study were limited by the accuracy and understanding of the 

participants. The researcher assumed that all participants answered honestly and 

accurately. The findings of the study were also subject to the limitations of survey data 

collection methods. When a researcher uses online surveys, technical issues, Spam 

blockers, e-mail address changes, and undeliverable mail are possible inhibitors 

(Sheehan, 2001). The researcher waited for standardized testing to be completed in each 

county before surveys were sent; therefore, timing of the administration was a limitation 

because it occurred at the end of the school year. Another limitation surrounded the fact 
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that some districts, though receiving RLIS funding, did not have any eligible, 

distinguished schools. One last important limitation dealt with the fact that the teachers 

in the study were not paired-up with their own principals. The responses were applied to 

the overall group of teachers and principals. 

Delimitations 

1. The schools selected for this study are housed exclusively in rural school districts 

in Georgia. Georgia has 89 rural school districts that qualify for Title VI, B 

funding (Rural Low-Income School Program) (GADOE, 2010). 

2. The schools selected for this study are Title I schools only (as defined by the GA 

Department of Education). 

3. Only schools utilizing the school-wide model of Title I will be used in the study. 

4. The Term "successful" is based on the sustainment of Adequate Yearly Progress 

standards outlined by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 for two consecutive 

years. 

Definition of Terms 

• Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) - Adequate Yearly Progress is a component of 

the NCLBA. When schools meet or exceed annual measureable objectives in the 

areas of math, language arts, and reading, they have "made AYP" (Georgia 

Department of Education, 2010). 

• Annual Measureable Objectives (AMO) - Annual Measurable Objectives are 

standards (percentages) set by the state that must be met or exceeded in order to 

make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). For example the AMO for math for the 
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2009-2010 school year was 66.7%, meaning all qualifying subgroups in every 

school must have at least a 66.7% meet or exceeds rate (GADOE, 2010). 

• Rural School District- According to the Georgia State Department of Education, 

eighty-nine school districts in state qualify for Title VI, Part B; Rural Low-

Income School Program. These districts house the Title I schools that qualify for 

the study (Georgia Department of Education, 2010). 

• School Culture - School culture is the makeup of the school as it reflects the 

patterns of values, beliefs, and traditions formed through the years of its existence 

(Deal & Peterson, 1990). 

• Successful Schools- Successful schools are schools that have made Adequate 

Yearly Progress (AYP) for more than two years (National Title I Association, 

2009; U.S. Department of Education, 2005). 

• Title I Schools -Title I schools are schools in which 35% or more of the student 

population qualifies for free or reduced lunch (National Title I Association, 2010; 

U.S. Department of Education, 2005). The federal government provides these 

schools with funding to help disadvantaged children make academic gains. 

Summary 

Education reform initiatives, such as No Child Left Behind (2001), have put 

pressure on school leaders to enhance learning for all students. Schools are being charged 

with the task of meeting the goal of a 100% pass rate on all state standardized exams by 

the year 2014 while Title I schools continue to struggle just to meet the minimum 

expectations (Machtinger, 2007). At the end of the 2008-2009 academic year, Title I 
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schools had the lowest AYP pass rate since 2003 (GADOE, 2010). Title I schools in rural 

districts have even bigger challenges when trying to meet standards (Nagle et al., 2006). 

Even with additional funding through programs such as Title I and RLIS, rural schools 

fall well below non-Title I schools (Farmer et al., 2006; GOA, 2004). Butzin (2007) 

supported the need for accountability standards, but supported a bigger need for a 

connection between the requirements and the student population. 

Literature supports the need for effective leadership and positive school culture to 

make a difference in high-poverty, urban schools, however very little literature reports on 

which style best affects change in schools or the process of building positive culture in 

high-poverty, rural schools (Nagle et al., 2006). Title I schools are failing to meet 

standards (GADOE, 2010), and rural schools stand at an even greater disadvantage 

(GAO, 2004). Gaining the perception of leadership style and culture between teachers 

and principals in successful Title I schools in rural districts is a critical step toward 

addressing the problem. Chapter 2 provides a review of the literature pertaining to 

leadership theory, leadership style, and school culture. The chapter outlines the 

parameters of Title I schools and schools that have been successful under disadvantaged 

circumstances. The conclusion of the Chapter 2 provides a historical overview of rural 

education and current literature on rural schools. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Leadership has been conceptualized in a variety of ways, and as a result, there is 

an abundance of leadership theories that attempt to explain the complexity of being an 

effective leader. This chapter begins with descriptions of a few of these theories as a 

means to provide a foundation on which current and widely studied leadership theories 

rest. 

A Brief Overview of Leadership Theory 

Trait Theory 

The trait approach to leadership led-off the pursuit to study effective leadership 

(Northouse, 2010). Leadership theories such as Great Man (Carlyle, 1841) and Hereditary 

Genius (Galton, 1869) held fast to the notion that great leaders were inherently 

predisposed to great leadership. According to these theorists, very few individuals 

possessed attributes that set them apart from others. Great Man theory placed power in 

the hands of a select few "whose inheritance and destiny made them leaders" (Bennis & 

Nanus, 1985, p. 5). Carlyle (as cited in Chemers, 2000) believed that the history of our 

world is all due to the work of great men; these extraordinary men were very different 

from ordinary followers. Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) provided a colorful 

example of this theory by stating, "without Moses the Jewish nation would have 

remained in Egypt and without Churchill the British would have acquiesced to the 

Germans in 1940" (Marzano et al., 2005, pp. 4-5). 

24 
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Leadership should be looked upon as a combination of personal, organizational, 

and social entities rather than a set of human characteristics (Christie & Lingard, 2001). 

Traits typically associated with successful leadership were assertiveness, personality, 

socioeconomic status, physical stature, and intelligence, (Stogdill, 1974; Chemers, 2000). 

After an extensive review of trait research, Stogdill (1948) reported that minimal 

traits such as intelligence accounted for a significant difference between leaders and 

followers. Ultimately, Stogdill, as cited in Chemers (2000) reported that there was no 

universal trait that would make leaders effective in all situations. In support of this 

notion, Leithwood, Harris, and Hopkins (2008) claimed that very few personal traits 

support a high share of successful leadership. Rather, successful leadership is 

characterized by a leader's ability to implement and sustain changes that lead to academic 

achievement (Leithwood et al., 2008). 

Behavior Theory 

Due to the inability to pinpoint specific traits that would lead to successful 

leadership, research took a turn toward behaviorism in hopes of discovering a link 

between leadership behavior and organizational change (Chemers, 2000). In direct 

contrast to trait theories of leadership, behavior theory notes one's ability to learn 

behaviors necessary to affect change. 

Path-Goal Theory 

"Path-goal theory is about how leaders motivate subordinates to accomplish a 

designated goal" (Northouse, 2010, p. 125). This theory relies on what motivates a 

follower in hopes to obtain expected performance goals (Northouse, 2010). The main 
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premise of the path-goal theory of leadership is the way in which leaders formulate plans 

to "travel" on a particular path toward intended goals. Leaders offer support and 

encourage the success of subordinates by creating a clear path to follow (House, 1996). 

Derived from motivational theories of leadership, path-goal relies on three factors: 

leadership style, worker preference, and job structure (Gupta, 2009). Leaders are 

expected to guide subordinates in a way that is acceptable to the workers. The preference 

of the worker pertains to an acceptance of the way in which the leader directs and 

coaches the team, and job structure relates to a clear pathway toward the goal (Gupta, 

2009). 

Contingency and Situational Theory 

Fiedler's (1967) contingency theory and Hersey & Blanchard's (1972) situational 

leadership theory proposed that effective leadership depends on how a leader's style 

matches the state of an organization (Thompson & Vecchio, 2009). Northouse (2010) 

stated that the contingency theory of leadership blends both style and situation in order to 

match a leader to the current organizational condition. Fiedler theorized the contingency 

model of leadership by studying leaders, effective and ineffective, in various 

circumstances. From the studies, he was able to offer claims about which leadership 

styles were better suited for specific organizational settings and which were not 

(Northouse, 2010). Leadership, according to this theory, takes into consideration three 

variables: the relationship between leader and follower, the description of the job to be 

completed, and the amount of authority the leader has to either reward or punish (Duke, 

Tucker, Salmonowicz, & Levy, 2007). 
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Fiedler (1967) summarized his own position this way: 

Any one style of leadership is not itself better than any other, nor is one type of 
leadership behavior appropriate in all conditions. Hence, almost anyone should 
be able to succeed as a leader in some situations and almost everyone is likely to 
fail in others... It also follows from this theory that one can improve group or 
organizational performance either by changing the leader to fit the situation or 
changing the situation to fit the leader, (p. 246) 

The situational approach to leadership takes into account the type of leadership 

needed for a particular situation. The idea is that not all situations call for the same type 

of leadership and not all leaders are suited for every situation (Northouse, 2010). Bolman 

and Deal (2003) invited us to consider an illustration of situational leadership using the 

former mayor of New York City, Rudy Giuliani. Bolman and Deal (2003) wrote: 

Leaders make things happen, things also make leaders happen. We need 
only look at the transformation in Giuliani's image after September 11 to 
see that situation influences what leaders must do and what they can do. 
Giuliani found himself on-stage in an unplanned theater of horror, and he 
delivered the performance of his life. Another stage would have required, 
and permitted, different leadership. No single formula is possible or 
advisable for the great range of situations potential leaders may encounter, 
(p. 338) 

Hersey, Blanchard, and Johnson (2001) stated that leadership involves two 

factors: direction and support. The first factor, direction, involves goal-setting, clarifying 

job responsibilities, mentoring, and evaluating. The second factor, support, entails a 

phenomenon in which subordinates experience the ease of asking for help and 

collaborating with others (Northouse, 2010). In the context of different organizational 

situations ranging from a high need for direction and support to a little need for direction 

and support, leadership styles would be expected to vary (Duke et al., 2007; Northouse, 

2010). Contingency and situational theories are significant advances beyond trait theories 



because both suggest that leadership is based on style and behavior, some of which may 

be learned (Christie & Lingard, 2001). The basis of situational leadership is that leaders 

must adjust their approach according to the situation at hand (Northouse, 2010). 

Transactional and Transformational Theory 

Two current and highly studied leadership theories are Transactional Leadership 

(Bass, 1985) and Transformational Leadership (Burns, 1978). Burns had originally 

framed his work with transactional and transformational leadership around politics, but 

they soon became part of the managerial arena, among a variety of organizational 

structures (Humphreys & Einstein, 2003). House (1996) suggested that transactional 

leadership, such as a reliance on rewards to enhance performance, was demonstrated 

when leaders used extrinsic items to motivate workers. In this exchange, both the leader 

and the subordinate assume something they each value. The workers may receive 

something such as a higher salary or a promotion, and the leader may experience 

increased productivity (Humphreys & Einstein, 2003; Northouse, 2010). 

On the other hand, transformational leadership focuses on a leader's ability to 

cultivate a more intrinsic style of encouragement (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Leithwood, 

2001; Vecchio, Justin, & Pearce, 2008). "Transformational leadership is the process 

whereby a person engages with others and creates a connection that raises the level of 

motivation and morality in both the leader and the follower" (Northouse, 2010, p. 172). 

The core characteristics of transformational leadership are what researchers refer to as the 

Four I's: Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, Individual Consideration, and 

Idealized Influence (charisma) (Humphreys & Einstein, 2003; Northouse, 2010). From a 
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historical viewpoint, Confucius and Aristotle encouraged leaders to be moral examples 

for their followers. Even Plato expressed that leaders who aspire to be charismatic should 

express ideas through symbols and metaphors (Humphreys & Einstein, 2003). Leithwood 

(2001) gives merit to the transformational style of leadership, but he notes that those 

factors alone will not sufficiently confront the accountability factors brought about by 

school reform initiatives. 

Kouzes and Posner (2007) designed a model of research with a study that asked 

leaders about what made them successful. Leaders described personal factors related to 

success, and the team of researchers analyzed the responses that described five effective 

leadership practices (Kouzes & Posner, 2007; Northouse, 2010). The practices are: 

"Model the Way, Inspire a Shared Vision, Challenge the Process, Enable Others to Act, 

and Encourage the Heart" (Kouzes & Posner, 2007, p.14; Northouse, 2010, p. 184). 

These practices are transformational leadership practices. 

Leadership 

"A school leader today is supposed to act as an entrepreneur and a person of 

vision, able to inspire, empower and motivate his/her staff (Engels, Hotton, Devos, 

Bouckenooghe, & Aelterman, 2008, p. 159). An effective leader is flexible in the face of 

challenging situations. Effective leaders are also persistent and optimistic as they face 

poor parental involvement, uninvolved communities, and reform initiatives that are not 

seemingly relevant to the school's needs (Day, Leithwood, & Sammons, 2008). There are 

many profiles describing what leaders should do to make schools effective. This makes it 

difficult for principals, teachers, and students to know which description of leadership is 
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relevant (Schein, 2010). Marzano et al. (2005) conducted a meta-analysis of more than 

5,000 studies. The findings included 21 leader responsibilities that were correlated with 

student achievement. Sergiovanni (2005) stated that the list of responsibilities of 

educational leaders encompasses worthwhile information, but success also involves 

consistency and effective school cultures. 

Leadership is documented as a significant part of school effectiveness, yet within 

the realm of effectiveness, school reform initiatives reportedly make the jobs of school 

leaders very difficult. It is especially difficult for school administrators in rural school 

districts (Nagle et a l , 2006). Owens-Gish (2010) completed a case study in which a 

principal in a rural Title I district was interviewed. The researcher found that the school 

leader faced difficulties as it pertained to her preferred leadership style versus the style of 

leadership perpetuated by NCLB mandates. According to the study, leaders who 

considered themselves "transformational" took issue with the education laws, while 

leaders who viewed themselves as "transactional" felt better about the mandates. 

Transformational leaders felt as if their preferred style of leadership took on a more 

transactional tone because of the stringency of NCLB (Owen-Gish, 2010). 

Perception of Leadership 

Studies have been conducted to attempt to gain insight into effective leadership 

through the perceptions of teachers (Blase & Blase, 1999; Daniels, 2005; Evans, 1996; 

Karakose, 2008; Kelley, Thornton, & Daugherty, 2005; Williams, 2000). Blase & Blase 

(1999) were interested in teachers' perceptions related to instructional leadership and 

teacher development. The findings showed that communication, consisting of such things 
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as advice, feedback, and praise between teachers and principals, was instrumental in 

defining a principal as instructional leader. The researchers also reported that teachers 

characterized instructional leaders as those who encouraged professional growth and 

development, supported collaboration and teaming, and cultivated coaching relationships 

(Blase & Blase, 1999). 

In Daniels' (2005) study on principals' influence on school variables, middle 

school teachers from three North Carolina districts were surveyed about their perception 

of principal's leadership style. The researcher concluded that perception is positively 

linked to performance (Daniels, 2005). Karakose (2008) studied the perceptions of 

primary school teachers in regard to principal cultural leadership behaviors. The findings 

included a statistically significant difference in teachers' perception of principals' cultural 

leadership behaviors according to age, gender, and years of experience. Kelley et al. 

(2005) also studied leadership effectiveness as perceived by teachers. The researchers 

found a positive relationship between principals' preferred leadership style and teachers' 

perception of leader's style and school climate (Kelley et al., 2005). Teacher perceptions 

of leadership attributes were studied in schools that had been nominated for the National 

Secondary School Recognition Program in Tennessee (Williams, 2000). The findings 

illustrated that the principals in those schools were most effective in the areas of setting 

goals and instituting change. Teachers also perceived principals as having the ability to 

build and sustain positive climates through collaboration with faculty and other 

stakeholders (Williams, 2000). 
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School Culture 

Behavioral scientists have studied culture for many years, paying the most 

attention to humans in collective groups such as tribes and colonies. Eventually, these 

scientists began considering organizations as a study focus. Ultimately, it was discovered 

that just as culture differed across collective groups, it also differed across organizations. 

Schools too have unique cultures (Short & Greer, 2002). "Needed at the deepest level are 

shared values. These values affect underlying assumptions about culture which in turn 

affect our behavior" (Bass & Avolio, 2004). Though difficult to define at times, culture is 

characterized as a means for understanding such things as character and values (Hoy, 

1990; Northouse, 2010). Deal and Peterson (1999) stated: 

At the heart of a school's culture are its mission and purpose-the focus of 
what people do. Mission and purpose instill the intangible forces that 
motivate teachers to teach, school leaders to lead, children to learn, and 
parents and the community to have confidence in their school. Mission 
and purpose shape definitions of success, (pp. 23-24) 

The National Association of Elementary School Principals [NAESP] (2001) 

declared that schools should be a community of learners for both adults and children. 

This learning community can help perpetuate a strong culture within the school, and this 

culture can assist in meeting high expectations (NAESP, 2001). Schein (2010) defined 

culture as a set of standards learned by an organization through internal and external 

trials. These standards are accepted by the organization to the point where new members 

are taught and held to these same standards. 

Leithwood et al., (2008) in their work, Seven Strong Claims about Successful 

School Leadership, supported the idea of a mediated effect on school success by stating, 
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"School leaders improve teaching and learning indirectly and most powerfully through 

their influence on staff motivation, commitment, and working conditions" (p.32). 

MacNeil, Prater, and Busch (2009) designed a study to seek statistically significant 

differences in school climate among schools with varying achievement levels. The 

researchers studied 29 schools (1,727 teachers) in a large district in Texas and found that 

principals impact student success through such things as school culture. Ultimately, 

exemplary schools possessed the healthiest school climates with the most significant 

areas on the Organizational Health Inventory being Goal Focus and Adaptation (MacNeil 

et al., 2009). 

Engels et al. (2008) sought to answer the question, "Are there patterns in the 

profiles of principals with remarkably positive school cultures and their opposites?" The 

researchers solicited teachers' perceptions on various aspects of school culture then 

compared principals in schools with positive school culture to principals with poor school 

culture. With the use of questionnaires and semi-structured interviews, the researchers 

examined "functioning, well-being, and personal characteristics of principals, structural 

and cultural characteristics of the school, and organization context". A correlation 

between achievement-oriented principals and many positive culture variables were found 

(Engels et a l , 2008). "Considering the principal's influence on the quality of school 

culture-and through it on teachers' performance-it is of the utmost importance to 

investigate the functioning and the well-being of principals in today's autonomous 

schools" (Engels et al., 2008). 
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Van de Grift and Houvteen (2006) conducted a study in the Netherlands between 

1998-2002 wherein they questioned why some students learn much less than their 

counterparts on the basis of their social and ethnic background. The study made 

comparisons among "underperforming, average, and outperforming" schools. The 

researchers reported that the theory of "opportunity to learn" predicted that students in 

underperforming schools were not provided with sufficient opportunity to achieve even at 

minimum levels. The reason for this stemmed from several deficiencies within the school 

such as poor, unsafe school climate, non-stimulating culture for learning, and weak 

educational leadership (Van de Grift & Houvteen, 2006). The findings in this study 

support to the notion that school culture is an important element within a school 

environment as it has the potential to spark comfort and growth for the school 

community. 

Deal and Peterson (1993) explained that principals, because of their legitimate 

power in a school, can reform school culture by taking on a variety of roles. The 

researchers described the roles as "the symbol, the potter, the poet, the actor, and the 

healer" (Deal & Peterson, 1993, p. 91). The principal, as the symbol, instills the values of 

the school through behavior (acts) and wardrobe. As potters, principals mold school 

culture by taking the time to recognize the faculty members who exhibit keen morals and 

values (Deal & Peterson, 1993). Like many charismatic leaders, principals as poets move 

the culture of the school through language, communicating high expectations and 

articulating the goals of the school with confidence and style (Deal & Peterson, 1993; 

Northouse, 2010). To effectively play the role of the actor, a principal is "capable of 
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shifting situations or scripts with ease, portraying or dramatizing a consistent set of 

values and a clear, direct vision" (Deal & Peterson, 1993, p. 92). Lastly, in an effort to 

shape school culture, principals can take on the role of a healer. Because change can be 

difficult to navigate, leaders as healers work closely with the faculty to help with the 

transitions. 

A group of school leaders who have established themselves as "effective" in 

schools with a large minority population focused their attention on a few specific 

priorities and practices. In a study conducted by the Center of Educational Leadership 

and Management (CELM), Walker and Dimmock (2005) reported the following priorities 

and practices related to culture: Principals demand that the faculty and staff adhere to the 

notion of social justice, insist that faculty and staff show their willingness to understand 

the culture and backgrounds of their students, recruit educators who have similar cultural 

backgrounds as the students, understand that working with the community is critical to 

school success, understand that improved teaching and learning is the way to addressing 

the disadvantaged student, and lastly, build a nurturing school culture (Walker & 

Dimmock, 2005). Strong leadership, high expectations, and a safe environment are keys 

to good school culture and climate which in turn promote school success (Hoy, 1990). A 

principal's leadership style directly impacts the culture of a school (Cosner & Peterson, 

2003). 

Title I 

In 2007, the percentage of children living in poverty in the United States was 

18%. In that same year, Georgia was ranked in the top ten states, characterized by having 
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the largest number of poor children. Presently, 501,892 (20.1%) of Georgia's children are 

living in poverty (Children's Defense Fund, 2010). Ranked 15th in the nation, 74% of 

Georgia's rural student population live in poverty (Johnson & Strange, 2009). 

Title I is a subpart of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The ESEA 

was a program set up by President Lyndon B. Johnson as part of his initiative to fight the 

War on Poverty. The act was structured to provide equal access to quality education 

(State of Washington, 2010; Stecher, Hamilton, & Gonzalez, 2003). At the beginning 

stages of ESEA, Senator Robert F. Kennedy proposed that evaluations be connected to 

Title I funding so that the money would be received by those students for whom it was 

intended (Eppley, 2009). In 1981, President Ronal Reagan updated the name "Title I" to 

the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act, but President Bill Clinton renamed 

the program Title I in 1994. Though there was some concern about the federal 

government having financial control over state and local education, the purpose of the act 

was the same: to help the economically disadvantaged (McDill & Natriello, 1998; 

USDOE, 2004). Ultimately, it was clarified in the ESEA that the government could not 

influence supervision or have control over such things as curriculum, instructional 

materials, and personnel. However, under current provisions of the Act, federal funds can 

be withheld from schools for failure of compliance (McLaughlin, Embler, Hernandez, & 

Caron, 2005). 

In 1991, the Bush administration proposed America 2000, which added an 

accountability factor to school systems (Gregg & Rozell, 2004). America 2000 

encouraged the creation of curriculum standards and standardized tests. Next, the Clinton 
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administration introduced Goals 2000. This was a way of allowing individual states to 

develop standards on their own and create testing measures. While holding fast to the 

goals of Title I, these initiatives have led to the current mandates housed within NCLB 

(2001). 

Today, Title I continues to provide funding and resources for disadvantaged 

students and is one of the nation's highest funded educational programs (Bland-

Washington, 2009). The funding can be used two different ways. A school may opt to 

apply funding and resources only to those students who are classified as disadvantaged, 

qualifying for free or reduced lunch, and are at risk of failing. This is called targeted 

assistance. School-wide assistance is an option used by schools as well, when the funding 

and resources are shared throughout the school (GADOE, 2010). 

Research states that Title I funding alone, does not transform struggling schools, 

nor does it single-handedly close the achievement gap (Johannesen-Brock & Groth, 2003; 

Armor, 2006). Steadily increasing numbers of students are being aided by programs such 

as Title I due to what Armor (2006) referred to as "family risk factors" like poverty and 

lack of support. Regardless of personal characteristics or social background, provisions 

must be made so that school success is assured (Riehl, 2008). 

A four- year study conducted using Highly Impacted Schools (HIS) chronicled 

school principals while they worked to transform the organizational and cultural structure 

of their buildings. In the findings, it was noted that four full years were spent working at 

changing the paradigm of the school. Only in the final two years, were the leaders able to 

concentrate on school-wide student learning, finding that "time for change" was very 
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necessary (Johannesen-Brock & Groth, 2003). Highly Impacted Schools are 

characterized by a high percentage of students eligible for free or reduced lunch, ethnic 

minorities, English Language Learners, single parent households, and student mobility 

rate (Johannesen-Brock & Groth, 2003). 

The recent American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 backs a $4 billion 

grant entitled, "The Race to the Top" for which states may apply and can be awarded up 

to $400 million to use in their efforts to improve schools (GADOE, 2010). The provisions 

enlisted in this grant are stringent, and acceptance of these funds may add additional 

accountability pressure to leaders working in rural schools with disadvantaged students. 

Successful Schools 

Although the literature has repeatedly unveiled the problem with poor performing 

schools of disadvantaged students, there are some schools that manage to beat the odds 

(Day, 2005). As part of the International Successful School Principal Project (ISSPP), Day 

(2005) reported the findings in a study of head teachers (principals) in the U.K. who have 

sustained success in challenging schools. The schools enrolled many students who 

qualified for free or reduced lunch with low socio-economic status percentages up to 62%. 

Results revealed that administrators managed to make their schools successful because 

they refused to give in to the pressures of education reform. Also, these principals in high-

poverty schools made it a point to make connections between school and the community, 

building both trust and an understanding of the culture (Day, 2005). 

In another study, Silins and Mulford (2003) discussed three factors pertaining to 

school success. The first factor dealt with treating faculty with respect, involving faculty 



39 

in decision-making, and offering empowerment and support. The next factor outlined the 

importance of appreciating cultural diversity. Last, Silins and Mulford (2003) reported on 

the effectiveness of a professional development program. Gurr, Drysdale, and Mulford 

(2006) found leaders in successful schools had commonalities. Among the commonalities 

were honesty, good communication skills, commitment, adherence to social justice, and 

belief that all children can be successful. Ushomirsky and Hall (2010) wrote about "stuck 

schools" based on a study conducted in Maryland and Indiana. Ushomirsky and Hall 

(2010) investigated the reasons some low-performing schools progress toward success, 

others move backward, and some remain stuck in the same status of low-performing. The 

findings included a recommendation geared toward school principals in poor-performing 

schools and their need to prioritize better. The allocation of resources was an issue 

(Ushomirsky & Hall, 2010). 

Historical Perspective of Rural Education 

Minnesota County Superintendent, Julius Arp (1918), as quoted in Steffes (2008), 

said, "The greatest educational problem now facing the American people is the Rural 

School Problem" (p. 182). Arp (1918) continued to argue that there were big disparities 

between rural and urban education and that the "country child" was certainly being 

ignored. In her account of rural education from a historical point of view, Steffes (2008) 

expressed that even though more than 500,000 children went to schools in rural areas 

between 1900 and 1930, the focus on education reform in those areas paled in 

comparison to the attention paid to urban schools. Once characterized by the "one-room 

schoolhouse," rural schools began with the same struggles they experience today. 
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Districts in rural areas have minimal accessibility to funding, low attendance and many 

teachers who are not highly-qualified (Johnson & Strange, 2009; Steffes, 2008). Even in 

a historical context, when initiatives pertaining to school improvement, whether based on 

curriculum, inequalities, or social class, often rural school systems were subjected to 

regulations that were designed for their urban counterparts (Steffes, 2008). 

Rural Schools 

Rural communities are defined in a number of ways. The Government 

Accountability Office ([GAO], 2004) defined rural districts as areas that are 55 miles or 

further away from a metropolitan area. Smaller rural districts are characterized with the 

same distance from a metropolitan area with schools systems housing 300 students or less 

(GAO, 2004). Schools used in this study, recipients of RLIS funding, have at least 20% 

of its students living below the poverty line. The schools also must be housed in areas 

with a population of no more than 25,000 (GADOE, 2010). In a commentary from the 

Education Strategy Group, Arnold (2005) stated that rural youth constitute a large 

minority of U.S. school children, yet the concerns in rural communities are overlooked by 

the U. S. Department of Education (USDOE). Like Steffes (2008), Arnold (2005) 

suggested that many politicians make the mistake of "thinking of rural communities as 

small towns and as a result, rural schools are forced to implement policy initiatives that 

were developed with urban and suburban schools in mind" (p. 2). 

Rural school districts face exceptional hardships when striving to meet system, 

state, and national goals (Farmer, et al., 2006; Nagle et al., 2006). In light of these 

hardships, Congress looked at the parameters of NCLB and considered the difficulties 
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rural school districts face as they try to be competitive and competent in areas including, 

but not limited to student achievement (GAO, 2004). The agency conducted a study to 

identify the issues within rural districts. Among many items identified, rural district 

administrators reported that teacher recruitment was a challenge since the schools were 

located in remote areas. Salaries were not competitive enough to attract and retain highly 

qualified teachers (Rural School and Community Trust, 2008). Teachers in rural schools 

make much less than their counterparts in larger school systems. 

Teachers are paid on a scale according to years of experience and educational 

degrees. Since rural districts are typically located far from college campuses that offer 

advanced degree programs, access to teachers is limited (GAO, 2004; Rural School and 

Community Trust, 2008). When attempting to get teachers trained and qualified to teach 

"in field", limited faculty made it hard for administrators to send teachers out of the 

building to get training (GAO, 2004). 

The government has long since put funding into these rural areas with programs 

such as the Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) and the Rural and Low-

Income School Program (RLIS); however, officials in rural school districts say they need 

more help (GAO, 2004). According to the USDOE (2004), Rural and Low-Income 

School funds are made available to schools in order to assist with recruiting and retaining 

teachers, with the inclusion of signing bonuses. Professional development is another area 

for which funds are provided. Technology, parent involvement, English proficiency 

programs, and school safety are the other entities considered when RLIS funds are 

granted. 
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Nagle et al. (2006), in a five -year study, questioned how faculties in rural schools 

were measuring up to the standards of school reform. The researchers reflected on the 

challenges highlighted in the GAO (2004) report and found that successful schools 

housed in rural districts shared commonalities among themselves as well as with 

successful, non-rural schools. First, the faculty and leadership held high expectations for 

the students. Second, the schools managed to create a link among the school, home, and 

community. Third, teachers and principals put additional resources into place for at risk 

students (Nagle et al., 2006). According to Rude, Paolucci-Whitcomb, and Comerford 

(2005) in an article on the ethical challenges involved in working in a diverse, rural 

population, leadership practices in rural schools must revolve around transformational 

theories of leadership. In the past, rural areas were homogenously populated by mostly 

whites. Now these communities are becoming more diverse as a growing number of 

immigrants, refugees, and people of color make their homes in the county (Rude et al., 

2005). Implementing a transformational style of leadership in a rural setting may 

encourage an acceptance of diversity in small, isolated areas (Rude et al., 2005). 

Farmer (2007) who writes extensively on the issues in rural education, presented 

at the National Rural Education Association Research Symposium where he outlined 

common concerns. The information included items such as the needs of at-risk students, 

geographic isolation, and limited resources. Farmer (2007) spoke about the need for 

further research related to teachers and administrators in rural education. 



43 

Summary 

The literature review section began with an overview of leadership theory. It 

outlined the variety of beliefs about effective leadership. Starting with theories such as 

the Great Man Theory Carlyle (1841), which promoted the idea that leaders were 

destined to be great due to heredity. Modern-day researchers ultimately reported that 

specific traits, including those that are inherited, were not linked to effective leadership 

(Leithwood et al., 2008). Other leadership theories were defined in Chapter 2, such as 

Path-Goal, Contingency, Transformational, and Transactional, the literature supported the 

notion that no single theory has proven to be the most effective. Literature also supported 

the need to continue research in an effort to investigate whether or not a prevailing 

leadership style persists in successful schools. Studies on educational leadership were 

discussed in Chapter 2. 

School culture, as a mediating factor, was defined as a phenomenon necessary to 

improve schools. School culture research states that school leaders have a direct impact 

on a school's culture, and a positive culture has an impact on school achievement (Deal 

& Peterson, 1999; Engels et al., 2008; Leithwood et al., 2008; MacNeil et al., 2009). 

Next, literature on Title I, high-poverty/high-performing schools, and rural schools were 

examined as means to support the study. Successful schools were discussed in the chapter 

supported by studies completed by Day (2005), Walker and Dimmock (2005), and 

Ushomirsky and Hall (2010). Last, historical and modern-day perspectives on rural 

schools were presented in Chapter 2. 
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Chapter 3 restates the background, the problem, and the purpose of the research. 

The research questions and description of the research design along with information 

about the population and sample are presented in the chapter. Finally, an extensive 

description of the instrumentation and data collection methods is included. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Title I schools are furnished with additional funding and resources, yet they 

underperform when compared to non-Title I schools (Cole-Henderson, 2000; McGee, 

2004, Joharrnesen-Brock & Groth, 2003; Machtinger, 2007; Bland-Washington, 2009). 

Only about 75% of Georgia's Title I schools made AYP for the 2009-2010 school year 

which is an 11 % decline from the previous year. In general, schools that seek to educate 

poor students continue to fall behind (Cole-Henderson, 2000; Johannesen-Brock & 

Groth, 2003; McGee, 2004; Van de Grift & Houtveen, 2006). Research reports that 

leadership and school culture are two factors that affect success in schools (Deal & 

Peterson, 1999; Leithwood , Harris, & Hopkins 2008); however, others have claimed that 

school reform initiatives and consequences for failure put pressure on all schools to 

perform which makes it especially difficult for schools serving low-income students 

(Prince, Pepper, & Brocato, 2006; Bland-Washington, 2009). 

Title I schools in rural districts are at an even bigger disadvantage because of such 

factors as accessibility to resources and difficulty acquiring and retaining highly qualified 

teachers (Eppley, 2009; Government Accounting Office, 2004; Masumoto & Brown-

Welty, 2009; McLaughlin, Embler, Hernandez, & Caron, 2005; Nagle, Hernandez, 

Embler, McLaughlin, & Doh, 2006). These challenges and others associated with 

schooling in remote areas, have been attributed to the difficulties rural Title I schools face 

when attempting to make and sustain Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP). 

45 
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Georgia ranks number three in the nation with the highest rural student population 

(Johnson & Strange, 2009). Student poverty, defining the eligibility for Title I and Rural 

and Low Income Schools (RLIS) funding, is also rated high in the state. The graduation 

rate in rural high schools with funding eligibilities related to poverty is the third lowest in 

the nation, with a rate of 41% (Johnson & Strange, 2009). 

Literature supports the importance of strong leadership and positive school culture 

as factors attributed to success in schools in urban areas, but literature on the 

effectiveness of leadership of any kind in rural schools is relatively unavailable (Farmer, 

Leung, Banks, Schaefer, Andrews, and Murray, 2006; GAO, 2004; Nagle et al., 2006). 

Accordingly, the purpose of this study was to investigate the leadership style and culture 

in successful Title I schools in rural districts. 

Research Questions 

This study examined the principal leadership style and school culture in 

successful, rural Title I schools. The National Title I Association (2010) awards schools 

with sustained AYP attainment for two consecutive years; therefore, the researcher 

examined leadership and school culture in rural schools that meet those criteria. The 

following questions will be used to guide the research. 

1. What is the leadership style of principals at successful Title I schools in rural 

districts? 

2. What is the overall school culture of successful Title I schools in rural districts? 
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3. Are there statistically significant differences among principals' perception of 

leadership style in successful Title I elementary, middle, and high schools in 

rural districts? 

Ho- There will be no statistically significant differences among principals' 

perception of leadership style in successful Title I elementary, middle, and 

high schools in rural districts as measured by the MLQ Form 5X-Short. 

4. Are there statistically significant differences among principals' perception of 

school culture in successful Title I elementary, middle, and high schools in 

rural districts? 

Ho- There will be no statistically significant differences among principals' 

perception of school culture in successful Title I elementary, middle, and 

high schools as measured by the ODQ. 

5. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school leader's 

style between teachers and principals in successful Title I elementary schools 

in rural districts? 

Ho- There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of school 

leader's style, as measured by the MLQ 5X, between teachers and principals in 

successful Title I elementary schools in rural districts. 

6. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school leader's 

style between teachers and principals in successful Title I middle schools in 

rural districts? 
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Ho- There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of school 

leader's style, as measured by the MLQ 5X, between teachers and principals 

in successful Title I middle schools in rural districts. 

7. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school leader's 

style between teachers and principals in successful Title I high schools in rural 

districts? 

Ho- There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of school 

leader's style, as measured by the MLQ 5X, between teachers and principals 

in successful Title I high schools in rural districts. 

8. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school culture 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I elementary schools in 

rural districts? 

Ho- There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of school 

culture, as measured by the ODQ, between teachers and principals in 

successful Title I elementary schools in rural districts. 

9. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school culture 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I middle schools in rural 

districts? 

Ho- There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of school 

culture, as measured by the ODQ, between teachers and principals in 

successful Title I middle schools in rural district. 
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10. Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school culture 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I high schools in rural 

districts? 

Ho- There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of school 

culture, as measured by the ODQ, between teachers and principals in 

successful Title I high schools in rural districts. 

Research Design 

The researcher sought to obtain a quantitative description of how principals and 

teachers perceive the leadership style and culture in their successful rural Title I schools. 

Leadership style data were collected using a survey instrument called the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ Form 5X-Short) (Bass & Avolio, 2004). The MLQ 

utilizes a five-point Likert scale and has 36 items. Scores from the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire, according to Bass & Avolio (2004), help explain the multiple effects that 

varying leadership styles can have on subordinates. 

School culture data were collected using the Organizational Description 

Questionnaire (ODQ) (Bass & Avolio, 1992). The ODQ helps with understanding the 

importance of culture in an organization and to connect culture to transformational and 

transactional leadership theories (Bass & Avolio, 2004). This survey instrument has 28 

true-false questions. Fourteen of the questions measure transactional culture attributes. 

The remaining fourteen questions measure transformational attributes. 

According to Creswell (2003), a survey design gives the researcher a numeric 

account of attitudes or opinions of a population. Based on the results, the researcher may 
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generalize about the population (Creswell, 2003). In an effort to minimize the number of 

surveys and with permission from the publisher, Mind Garden, Inc., the researcher 

combined the two instruments. 

The design of this study was quantitative in nature with the use of inferential 

statistics. Specifically, tables of frequency were obtained to compare the percentages of 

teachers and principals who perceived leadership style and culture in a particular way 

within their successful schools. The researcher also utilized independent-samples Mests 

to explore differences among principals in relation to style of leadership and school 

culture. Principals and teachers working in successful rural Title I elementary schools, 

middle, schools, and high schools in Georgia responded to questions regarding leadership 

style and school culture using the MLQ 5X and the ODQ. Scores for each participant 

were calculated and were subsequently keyed into Statistical Packages for Social 

Sciences (SPSS). Data were coded so the researcher could identify the participant groups 

and make the comparisons. Independent-samples /-tests were utilized to test the null 

hypotheses. The alpha was set at the 0.05 level in order obtain differences between the 

variables (Warner, 2008). The purpose of the study supported the researcher's rationale 

for selecting this study design. 

Population 

As part of the reauthorized Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 

Title VI, Part B, Section 6201 offers funding opportunities to rural school systems that do 

not have sufficient resources and personnel to compete with larger school districts for 

sizable Federal grants. In order to take advantage of the funding opportunity, these rural 
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school districts must be too small for formulaic allocations of grant monies to have an 

effect on their efforts (GADOE, 2007). Developed to assist rural, low-income schools, 

the Rural and Low Income Schools Program (CFDA no. 84.358B) exists as a subsection 

of Rural Education Achievement Program (REAP) (USDOE, 2004). For the purpose of 

this study, the researcher used schools in Georgia that qualify for RLIS funding. 

The National Title I Association (2010) acknowledges schools sustaining AYP for 

two consecutive years as distinguished; therefore, the researcher used filters to highlight 

Title 1 schools in the qualifying rural districts that have made AYP for two consecutive 

years. Title I schools have the choice of making their resources available school-wide or 

restricting them to those students who qualify for free or reduced lunch (GADOE, 2010). 

Because most schools in the nation choose to engage the entire school population in the 

Title I program, the researcher only selected schools that make Title I resources available 

to all students (USDOE, 2010). This selection was also due to the fact that testing data, 

from the entire school population, count toward AYP. Therefore, it is reasonable to 

survey schools that make resources available to the entire student body. 

Participants 

The participant pool for this study, from elementary, middle, and high schools, 

was composed of principals and teachers in rural, Title 1 schools that have met AYP goals 

for two consecutive years. In Georgia, 89 school districts qualified for the Rural and 

Low-Income Schools Program. Of those 89 school systems, only seventy-six had at least 

one distinguished Title I school that met the study's criteria. The twelve systems 

excluded from the study did not meet the criteria outlined for this study. 
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Seventy-six letters were sent to district superintendents, requesting permission to 

survey teachers and principals in successful Title I schools. Twenty-five system 

superintendents granted written permission, making seventy-one schools available for the 

research, excluding primary schools. The researcher randomly selected 27 elementary 

schools which constituted 50% of the available elementary schools. Due to the low 

number of available middle schools, the researcher selected all 14 available middle 

schools for the study. There were only two high schools available within the counties that 

agreed to participate; therefore, the researcher selected them both. The researcher located 

each teacher's and principal's e-mail address using the school websites. The addresses 

were recorded and placed on a spreadsheet. The researcher then used random sampling to 

select teachers for the study by choosing every third teacher on the list. To maximize the 

number of available school leaders, all qualifying principals were selected to participate. 

Instrumentation 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

Licensure was purchased through Mind Garden, Inc., for the use of the MLQ 5X 

(Bass & Avolio, 2004). The instrument was administered to principals and teachers 

working in successful rural Title I schools. "The instrument has 45 Likert style items that 

identify and measure key leadership and effectiveness behaviors shown in prior research 

to be strongly linked with both individual and organizational success" (Bass & Avolio, 

2004, p.l 1). The MLQ has been widely used in both lab and field research to study 

transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire styles (Bass & Avolio, 2004). The MLQ 

measures leadership behaviors ranging from leaders who intrinsically motivate others to 
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leaders who engage in exchanges of work and rewards to leaders who take on a "hands 

off' approach to leadership (Scope, 2006). The MLQ remains the most widely 

administered instrument used to measure transformational leadership (Kirkbride, 2006; 

Northouse, 2010). 

According to Whitelaw (2001), when considering the validity and reliability of an 

instrument, the basic question is, "Has the instrument been scientifically developed and 

executed" (p. 1). The MLQ was both developed and validated by Bass and Avolio. In 

2000, construct validity of the instrument was formulated through a variety of 

Confirmatory Factor Analyses (CFAs) using several studies. CFAs are frequently used to 

test measurement instruments. They are used to test whether the items truly obtain what 

the researcher wishes to measure (Bass & Avolio, 2004). "A set of samples was used to 

conduct an initial and cross-validation examination of the MLQ 5X Survey" (Bass & 

Avolio, 2004, p.44). Critiques, reported by Bass and Avolio, 2004, noted that the 

instrument was being administered in a variety of ways. For example, users were 

modifying and excluding survey items. Additionally, it was noted that instrument items 

correlated too closely to be valid. For example, there were similar characteristics between 

scales, making a valid distinction difficult. Following these criticisms about uncertainties 

regarding the administration of the MLQ and correlations between scales, Bass and 

Avolio (2004) launched a new test of its validity. In 2004, the researchers reported new 

validity data based on a combination of the 14 samples used in the studies of 2000 and 

the more recent, more homogenous sample collected only by Mind Garden, Inc. This 

time, the original six-factor leadership model (Bass, 1985) was used, making the items 
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more distinguishable. In the findings, it was reported that the MLQ is still a valid 

instrument. Reliability data for the instrument provided evidence that the instrument 

reliably measured the factors associated with leadership (Bass & Avolio, 2004). 

According to Bass & Avolio (1990) other leadership instruments have not fully 

engaged the idea that leadership behaviors range from motivational to uninvolved. The 

researchers proposed a model called "full range" to add to the variety of styles commonly 

noted in the field of education. The model was named 'full range' in order to encourage 

educational leaders to consider a much broader range of leadership styles rather than rely 

on isolated styles of leadership (Bass & Avolio, 2004). Descriptive statistical information 

from nine studies containing N=2,154 is shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

*MLQ 5X Scales, Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliabilities 

Scale 
Mean, Standard Deviation, 
and Reliability 

Transformational 

Idealized Influence (Attributes) 

Idealized Influence (Behavior) 

Inspirational Motivation 

Intellectual Stimulation 

Individualized Consideration 

Transactional 

Contingent Reward 

Management-by-Exception (Active) 

Management-by-Exception (Passive) 

M SD R 

2.56 

2.64 

2.64 

2.51 

2.66 

2.20 

1.75 

1.11 

.84 

.86 

.87 

.86 

.93 

.89 

.74 

.82 

.86 

.87 

.91 

.90 

.90 

.87 

.83 

.82 

Laissez-faire Leadership 89 .74 .83 

* The MLQ is reliable (Bass & Avolio, 2004). 

Organizational Description Questionnaire 

Licensure was purchased from Mind Garden, Inc., for the use of the 

Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ) (Bass & Avolio, 1992). The instrument 

was used in this study to measure school culture. The ODQ, with 28 true/false questions, 

measures the cultural nature of an organization by examining the leadership style (Scope, 
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2006). The first objective of the instrument is to emphasize the importance of a positive 

culture and to link it to transformational and transactional styles of leadership (Bass & 

Avolio, 1992). Another objective of the ODQ is to identify the areas of culture that need 

attention. Lastly, the ODQ is used to broaden the understanding of organizational culture 

(Bass & Avolio, 1992). Parry & Proctor-Thomson (2001) tested the validity and 

reliability of the Organizational Description Questionnaire. 

The instrument does not outline the actions of the leader. Instead, the ODQ 

describes the culture of an organization (Bass & Avolio, 1992). The instrument plots the 

culture of an organization on a nine-point scale, thus identifying the culture in such ways 

as Evolving, Bureaucratic, Highly Developed, or Garbage Can (Bass & Avolio, 2009) 

(see Appendix I). The most positive cultures, in the transformational range, are 

Predominantly Four I's and Moderately Four I's. These areas are characterized by 

constant communication regarding vision and goals for the organization. High Contrast, 

next on the grid, also includes transformational culture characteristics fused with some 

transactional leadership components (Bass & Avolio, 2009). Next, on the nine-point scale 

are Moderately Bureaucratic, Coasting, and Loosely Guided. These components of the 

ODQ (Bass & Avolio, 2009) scoring grid are very transactional. Workers are rarely 

interested in the group's focus, maintain the current status (no growth), and are highly 

unstructured (Bass & Avolio, 2009). The non-leadership sections of the ODQ grid are 

represented by Pedestrian and Garbage Can. A Pedestrian culture is one in which very 

little work gets completed and workers avoid taking risks for fear of consequences 

associated with mistakes. Garbage Can is associated closely with the laissez-faire style of 
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leadership. This type of culture lacks the ability to reach a consensus about the work in 

the organization and consists of an "every man for himself environment (Bass & Avolio, 

2009). 

Data Collection 

In small rural districts the superintendent is the contact for study approval. The 

researcher sent a letter, a total of 76, (see Appendix C) to every superintendent who had 

at least one qualifying Title I school in the system. Approval letters from supportive 

superintendents were mailed to the researcher. Once the Institutional Review Board 

granted the researcher permission to conduct the actual study (see Appendix B), letters 

were sent electronically to principals of qualifying schools (see Appendix D). 

Specifically, due to the low number of qualifying high school and middle schools, all 

high schools and middle schools in approved districts were asked to participate. 

Elementary schools were randomly selected. 

Using Zoomerang, an online survey system, the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire combined with the Organizational Description Questionnaire was sent to 

collect leadership behavior and school culture data from both teachers (rater form) and 

administrators (leader form). With permission granted by Mind Garden, Inc., the 

researcher combined the instruments to eliminate the need for participants to complete 

two surveys. Surveys were sent electronically to randomly selected teachers and all 

administrators in qualifying schools. The survey was made available to participants for 

three weeks, and a total of three reminders were sent. The last reminder stated that the 

survey would be closing soon which prompted more responses. The way in which a 
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researcher contact, addresses, and reminds participants may result in a higher response 

rate (Sheehan, 2001). 

Institutional Review Board Approval 

To acquire site approval from school districts, a letter (see Appendix C) was sent 

to the superintendent of the each qualifying school district, requesting permission to 

survey teachers and administrators. A self-addressed, stamped envelope accompanied the 

letter, and written confirmation was mailed back to the researcher. 

The researcher submitted an application to Mercer University's Institutional 

Review Board for approval (see Appendix B). The researcher also included the title as 

well as detailed information about the purpose of the study and a description of the 

participants, specifying who would be included in and excluded from the study. A brief 

description of the methodology, procedures, and design of the study were also part of the 

IRB application. A copy of the letters used to obtain permission from the district 

superintendents were attached to the application. Additionally, the researcher attached 

approval letters from each superintendent. The application required a copy of the letter 

granting permission by Mind Garden, Inc., to use the research instruments, along with a 

sample of each instrument. Copies were attached. Last, included in the application to the 

Institutional Review Board were a protocol narrative and an informed consent document 

(see Appendix B) for online surveys. 

Response Rate 

In 1986, when the results of the first online survey were made public, scholars 

believed that the utilization of online surveys would become the most effective way to 
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draw responses (Sheehan, 2001). Because a large number of households have Internet 

service, the use of online survey distribution methods proved to be the most likely way to 

get better response rates (Couper, 2000; Paolo, Bonaminio, Gibson, Patridge, & Kallail, 

2000). Since the onset of the use of this method, response rates have dwindled. The 

results of a study in Sheehan (2001) reported that the average response rate was about 

60% in 1986. To date the average response rate for online surveying is about 30% 

(Instructional Assessment Resources, 2010). In an effort to remain consistent with the 

current average rate of return for online research, the researcher wanted a 30% response 

rate from district superintendents and a 30% response rate from teachers and principals of 

qualifying schools. 

Data Analysis 

After survey data were collected from the online program, the researcher scored 

the instruments, obtaining scores for each of the 91 respondents. The researcher could 

choose to download survey responses in two ways, numerically or in text. The text 

version of the responses gave the researcher each question along with the Likert scale 

selections. The numerical download provided an immediate opportunity to begin 

calculating the scores (raw data) while viewing the questions. For the MLQ 5X (Bass & 

Avolio, 2004), each scale was represented by four questions (see Table 2). The researcher 

located the numerical response for each item number and divided the total by the number 

of scales. This process was repeated for every participant on each scale on the instrument. 

The ODQ (Bass & Avolio, 1992) contains 28 true-false questions. All odd 

numbered questions measured transactional leader behavior, and all even numbered 
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questions measured transformational leader behavior. The instrument was scored by 

adding the true responses for all odd items and subtracting the false responses. This gave 

the transactional culture score. In contrast, adding the true responses for the even items 

and subtracting the false responses, for the even numbered items, provided the 

transformational culture score. The researcher calculated the culture scores for all 

participants. ODQ scores were plotted on a grid, pinpointing the perceived culture of the 

school (see Appendix 1). 

All scores from the MLQ 5X (Bass & Avolio, 2004) and the ODQ (Bass & 

Avolio, 1992) were input into a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet then exported to the 

Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for analysis. Statistical analyses were 

run to determine statistical values pertaining to leadership style and culture in successful 

Title I schools in rural areas of Georgia. Frequencies were calculated to determine the 

percentages of participants who perceived leadership styles and school culture as 

transformational, transactional, or laissez-faire. Analyses such as Independent Samples t-

test were run to find differences in perception among principals across school levels and 

between principals and teachers with regard to leader style and culture. 



61 

Table 2 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Scales and Item Numbers 

Scale Questionnaire Item Numbers 

Transformational 

Idealized Influence (Attributed) 10,18,21,25 
Idealized Influence (Behavior) 6, 14, 23, 34 
Inspirational Motivation 9, 13, 26, 36 
Intellectual Stimulation 2, 8, 30, 32 
Individualized Consideration 15, 19, 29, 31 

Transactional 

Contingent Reward 1, 11, 16, 35 
Management-by-Exception (Active) 4, 22, 24, 27 
Management-by-Exception (Passive) 3, 12, 17,20 
Laissez-faire Leadership 5, 7, 28, 33 

Results 

Tables and brief narratives from the data analyses, illustrating the statistical 

findings are presented in Chapter 4. Comparisons of means from teachers and principals 

will be presented along with additional comparisons between school levels (elementary, 

middle, and high schools). 

Summary 

Chapter 3 began with a brief review of literature regarding the tendency of Title I 

schools to outperform non-Title I schools and the challenges rural Title I schools face 

with regard to meeting AYP. Next, the chapter provided the research questions and 

hypotheses used to guide the study. Specifically, the questions focused on the perceptions 
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of leadership style and school culture among principals and teachers of elementary, 

middle, and high schools. 

The research design was provided in Chapter 3, outlining the use of the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5X (Bass & Avolio, 2004) and the Organizational 

Description Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 1992) to survey participants. The participants 

were limited to teachers and principals who work in successful Title I schools in rural 

districts in Georgia. Participants were further limited to schools housed in districts 

qualifying for Rural and Low-Income School (RLIS) funding, a subsection of the Rural 

Education Achievement Program (REAP). The schools also had to adhere to the school-

wide application of Title I funds. 

An application was submitted to IRB, and 76 query letters total were mailed to 

rural systems with successful Title I schools. Approval to conduct research was obtained 

from the Institutional Review Board as well as individual district superintendents. 

Principals and teachers were selected using random sampling then contacted 

electronically regarding participation in the study. The researcher obtained licensure from 

Mind Garden, Inc. for the use of the instruments. Permission to merge the MLQ 5X (Bass 

& Avolio, 2004) and the ODQ (Bass & Avolio, 1992) for convenience purposes was 

granted. The researcher used Zoomerang to distribute surveys online to teachers and 

principals working in school districts that qualified for the study. Numerical data from 

participants were collected, scored, and exported to SPSS for analysis. 

Chapter 4 provides the results from the overall study along with a thorough 

description of the analyses as they relate to each research question. The chapter contains 
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tables and brief narratives about the findings. The results are presented in the following 

order: research question, null hypothesis, brief narrative, and table. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the leadership style and culture in 

successful, rural Title I schools. Elementary, middle, and high schools with sustained 

AYP attainment in rural districts receiving RLIS funds were included in the study. The 

researcher used the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) (Bass & Avolio, 2004) 

and the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ) (Bass & Avolio, 1992) to 

collect data from teachers and principals. Alpha (a) = .05 was set as the significance 

level. 

Respondents 

Seventy-six system superintendents were contacted by mail, requesting 

permission to survey teachers and principals in the school district. Twenty-five (33%) 

district superintendents granted permission for the researcher to survey principals and 

teachers in successful, rural Title I schools. Within the approved districts, 71 schools 

were eligible for selection. Twenty-seven (50%) elementary schools were randomly 

selected. Due to the low number of qualifying middle and high schools, the researcher 

selected all available schools in those categories. There were 14 middle schools and 2 

high schools. The total number of schools selected to participate in the study was 43 

(61%). 
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The researcher hoped to obtain approval from 30% of the system superintendents as well 

as 30% participation from teachers and leaders of qualifying schools because the 

average response rate for online surveys is 30%> (Instructional Assessment Resources, 

2010; Sheehan, 2001). 

Forty school leaders were surveyed: 24 elementary school principals, 14 middle 

school principals, and two high school principals. Forty percent of the principals 

responded overall: nine elementary principals (38%), six middle school principals (43%), 

and one high school principal (50%). Although the response rate for the high school 

principal represented 50%o, it should be noted that only one high school principal 

responded to the survey, making the use of high school principal data questionable. The 

researcher attempted to gain additional participation from high schools by sending 

additional letters to district superintendents who had not responded to the original query, 

but no additional participants were obtained. 

Two hundred ten teachers were surveyed, with an approximate average of five to 

seven teachers per school. Thirty-six percent of the teachers responded overall: 40 

elementary teachers (43%), 28 middle school teachers (30%>), and seven high school 

teachers (29%). Overall, 36% of the 250 surveys sent to both teachers and leaders were 

completed. Each respondent completed the survey instrument in its entirety. 

There were additional reasons for the lack of responses. First, although several 

attempts were made to circumvent technical difficulties, nine emailed surveys 

experienced what Zoomerang refers to as a "hard bounce". This means that the surveys 

did not reach the intended recipients. Calls were made to technical assistants regarding 



66 

Spam filters and other technical issues, but none were resolved. Seven teachers "opted-

out" of the survey. Additionally, in an attempt to wait for the CRCT testing window to 

close, the surveys were sent to schools approximately one month before the end of the 

academic year. Lack of participation may have been due to year end preparations and 

celebrations, such as graduations and other ceremonies. 

Findings 

Research Question 1 

What is the leadership style of principals at successful Title I schools in rural 

districts? 

When the mean scores were compared from the MLQ for teachers and leaders 

from elementary, middle, and high school, the overall perception of leadership style in 

successful Title I schools in rural areas was Transformational. The specific subscale that 

had the highest overall average was Inspirational Motivation. 

Research Question 2 

What is the overall school culture of successful Title I schools in rural districts? 

Frequencies were compared to determine which culture style was chosen most 

overall. The total number of respondents chose Moderately Four I's. The Four I's of 

transformation leadership are listed as Idealized Influence (Attributed and Behavior), 

Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, and Individualized Consideration. A 

school culture that is characterized moderately by the Four I's is one that has clear 

progress goals in place for the school; however, personnel are not highly focused on 

formal procedures. There is a trust factor associated with a Moderately Four I's culture 
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which gives the faculty and leadership credit for internal motivation (Bass & Avolio, 

1992). Table 3 is a display of the respondent 's perceptions of school culture. 

Table 3 

Perception of Overall School Culture of Teachers and Principals 

Categories Frequency Percent 

Predominantly Four I 's 

Moderately Four I 's 

High Contrast 

Moderately 
Bureaucratic or Internally 
Competitive 

Coasting 

Loosely Guided 

Pedestrian 

Garbage Can 

Totals 

9 

58 

9 

3 

1 

3 

0 

91 

9.9 

63.7 

9.9 

3.3 

1.1 

3.3 

0.0 

100% 

Research Question 3 

Are there statistically significant differences among principals' perception of 

leadership style in successful Title I elementary, middle, and high schools in rural 

districts? 
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Null Hypothesis 

There will be no statistically significant differences among principals' perception 

of leadership style in successful Title I elementary, middle, and high schools in rural 

districts as measured by the MLQ Form 5X-Short. 

Because only one high school principal participated in the survey, the researcher 

excluded the high school participant from the statistical analysis. As a result, an 

independent-samples /-test was conducted to test this null hypothesis regarding the 

average perception of leadership style for only elementary and middle school principals. 

The researcher compared the leadership styles, Transformational, Transactional, and 

Laissez-Faire, separately, in an effort to pinpoint a possible difference. First a comparison 

was made based on the Transformational scales (see Table 4). The average mean for 

elementary school principals was 3.40, and the average mean for middle school principals 

was 3.46. The results of the Levene's test of variances, with ap value of .19, indicated no 

evidence to suggest a difference in the variances between the two groups. As such, the t ~ 

test was run assuming equal variances and resulted 'map value of .68From this, the 

researcher failed to reject the null that there is no difference between the two groups. 
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Table 4 

Mean Comparison of Transformational Scores for Elementary and Middle School 
Principals-MLQ 

Mest for Equality of Means 

/ p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

"743 6̂8 3 5 ~3A 

Next, a comparison was made based on Transactional scales. The Levene's Test 

was run with a resultant^ value of .62 which indicated no evidence to suggest the 

inequality of variances between the two groups. The mean average for elementary school 

principals was 1.85, and the mean average for middle school principals was 2.38. The t 

test was performed with equal variances assumed producing ap value of .03, leading the 

researcher to reject the null hypothesis that there is no statistically significant difference 

between elementary and middle school principals in relation to transactional leadership. 

This reveals that middle school principals perceive their leadership style as more 

transactional than elementary school principals based upon the confidence intervals 

produced along with the t test results (see Table 5). 
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Table 5 

Mean Comparison of Transactional Scores for Elementary and Middle School 
Principals-ML Q 

t-test for Equality of Means 

t p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

-.2.41 m Toi Tos 

Lastly, the researcher performed a similar comparison based on the Laissez-Faire 

scale. Table 6 shows the results of the t- test wherein equal variances were not assumed 

since Levene's test resulted in ap value of .03 which is sufficient evidence to reject that 

the two groups have equal variances. From the /-test, since the/? value was .40, the 

researcher failed to reject the null hypothesis as no statistically significant difference was 

found between elementary and middle school principals on the Laissez-Faire style of 

leadership. 

Table 6 

Mean Comparison of Laissez-Faire Scores for Elementary and Middle School Principals-
MLQ 

Mest for Equality of Means 

t p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

-.89 4̂0 771 732 
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Research Question 4 

Are there statistically significant differences among principals' perception of 

school culture in successful Title I elementary, middle, and high schools in rural districts? 

Null Hypothesis 

There will be no statistically significant differences among principals' perception 

of school culture in successful Title I elementary, middle, and high schools as measured 

by the ODQ. 

The responses for high school principals was too low to incorporate the data into 

the analysis, therefore an independent-samples /-test was done to compare the means of 

elementary and middle school principals on the perception of school culture as measured 

by the ODQ. The mean average for elementary school principals was 2.0 and a mean 

average for middle school principals was 1.83. The Levene's Test for Equality of 

Variances was applied and resulted in sufficient evidence (p = .01) to reject the 

assumption of equal variances and no statistically significant difference was found 

between elementary and middle school principals as the t test outcome was ap value of 

.23 in relation to school culture. The researcher failed to reject the null. 
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Table 7 

Mean Comparison of Culture Perceptions for Elementary and Middle Schools 
Principals-ODQ 

/-test for Equality of Means 

t p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

1.00 36 726 J50 

Research Question 5 

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school leader's style 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I elementary schools in rural districts? 

Null Hypothesis 

There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of school 

leader's style, as measured by the MLQ 5X, between teachers and principals in 

successful Title I elementary schools in rural districts. 

The MLQ 5X is made up of several scales. The first five scales constitute the 

characteristics of transformational leadership. The second set of scales, in which there are 

three, is used to measure transactional leadership, and the last scale represents a Laissez-

faire leadership style. Each respondent answered a series of questions that corresponded 

with each scale on the instrument to determine a difference exists between the teachers 

and principals of successful Title I elementary schools in rural districts as it pertained to 

leadership style. Three separate independent-samples /-tests were run to examine the 

perceptions of leadership style between elementary teachers and principals. 
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There was a significant difference in variances based on the p value of .01, 

resulting from the Levene's test. Therefore, the researcher ran a /-test without equal 

variances assumed and, with ap value of less than .001, rejected the null hypothesis and 

concluded that a statistically significant difference exists between elementary principals 

and teachers in relation to perceived transformational leadership style. The mean average 

for elementary school principals was 3.40, and the mean average for elementary school 

teachers was 2.53. This finding reveals that elementary principals perceive their 

leadership style as more transformational than the teachers (see Table 8). 

Table 8 

Mean Comparison of Transformational Scores for Elementary School Principals and 
Teachers-MLQ 

/-test for Equality of Means 

t p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

4.99 /? = < .001 S2 L22 

Using the same analysis process, the comparison of Transactional scores revealed 

that there was no statistically significant difference between elementary principals and 

teachers from a / test with equality of variances assumed; Levene's test produced ap 

value of .55, providing no sufficient evidence to assume inequality of the variances. The 

average mean for the principals was 1.85, and the average mean score for the teachers 

was 1.85. The significance level of the / test was ap value of .96, and the researcher 

failed to reject the null (see Table 9). 
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Table 9 

Means Comparison of Transactional Scores for Elementary Principals and Teachers-
MLQ 

?-test for Equality of Means 

t p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

-.06 !% ^35 33 

Last, the comparison of Laissez-Faire scores was completed to examine whether 

or not a statistically significant difference exists between principals and teachers in 

elementary schools. The average mean score for the principals rating themselves was .22, 

and average mean score for the teachers rating the principal was .86. With equal 

variances not assumed, since the Levene's test resulted in ap value of .004, the t test was 

run and produced a significance level ofp < .001; therefore, researcher rejected the null 

and concluded a statistically significant difference between principals and teachers in 

elementary schools (see Table 10). 
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Table 10 

Mean Comparison of Laissez-Faire Scores for Elementary School Principals and 
Teachers-MLQ 

/-test for Equality of Means 

t p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

-3.58 !001 TOO 28 

Research Question 6 

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school leader's style 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I middle schools in rural districts? 

Null Hypothesis 

There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of school 

leader's style, as measured by the MLQ 5X, between teachers and principals in 

successful Title I middle schools in rural districts. 

Three separate independent-samples /-tests were run to examine the perceptions 

of leadership style between middle school teachers and principals. The Levene's Test for 

Equality of Variances was applied prior to the analysis of the means to determine whether 

or not the variances were equal. The mean for principals' scores was 3.46, and the mean 

for teaches' score was 2.78. There was a significant difference in variances, based on ap 

value of .02Therefore, the researcher ran a t-test without assuming equal variances and 

found a statistically significant difference, since the resulting/? value was less than .001, 

between middle school principals and teachers in relation to perceived transformational 
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leadership style. The researcher rejected the null hypothesis. This finding revealed that 

middle school principals perceive their leadership style as more transformational than the 

teachers (see Table 11). 

Table 11 

Mean Comparison of Transformational Scores for Middle School Principals and 
Teachers- MLQ 

/-test for Equality of Means 

t p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

3.88 /? = <.001 32 L04 

Using the same analysis process, the comparison of Transactional scores revealed 

that there was no statistically significant difference between middle principals and 

teachers. Since the Levene's test resulted in &p value of .73, there was insufficient 

evidence against assuming equal variances. The average of principal scores was 2.38, and 

the average of teacher scores was 1.99. Thus, the t test was run assuming equal variances 

and produced a significance level of/? equal to .06, leading the researcher to fail to reject 

the null (see Table 12). 
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Table 12 

Mean Comparison of Transactional Scores for Middle School Principals and Teachers-
MLQ 

?-test for Equality of Means 

t p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

1.95 M ^02 8̂0 

Lastly, the comparison of Laissez-Faire scores showed no statistically significant 

difference between principals and teachers in middle schools. The mean for principals 

was .42, and the mean for teachers was .63. With ap value of .41 for the Levene's test, 

the researcher ran a / test with equal variances assumed, and the significance level was p 

= .47; the researcher rejected the null (see Table 13). 

Table 13 

Mean Comparison of Laissez-Faire Scores for Middle Scholl Principals and Teachers-
MLQ 

/-test for Equality of Means 

/ p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

-.730 4̂7 ^82 39 

Research Question 7 

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school leader's style 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I high schools in rural districts? 
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Findings for research question 7 were not obtained due to the lack of responses by 

high school principals. No analyses were run. 

Research Question 8 

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school culture 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I elementary schools in rural districts? 

Null Hypothesis 

There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of school 

culture, as measured by the ODQ, between teachers and principals in successful Title I 

elementary schools in rural districts. 

In preparing to run the t test, the researcher found through Levene's test that it 

was inappropriate to assume equal variances as thep value was .001 The mean for 

principals was 2.0, and the mean for teachers was 2.7. When the / test was run, without 

assuming equal variances, a statistically significant difference was found between 

principals and teachers as it related to school culture, based upon thep value of .01. The 

researcher rejected the null hypothesis for this question. Table 14 below displays the 

numerical information associated with this hypothesis. 
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Table 14 

Mean Comparison of School Culture Perception for Elementary Principals and 
Teachers-ODQ 

/-test for Equality of Means 

t p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

-2.66 JOI -1.23 -.167 

Research Question 9 

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school culture 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I middle schools in rural districts? 

Null Hypothesis 

There will be no statistically significant difference in perceptions of school 

culture, as measured by the ODQ, between teachers and principals in successful Title I 

middle schools in rural districts. 

The Levene's test produced ap value of .38, providing insufficient evidence to 

reject the assumption of equal variances. From this, the researcher completed a t test 

assuming equal variances, which resulted in ap value of .24. Thus, the researcher failed 

to reject the null that no difference exists in the perceptions of school culture between 

middle school teachers, who had a mean of 2.29, and principals, who had a mean of 1.83. 
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Table 15 

Mean Comparison of School Culture Perception for Middle School Principals and 
Teachers- OD Q 

Mest for Equality of Means 

t p- value 95% Confidence Intervals of Difference 

-1.20 24 A22 32 

Research Question 10 

Is there a statistically significant difference in perceptions of school culture 

between teachers and principals in successful Title I high schools in rural districts? 

Findings for research Question 10 were not obtained due to the lack of responses by high 

school principals. No analyses were run. 

Summary 

This study involved an investigation into the leadership style and school culture in 

successful Title I schools in rural areas. The researcher garnered information from 

successful Title I schools in rural school districts in Georgia that receive RLIS funding. 

Online surveys were administered to 250 participants, principals and teachers in 

elementary, middle and high school. The researchers obtained an overall response rate of 

36.4%. 

The first two questions were descriptive and focused on the overall leadership 

style of leaders in successful Title I schools in rural districts and the overall culture of the 

schools. Based on the survey responses from teachers and principals from all qualifying 
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elementary, middle, and high schools, the overall leadership style is transformational, 

specifically Inspirational Motivation, in successful Title I schools in rural districts in 

Georgia. There are nine sections into which school culture scores from the Organizational 

Description Questionnaire (Bass & Avolio, 1992) can fall. The researcher found that 

63.7% of the total respondents consider the culture of the schools to be "Moderately Four 

I's". This category is transformational. Question 3 asked about a statistically significant 

difference among principals' perception of leadership style. Due to the lack of 

availability and participation of high school principals, the researcher could not include 

high school data in the analysis therefore only elementary and middle school principals 

were used to answer this question. 

Because there are three styles of leadership represented on the MLQ (Bass & 

Avolio, 2004), statistical tests were run to compare elementary and middle school 

principals on each style individually in order to obtain the highest mean of an overall 

leadership style. There was no statistically significant difference between those variables, 

in relation to transformational leadership style, so the researcher failed to reject the null 

hypothesis for that portion of the question. On the scale for transactional leadership and a 

p value of .032 there was a statistically significant difference in the perception of style 

between the two groups of leaders. The researcher rejected the null hypothesis. Laissez-

Faire is the third and last scale on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire. The 

researcher found no statistically significant difference between elementary and middle 

school principals, so the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
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The fourth question pertained to the possible difference among the principals' 

perceptions of school culture in elementary, middle and high schools. The researcher 

failed to reject the null as there was no statistically significant difference relating to 

school culture. However, question, 5 which focused on a statistically significant 

difference in the perception of leaders' style between elementary school principals and 

teachers, there were alternative outcomes. There was a statistically significant difference 

in relation to transformational leadership (p < .001), and the null was rejected. There was 

no significant difference on the transactional scale, but there was a significant difference 

on the laissez-faire scale. 

Question number 6 posed the same question as item 5 with the exception that it 

pertained to middle school principals and teachers. There was a statistically significant 

difference on the transformational leadership scale, and the null was rejected. There was 

no statistically significant difference on the transactional scales. The null hypothesis 

could not be rejected. Last, there was no statistically significant difference between 

middle school principals and teachers on the Laissez-Faire scale. The eighth question 

pertained to school culture. Scores from the ODQ, completed by teachers and principals 

in successful Title I elementary schools in rural districts, were compared. A statistically 

significant difference was found between the two groups. The null was rejected. Next, the 

middle school principals and teachers were compared in question 9, but there was no 

difference. Findings for questions 7 and 9 could not be calculated due to the lack of 

responses by high school principals. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

Leadership style and school culture are two widely researched topics in the field 

of educational leadership (Northouse, 2010). However, most studies concentrate solely 

on the social and academic reform of large urban schools, seeming to ignore the plight of 

schools in rural areas (Nagle, Hernandez, Embler, McLaughlin, & Doh, 2006). Poor 

schools, identified as Title I, are also the subjects of studies in the field of educational 

leadership, yet the emphasis mainly rests on the success of urban schools (Steffes, 2008). 

Georgia has over 500,000 students attending schools in rural districts, giving the 

state the 3 largest rural student population in the nation (Johnson & Strange, 2009). Due 

to the challenges associated with residing in a rural area, Title I schools struggle to meet 

national school reform criteria (Powell, Higgins, Aram, & Freed, 2009). Many Title I 

schools in rural areas do not make AYP by meeting mandated requirements set forth by 

NCLB (2001). In fact, only 75% of the Title I schools in the state of Georgia made 

adequate yearly progress in the 2009-2010 academic year. Conversely, there are some 

Title I schools that beat the odds, by not only meeting the standards, but also by gaining 

and sustaining the honor of being "distinguished". For the purpose of this study, success 

was measured by a school's ability make adequate yearly progress (AYP) for two 

consecutive years (National Title I Association, 2010). 

In response to the lack of literature pertaining to this phenomenon and the 

problems that persist, this study was to investigate leadership style and culture in 
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successful Title I schools in rural districts in Georgia that receive Rural and Low Income 

Schools (RLIS) funding. Obtaining this statistical information would be significant as it 

has the potential to inform teachers and principals on how successful schools in rural 

areas manage to sustain AYP. Descriptive statistics were used to calculate the means for 

the entire pool of participants for questions 1 and 2. The findings indicated that the 

overall perception of the leadership style and culture in successful Title I schools in 

Georgia's rural districts is transformational. The next set of questions investigated 

differences between elementary and middle school principals' perception of leadership 

style in successful Title I elementary and middle schools in Georgia's rural districts. 

These differences were calculated using Independent-samples t tests. Study findings 

indicated a statistically significant difference on the transactional scale with ap value of 

.03. This indicated that middle school principals perceived their leadership as more 

transactional than elementary principals did. The fourth question sought a difference 

between elementary and middle school principals on the perception of school culture. 

There was no difference. 

Other questions were queries about differences in perceptions of leaders' style 

between teachers and principals in elementary and middle schools. The findings related 

to elementary school showed a significant difference on the transformational and laissez-

faire scale. Though both groups perceived the overall leadership style to be 

transformational, elementary school principals perceived their leadership style to be more 

transformational than did the teachers. They perceived their leadership style less laissez-

faire than the teachers though, overall, neither group considered the leader's style to be 
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representative of non-leadership. School culture is perceived as transformational by both 

teachers and principals. Differences between middle school principals and teachers were 

sought next. 

The results of an Independent-samples t test indicated a statistically significant 

difference between middle school principals and teachers on the transformational 

leadership scale. Middle school principals perceive their leadership style to be more 

transformational than did the teachers. There was difference in perception of school 

culture between middle school principals and teachers. Discussion of the major findings 

and the relevance to the literature follow. 

Discussions of Findings 

Leaders who are effectively engaged in various instructional, distributed, and 

transformational practices improve student outcomes (Masumoto & Brown-Welty, 2009). 

The overall leadership style in successful Title I elementary, middle, and high schools in 

rural districts in Georgia receiving RLIS funding was transformational. Transformational 

leadership is characterized by a leader's ability to intrinsically motivate subordinates to 

work beyond expectations (Vecchio, Justin, & Pearce, 2008). Evans (1996) studied 

elementary teachers' and principals' perceptions of principal leadership style and school 

social organization. Findings revealed that highly transformational principals had higher 

social organization than those who did not. 

Sixty-three percent of the respondents perceived the culture in the qualifying 

schools as transformational. Based on the findings in this study, successful Title I schools 

in rural districts have transformational cultures. Engels, Hotton, Devos, Bouckenooghe, 
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and Aelterman (2008) studied 700 teachers and principals in schools with positive 

cultures and experienced similar findings. Principals impact student success through 

culture (MacNeil, Prater, & Busch, 2009). Positive relationships between teachers' 

perceptions and principals' effectiveness have an impact on school climate (Kelley, 

Thornton, & Daugherty, 2005). Although both teachers and principals in the elementary 

schools in this study perceived the culture as transformational, the findings indicated that 

elementary teachers perceived the culture to be more transformational than did the 

principals. 

Question 3 was a query about a statistically significant difference among 

principals' perception of leadership style. Elementary and middle school leaders' scores 

were analyzed and there was a statistically significant difference (p = .03) on the 

transactional scale. The findings indicated that middle school principals perceived their 

leadership style as more transactional than elementary principals. Question number 4 

asked if there was a statistically significant difference among principals' perception of 

school culture in successful Title I schools in rural districts. After comparing the means, 

it was found that there was not a statistically significant difference (p= .36). Both groups 

perceived the culture as transformational. The researcher failed to reject the null 

hypothesis. Elementary school principals perceived their leadership style as more 

transformational than the teachers perceived them. The principals also perceived 

themselves less laissez-faire than the teachers did although both groups scored the style 

very low on the scale. 
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Implications 

In this age of stringent accountability guidelines, all school leaders are hard-

pressed to meet standards (Roscigno, Tomaskovic-Devey, & Crowley, 2006). Butzin 

(2007) expressed the idea that principals in Title I rural schools face a unique set of 

challenges when compared to larger metropolitan schools. Even when special initiatives 

are put in place to address the shortcomings of low-performing schools, they are 

generally geared toward urban schools (Butzin, 2007). Although there are programs like 

Title I and funding sources like RLIS, more help is needed in rural schools (Farmer et al., 

2006; Nagle, Hernandez, Embler, McLaughlin, & Doh, 2006). 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the leadership style and culture in 

Title I schools in rural districts. Because very little research exists pertaining to how the 

very schools that are not expected to thrive beat the odds. Data from this study will add to 

the body of literature on leadership style and school culture in Title I schools in rural 

systems. 

Professional Development 

The findings from this study show evidence that teachers in elementary, middle, 

and high schools perceived the leadership style in successful Title I schools in the rural 

districts of Georgia to be transformational (Inspirational Motivation). Because there are 

several subparts to this particular style, professional development could provide 

informational and practical training on the Four I's of transformational leadership. This 

could encourage the usage of all of the characteristics and components related to 
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transformational leadership such as individualized consideration, idealized influence, and 

intellectual stimulation. 

The findings also show that the overall perception of school culture in successful 

Title I schools in rural Georgia is transformational. Professional development pertaining 

to positive (transformational) school culture would be relevant in poor, rural districts. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

1. Conduct a comparative study between rural and non-rural schools with regard 

to being successful by making and sustaining adequate yearly progress. 

2. Conduct a comparative study between successful and unsuccessful Title I 

schools in rural districts. 

3. Conduct a comparative study between Title I and non-Title I schools with 

regard to making and sustaining adequate yearly progress. 

4. Conduct a study with the same focus, leadership style and culture in rural Title 

I schools that are successful, but conduct it qualitatively. Making personal 

visits and speaking with practitioners, will allow the researcher to gain more 

insight into the mechanics of each school. 

5. Replicate this study to include more high schools. There is no doubt that high 

schools struggle to meet standards both inside and outside of rural counties. 

Graduation rates are moving away from NCLB (2001) goals. Gaining access 

to successful high schools in order to learn what helps them succeed would a 

very useful study. 
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6. According to the study findings, middle school principals perceive there 

leadership style as more transactional than principals in elementary schools. 

This may mean that leadership style shifts along the Full-Range of Leadership 

based on the nature of the learner (student). Replicating this study, 

incorporating a variable that connects child growth, development, and 

maturity would be of interest. 

Summary 

Research states that the odds are stacked against Title I schools in general but 

especially in rural areas, as they tend to face exceptional challenges (Nagle et al., 2006). 

Georgia is ranked 3 rd in the nation with over 500,000 students who attend schools in rural 

areas. Many of their schools do not meet AYP, however, the focus of this study was to 

examine the style of leadership and culture in the schools that did. The results of this 

study indicated that Title I schools housed in rural districts in Georgia that have 

successfully met and exceeded adequate yearly progress standards, have leaders and 

teachers who perceive the leadership style and school culture as transformational. Several 

statistical analyses were run to quantify the data with regard to differences between 

teachers and principals working in elementary, middle, and high schools. 

Major findings include statistically significant differences in the perception 

leadership style between elementary school principals and middle school principals. 

Middle school principals perceived their leadership style to be more transactional than 

did elementary principals. Although elementary and middle school teachers and 

principals perceived the overall leadership style as transformational, statistical differences 
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were present between the groups on each school level as principals tended to rate 

themselves higher on the transformational scale than the teachers did. The findings lend 

themselves to opportunities for professional growth and future research. 
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APPENDIX A 

LITERATURE REVIEW OF RESEARCH STUDIES 
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Literature Review of Research Studies 

Studies Related to Rural Schooling 

Researcher(s) 

Farmer et al. 
(2006) 

AYP in Small 

Rural and Rural 

Low-Income 

Schools 

McLaughlin, 

Embler, 
Hernandez, & 

Caron (2005) 

Government 

Accountability 

Office (2004) 

Participants 

Random 

sample of 
schools eligible 

for REAP; 

(SRSA) 466 

schools in 348 
districts in 36 
states; (RLIS) 
468 schools, 
128 districts in 
28 states. 

Six high-

poverty school 

in MD, four in 
DE, and three 

in PA 

Rural and non-

rural schools 

districts, rural 

educators, and 

officials from 

the USDE 

Methodology 

Quantitative: 

data analysis 

Quantitative: 

data collection 

Mixed method: 

national survey; 

interviews 

Findings 

65% RLIS 
schools and 

78% SRSA 
schools made 

AYP. 

Validly 

measuring 

testing/AYP 
data in small 

rural is difficult 

due to size of 

subgroups; 

small 

populations 

Small rural 

school districts 

face many 

obstacles with 

meeting NCLB 

standards. 

Implications 

Research 

that focuses 
on poverty 
and how it 

impacts 
student 

learning is 

needed; 

Diversity 

makes 
applying 

universal 

standards 
difficult 



94 

Johnson & 

Strange (2009) 

Rural School and 
Community Trust 

U.S. schools in 

rural districts 

Quantitative: 

Data analysis-

NCES, U.S. 

Census Bureau, 

and the New 

American 

Foundation 

Georgia: Third 

largest rural 

student 

population, four 

out of 10 

students 

graduate from 

poor, rural 

areas 

Nagle, 

Hernandez, 

Embler, 

Mclaughlin, and 

Doh (2006) 

Characteristics of 
Effective Rural 
Elementary 
Schools for SWD 

13 high-
performing, 
low-income 
rural schools in 
DE, MD, and 

Qualitative: 

classroom 

observations and 

interviews, 

cross-case 

analysis 

Effective 

schools held 

high standards 

for the students, 

close knit 

school 

communities 

(work together), 

stable school-

community 

relationships, 

flexible 

instructional 

practices 

Studies Related to Successful Schools 

Researcher(s) Participants Methodology Findings 

Day (2005) 

Principals with 

sustained success in 

challenging schools 

Head teachers, 

parents 

stakeholders, 

teaching and non-

teaching staff 

Qualitative: 

interviews and 

document analysis 

School leaders 

combine school 

reform demands 

with their own vision 

of purpose and 

practice of 

education, 

implement short-

term goals for 

students, pursue 
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connections between 

school and 

community, building 

trust. 

Day, Leithwood, 

and Sammons 

(2008) 

Leadership 

practices that lead 

to effective schools 

Teachers and 

principals 

Mixed method: 

surveys and face to 

face interviews 

School leaders 

indirectly impact 

improvement 

through staff 

motivation, 

commitment, and 

working conditions. 

Effective school 

leaders are flexible 

and optimistic. 

Masumoto and 

Brown-Welty 

(2009) 

Leadership 

Practices in High-

Performing, High-

Poverty, Rural High 

Schools 

Three high-
performing, high-
poverty high 
schools in 
California 

Qualitative case 
studies: document 
analysis, interviews, 
and observations 

Leadership 
effectively engaged 
in various 
instructional, 
distributed, and 
transformational 
practices to improve 
student outcomes. 

Studies Related to School Culture 

Researcher(s) Participants Methodology Findings 

Engels, Hotton, 

Devon, 

Bouckenooghe, 

Aelterman (2008) 

Principals in 

Schools with 

Positive School 

Culture 

46 schools; 700 

teachers and 

principals 

Mixed Methods: 

Questionnaire and 

Semi-structured 

interviews 

Correlation between 

achievement-

oriented principals 

and many positive 

school culture 

variables 

Johannsen-Brock 54 low-income Collective case Faculty and leaders 
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and Groth (2003) 

"Becoming 

Effective: Lessons 

from One State's 

Reform Initiative in 

Schools Serving 

Low-Income 

Children " 

(High Impacted) 
schools 

participating in 

state-funded 
improvement 

program 

study, interviews, 

evaluation of school 

plans and annual 

questionnaires 

who believed that 

improvement was 

possible garnered 

results. Faculty and 

leaders who had 

little hope for 

improvement did 

not. 

MacNeil, Prater, and 29 schools; 1,727 

Busch (2009) teachers 

Principal's Impact 

on Student 

Achievement 

Organizational 
Health Inventory 

Principals impact 
student success 
through school 
culture. 

Studies Related to Leadership Style and Perception 

Researcher(s) Participants Methodology Findings 

Daniels (2005) 

Principals' 

influence on school 

variables 

Middle school 
teachers in three 
NC school districts 
who taught "core" 
subjects in grades 
6-8 

Quantitative: 
Principal Leadership 
Questionnaire. PLQ 
allows teachers to 
rate TF leadership 
based on teacher 
perception 

Middle school 
teachers perceived 
the principals as 
transformational. 
Perception is 
positively linked to 
performance. Low 
SES was associated 
with specific 
transformational 
behaviors (modeling, 
high expectations, 
and commitment). 

Evans(1996) 

Elementary 

Teachers' and 

Principals' 

18 principals and 

teachers 

Quantitative: 

Multifactor 

Leadership 

Questionnaire, 

Efforts toward 

school improvement 

were directly related 

to the principal's 



97 

perceptions of 
principal leadership 
style and school 
social organization 

School 

Organizational 

Factors 

Questionnaire 

leadership style. 

Highly 

transformational 

principals had higher 

social organization 

than those who did 

not. 

Statistically 
significant difference 
in teachers' 
perception of 
principal's cultural 
leadership behaviors 
according to gender, 
age, and years of 
experience. Results 
indicated that 
principals do not 
display cultural 
leadership 
characteristics. 

Karakose (2008) 

Perceptions of 
primary school 
teachers on 
principal cultural 
behaviors 

308 randomly 

selected primary 

school teachers in 

Turkey 

Quantitative: 

Cultural Leadership 

Scale 

Kelley, Thornton, 

and Daugherty 

(2005) 

Examination of 

relationships 

between principals 

preferred leadership 

style and teachers' 

perceived leader's 

style and perception 

of school climate 

31 elementary 

schools (31) 

principals and 155 

teachers (5 teachers 

per school) 

Quantitative: 

(surveys) Leader 

Behavior Analysis II 

(LBAII)and the 

Staff Development 

and School Climate 

Assessment 

Questionnaire 

(SDSCAQ) 

Positive relationship 

between teachers' 

perception of 

principals' 

effectiveness, school 

climate is directly 

associated with 

teachers' perception 

of principals' 

effectiveness. 

Mees (2008) 

Relationship 

between principal 

leadership, culture, 

and students 

Middle school 

teachers in 

Missouri (grades 6-

8), 186 schools 

Quantitative: 

Principal Leadership 

Questionnaire 

(PLQ) 

NCLB pressures 

may lead principals 

to communicate 

beliefs that may not 

be agreed upon by 
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achievement the teachers, making 

the teachers' 

perception of the 

principal seem 

unfavorable. 

Socioeconomic 

status of students 

played a big role in 

achievement. 

Studies Related to Effective Leadership 

Researcher(s) Participants Methodology Findings 

Leithwood, Harris, Teachers, Head 
and Hopkins (2008) Teachers, 

Stakeholders, 
Principals from a 
vast number of 
schools 
(internationally) 

Synthesis of 
multiple studies 
(mixed method) on 
school leadership; 
analyses 

Performance is a 
function of how 
teachers' feel about 
the culture of the 
school (beliefs, 
values, motivations. 
Motivation and 
influence are among 
the most effective 
ways leaders 
(indirectly) improve 
teaching. 
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APPENDIX B 

MERCER UNIVERSITY INFORMED CONSENT FOR DISSERTATION RESEARCH 

WEB INFORMED CONSENT 

IRB APPROVAL 



Mercer University Informed Consent for Dissertation Research 

„ r \ i v i: R s I T v 

Tift College of Education 

Informed Consent Form 

Leadership Style and Institutional Culture in Rural Title 1 schools with Sustained AYP 
attainment 

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. 

Investigators 
Dr. Sammy L. Felton. Dissertation Chair Sherri R. Edwards, Principal Investigator 
Tift College of Education Mercer University Student 
2930 Flowers Road South 1740 Hudson Bridge Road #1166 
Atlanta, GA 30341 Stockbridge, GA 3028! 

Pnrnose of the Research 
The purpose of this study is to investigate leadership styles and school culture in successful Title 

1 schools in rural districts in Georgia. Due to No Child Left Behind (2001) school districts across 

the nation are pressured to produce high quality schools where all students meet or exceed state 

and national standards. Even with Title 1 funding and NCLB procedural guidelines, many Title 1 

schools continue to fall behind when compared to non-Title 1 schools. The data collected from 

your successful school will be used to inform and help those who wish to change the course of 

failing Title 1 schools in rural areas. 

Procedures 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to complete two short surveys, 
Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire CMLQ) and the Organizational Description Questionnaire 
(ODQ). Your participation will take approximately one-half hour. 

Potential Benefits of the Research 
Participating in the study will help to inform school leaders about leadership piactices and school 
culture as it relates to creating and sustaining successful Title I schools is rural areas. 

Potential Risks or Discomforts 
There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts associated with this study. 



Confidentiality and Data Storage 
I will not use your name in any way during the data collection process. Surveys will be randomly 
assigned a code and collected in a numerical manner. Data will be collected and stored through 
an electronic survey system. Data will only be displayed in a coded format ^nthouj, names or 
other identifiable information. 

Participation and Withdrawal 
Your participation in this research study is anonymous and voluntary. As a participant you may 
refuse to participate at any time before data has been collected. If you wish to withdraw, please 
contact the researcher at 

Questions about the Research 
If you have any questions about the research, please speak with Dr. Felton 
Shcrri Towards 

This project has been reviewed and approved by Mercer University's 1RB. Jf you believe there 
is any infringement upon your rights as a research subject, you may contact the FR.B 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. 

f*. M* S K . N - A t \ i K i ' S 

Signature of Research Participant Date 

Participant Name (Please Print) Date 

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent Date 



Web Informed Consent 

J ' N ' I V 1". R S I T V 

Informed Consent 

Title of Project: Leadership Style and Institutional Culture in Rural Title 1 Schools with 
Sustained AYR Attainment 

Investigator Name: Sherri R. Edwards 
E-Mail Contact information: 

Because you teach in a successful school, you are being asked to participate in a project 
conducted through Mercer University for the purpose of research in the area of leadership 
style and school culture in successful Title I schools in rural districts. Mercer 
University's IRB requires investigators to provide informed consent to participate in this 
project. 

It is hoped that by completing this survey we will be better able to determine and 
understand the opinions and;thouglus of educators and principals on leadership style and 
culture in successful rural. Title I schools. The approximate time for completing the survey 
only is 30 minutes. 

There are no expected risks or discomforts from participating in tbis study. While you 
may not receive any personal benefit, we hope that the information provided will m a k e 
others awa re of how impor t an t it is for s truggling schools to unders tand the type of 
leadership style a n d school cu l tu re that exists in successful r u r a l Tit le I schools like 
yours . 

This is an anonymous survey. The survey does not ask for any identification. The survey 
will be submitted to the researcher without any personal identification. Refusal to 
participate in this study will have no effect on any future services you may be entitled to 
from the University. Anyone who agrees to participate in this study is free to withdraw 
from the study at any time. 

If you agree to participate in this study please click on the arrow that reads "start the 
survey'' If you do not wish to participate please click on the arrow that reads "stop 
survey''. 

This project has been rev iewed 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 
Chair, at (478) 301-4101. 
Rev V S W 



IRB Approval 

07 May 2011 

Ms Sheme Rene Edwards 

Mercer University 

Tift College of Education Mania 

Tift Cdteoe of Education 

Atlanta, GA 30341 

RE Leadership Style and Institutional Culture in Rural Title 1 School wi th Sustained AYP Attainment (H1104095 

Dear Ms Edwards 

Your application entitled leadership Style and Institutional Culture in Rural Title I School with Sustained AYP Attainment* (H1104095 was 

reviewed by this Institutional Rev ew Board for Human Subjects Research in accordance with Federal Regulations 2 H > R SSj IOf t . and < j 

^ F R 4 6 H O h {for exped ted review) and was approved under Category 7 per 6_VP JJ~ 

Your application was approved for one year of study on 07 May 2011 The protocol expires 07-May 2012 If the study continues beyond one 

year it must be re evaluated by the IRB Committee 

New Application 

Please complete the survey for (he IRB and the Office of Research Compliance To access thesurvey dick on the following link 

it has been a pleasure to worfc w th vou and much success with your projec111 

If you need any further assistance please feel free to contact our office 

Mercer University IRB & Office of Research Compliance 

Phone (478) 301-4101 

Fax (478) 301 2329 

Q 5 S _ _ l £ _ _ i f -

Respectfully 

AvaChambltss Richardson BA CIP CIM 

Membe 

Insrutional Review Board 
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APPENDIX C 

LETTER TO THE SUPERINTENDENTS 



Letter to the Superintendents 

Sherri Edwards 
1740 Hudson Bridge Road #1166 
Stockbridge, GA 30281 

Superintendent: 

My name is Sherri Edwards, and 1 am a doctoral student at Mercer University 1 am seeking 
permission to survey the teachers and principals in your district who work in Title I schools that 
have made AYP for two or more years. The title of my study is "LEADERSHIP STYLE A ND 
SCHOOL CULTURE INRUK4L TITLE I SCHOOLS WITH SUSTAINED AYP ATTAINMENT". 
Your school system has the distinction of housing such successful schools, and I hope to include 
them in my study. 

The purpose of my study is to examine leadership styles of principals and school culture in 
successful, rural Title I schools in an effort to discover if there is a significant relationship 
between leadership and culture. As school reform and accountability initiatives continue to play 
important roles in the practice of educators, it is important to know what effective leadership 
looks like, it is just as important to know just how much school culture affects the success of 
schools. To measure leadership style, 1 will use the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ 
5X-Short Form) and to measure school culture, I will use the Organization Description 
Questionnaire (ODQ). Both instruments are very' short. 

The research will not interfere with the daily work of your educators. I will ask both teachers and 
school principals t& complete each survey and provide minimal demographic information. 
Identities, both of the schools and the participants, will be kept confidential. Participation in the 
study is voluntary, and there are no risks or benefits for participating. 

Once the study is over, 1 will gladly share my findings with you. I hope that you will grant me 
permission to survey the successful schools in your school system. Please indicate your approval 
to my request by replying in written form. 1 have enclosed a self addressed envelope for your 
convenience. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Sherri Edwards 
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APPENDIX D 

LETTER TO THE PRINCIPALS 



Letter to the Principals 

Dear Principal, 

Your Superintendent was gracious enough to grant roe permission to contact you because of your 
success as a Title I school in a rural area. The purpose of my contact is to ask if you would be 
willing to participate in a survey about the leadership style and culture in your successful school. 
I would also like to survey a few randomly selected teachers too. 

i am a graduate student in the Educational Leadership Ph.D. program at Mercer University. My 
study is entitled: Leadership Style and Institutional Culture in Rural Title I Schools with 
Sustained AYP Attainment. The purpose of the study is to get an understanding of the 
leadership style and culture of successful schools like yours. AH data collected will be 
completely anonymous and no personal information will ever be used in the reporting of my 
data 

I will send the survey electronically. As an educator myself, I understand how busy you and your 
faculty are at this time, so 1 was very careful to wait until your testing window was closed. 1 
would appreciate your willingness to participate so very much! 

If you have any questions, please feci free to contact me using the information below. Thank > ou 
for your consideration. 

Sherri Edwards 
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APPENDIX E 

LETTERS TO THE TEACHERS 



Letter to the Teachers 

Dear Educator. 

Your Superintendent was gracious enough to grant me permission to contact you because of your 
success as a Title 1 school in a rural area. The purpose of my contact is to ask if you would be 
willing to participate in a survey about the leadership style and culture in your successful school. 
You have been randomly .selected. 

I am a graduate student in the Educational Leadership Ph.D. program at Mercer University. My 
study is entitled: Leadership Style and Institutional Culture in Rural Title I Schools with 
Sustained AVP Attainment. The purpose of the study is to get an understanding of the 
leadership style and culture of successful schools like yours. All data collected will be 
completely anonymous and no personal information will ever be used in the reporting of my 
data. 

I will send the survey electronically. As an educator myself. I understand how busy you are at 
this time, so 1 was very careful to wait until your testing window was closed. 1 would appreciate 
your willingness to participate so very much! 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me using the information below. Thank you 
for your consideration. 

Sherri Bdwards 
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APPENDIX F 

MULTIF ACTOR LEADERSHIP QUESTIONNAIRE-MLQ-LEADER (SAMPLE) 



Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire-MLQ-Leader 

For use by Shem Edwards ortiy Received from Mind Garden Inc on January 10 2011 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

Leader Form 

My Name. 

Organization '0 # 

Tha questionnaire is to de&enbss your leadership style as you perceive rt Piease answer alt items on 
this answer sheet tf an item is Srretevant, or rf you ars unsure or do not know the answer, leave 
the answer Wank. 

Forty five descriptive statements are fasted or* the following pages Judge how frequently **ash 
sUtpmerst fits you the WOKJ "others* may mean your pe<>is clients, direct reports supervisors and/or 
ait of these individuals 

Use the fgiiowsng ratmg scats 

0 

Once m a white 

1 

Sometimes 

2 

Fairiy often Fratjuentry, 
rf not always 

i provide others with ssststanca m exchange for thesr efforts 

I te«examsna crStaat assymptois to questtori *hs$ier they ore 0p»ropry«e~\ J 

1 fat! to interfere un^ problems become «seresus r""""̂ » 

t focus aaentton on irmgu'af-jites mistakes ejceptorts/srat o W tons fropi s 

t avotet getting snvotved w*ten important tssyes^f j$e /-v 

i talk about rnyjnG^mporfantvaiyas 8rp beJifitS 

$ Slatko$fom.sta38yas 

SO t»*st!fJpiW*K*S$&r& 

It Ideosipir f^em' 

itadwihrrcs 

responsSbte for achieving performance targets 

12 (wast SMT&h»ngsj»-go wrong before taking acton 

f j i task enihus&sScaliy about whaf needs to bs aceompStshgsi 

H i specify the importance of having a s W g sense of purpose 

15 (spend time teaching arts* coaching 
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MULTIFACTOR LEADERSHIP QUEATIONNAIRE-MLQ-RATER (SAMPLE) 
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Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire-MLQ-Rater (Sample) 

For use by Shern Edwards oniy Received from Mind Garden inc on January 10 2011 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 
Rater Form 

Name of Leader D3ie . „ „ „ , 

Organization ID # .,„.„„. Leader fO # „ m „ „ „ „ , 

This questionnaire is used to descnbe the ieader&Np style of the above mentioned mdwiduai as you 
perceive n Answer at! items on this answer sheet tf an item is irrelevant, of if you are unsure or do 
not know the answer, leave the answer blank Piease answer this questionnaire anonymously 

Important (necessary for processing) Which best d&scnbes you ' 

! em at a higher organizational level ihan the person t em rating 
The person 1 am rating is at my organizational Jevet 

„ t am at a lower organizational levet than tne person i am rating 
Other than the above 

Forty-five descriptive statements are fisted an tne folio-wing pages Judge how frequently each 
statement fits the person you are describing tise the following rating scale 

Once in a white 

t 

Sometimes 

2 

FaSrly often 

3 

Frequently, 
if not always 

4 

The Person i Am Rdtmg 

i Provades me wfth assistance m exchange for my efforts 

2 Re~e*amirtes es&eat assumptions to tjuesfion whether they am appropriate 

~\ Falls So interfere unte probJeoas Become ssdsus 

i Focuses attention on srregiiiafites mistakes, eaeaptiorss, and dswatsons from s 

** AvDiffe getting involved v * e n Htiportani issues arise 

6 Tatks snout hismpr most important varus® and befsefs 

? ts abssnt when needed 

S Seeks <Mfenng pefspeejgjgswheri SQiwaj-

9 Talks oDtfmetoi te^ta i tWVture^ „ , 

10 insists prate tn me fcjfoesS^assogsi^wthh<fVi4er 

i t Discusses in specific ferms\^tai«s^6febtafofac^asvfrig performance targets „ „ 

13 Waits for things ^ ^ w r o p g Mfom t a S ^ ^ e ^ n 

53 Taifcserith(jsiaste^lrV.0otitwiafne^sKJbe arxompfisned 

54 Specifies ins SmWrtsnc^oJ ha^srtg a strong sense of purpose 

t5 Spends wne teaching and coaching 

Continued •> 
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Organizational Description Questionnaire - ODQ (Sample) 

For use by Shern Edwards onty Received from Mind Garden inc on February 5 2011 

ORGANIZATIONAL DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE (ODQ) [FORM A] 

Name of your organization , „ 

tHSTH\Si,vcm$ For items 1 through 28 aruie T for a true statement T" for a fafc& statement or "J" if you 
ore undecided or cannot say about th& tMBl #QS3ffr*?$ft£ org/&8f»2afro» you sre leading or representing 

iH MY TEAM, DEPARTMENT OR ORGANIZATION 

T F 1 We negotiate with each other for resources 

2 People go out of iheir way for the good of the team department and/or organization 

3 Decisions are often based on precedents 

4 There is continuous search for ways to tmprove operations 

Rules and procedures Itmrt discretionary behavior 

Mistakes are treated as Seaming opportunities 

You get what you earn — no more no Jess. 

When you are unsure about what to do you can get a lot of het i ft 

tecstbns^oaen r jqfere>sevem! ievets of authorization before action can be taken 

tyefstnvMq^e^ne best in whatever we do 

Agr&amefits are specified m advance on what each of us must do to complete the work 

' 'Stones are shared of the challenges ihst we have overcome 

T F 

T f 

T F 

T F 

Peopte are hesitant to say what they realty tnsnk 

22 The unwritten rute is to admrt mistakes learn from them and move on 

23 We haze to compete with each other to acquire resources 

24 You advance or achieve depending on your initiative and ability 

Deviatmg from standard operating procedures without authonzatfon can get you into 
trouble 

We share the common goal of working toward the team department snd/or organization s 
success 

PeopSe often try to avoid responsibiirty for their actions 

We encourage a strong feeimg of belonging 

Thank you for your cooperation m competing !ht$ qu&sftmn&tre 

si 
,$1992 Bernard Bass and Bruce Avoto Afl Rights Re*«jrwtf 

Published by Mtnd Garden trie www minrfgsrden com 
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ORGANIZATIONAL DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE -ODQ SCORING GRID 
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Organizational Description Questionnaire- ODQ Scoring Grid 

-14 
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14 

Predominately Four I ' s 
1 

Loosely Guided 
4 

Garbage Can 
9 

Moderately Four I's 
2 

Coasting 
5 

Pedestrian 
8 

High-Contrast 
3 

Moderately Bureaucratic or 
Internally Competitive 

6 

Predominately Bureaucratic 
or Internally Competitive 

7 

+14 

0 

-14 

-14 +14 
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