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ABSTRACT 
 
 When updating the new standards of competencies for the principal, the state of 

Texas determined that school community leadership is so critical that it comprises one-

third of all the competencies needed for principal certification (TExES, 2002).  This 

domain of “School community leadership” can be defined by synthesizing standards from 

three related fields: (1) principalship standards, (2) effective schools, and (3) parent and 

community involvement.  Of particular interest to this study are school leader behaviors 

and school community leadership that achieve the goal of impacting school success and 

effectiveness. 

 Finding no baseline research for this domain, this study investigated the 

associations or relationships, if any, that exist between the domain of school community 

leadership and the campus accountability rating received each year from the Texas state 

accreditation agency. 

 Multivariate discriminant function analysis determined that the three 

competencies of school community leadership revealed a significant relationship exists 

between the school community leadership and individual campus accountability rating 

received, predicting group membership in regard to classification rankings of exemplary 

and unacceptable.  However, the findings were not reliable in predicting the classification 

rankings of recognized or academically acceptable for the sample of forty (40) Texas 

Middle Schools involved in the study.  Also, mediating factors of campus size, high 

socioeconomic poverty levels, or location were not found to be determinants in regard to 

campus accountability rating in this study. 
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 The study explored a measurement tool of school community leadership, namely 

the School Community Leadership Survey (SCLS), using the descriptive statements 

(indicators) of the school community leadership competencies as defined in TExES, 

(2002).  The predictors within the constructs measured in the School Community 

Leadership Survey (SCLS) yielded high internal consistency (reliability), using 

Cronbach’s alpha (α).  The tool’s competencies also had criterion-related validity in 

terms of congruence as compared to the nationally accepted instruments assessing the 

same variables, namely Hoy-Sabo’s Dimensions of Organizational Health of Middle 

Schools Inventory (2003) and Marzano’s Snapshot Survey of School Effectiveness 

Factors (1995, 2003). 
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CHAPTER I 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Public education stands at a point where it can enter 

the best of times even though to some it might appear that we are 
in the worst of times…whether we enter the best of times is 

dependent on whether we use the gifts research has provided 

wisely or foolishly. 
Robert Marzano, 2003 

 
 The ultimate goal of any principal is to have a school that works.  For decades, 

this goal has motivated studies about school leader behaviors and the impact of these 

behaviors upon school success and effectiveness (Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Edmonds, 

1979; Purkey & Smith, 1982). 

 Of particular interest to this study are school leader behaviors and school 

community leadership that achieve the goal of impacting school success and 

effectiveness.  Delving into “School community leadership” can be best understood by 

synthesizing ideas from the literature in three related fields; (1) principalship standards, 

(2) effective schools, and (3) parent and community involvement. 

 In particular, by identifying the concepts from these three fields which are 

associated with increased student achievement, one can gain a more precise definition of 

“school community involvement” and, in particular, isolate which elements of “school 

community involvement” assist in predicting effective principalship behaviors that relate 

to student academic improvement. 

Within the three related fields listed above are several universal concepts.  Six of 

these concepts are school culture, shared vision, high expectations of teaching/learning, 

communication skills, resource management, and professional behavior.  These six 

concepts are identified within the Texas State Board for Educator Certification (SBEC) as 
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indicators of the competencies required for successful principals in the area of school 

community leadership. 

 These standards, or competencies, known as the Texas Examinations of Educator 

Standards (TExES), are divided into three domains of 1) school community leadership, 

2) instructional leadership, and 3) administrative leadership required for certification of 

principals.  Within each domain are specific competencies, totaling nine in all.  

 The first domain as school community leadership contains three standards or 

competencies specific to school community leadership.  The Domain I-School 

Community Leadership Competency 001 reads as follows:  “The principal knows how to 

shape campus culture by facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and 

stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by the school 

community” (TExES, 2002, p. 6). 

 As is stated, school community leadership requires an understanding of campus 

culture, development of a vision of learning, and the ability to communicate and elicit 

support from the entire school community in order to share both the culture and vision of 

learning. 

 The Domain I-School Community Leadership Competency 002 reads as follows: 

“The principal knows how to communicate and collaborate with all members of the 

school community, respond to diverse interests and needs, and mobilize resources to 

promote student success” (TExES, 2002, p. 7).  When competent in this area, a skilled 

communicator manages conflict, gathers consensus, builds community relations, 
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establishes partnerships, honors diversity, and responds to internal and external political, 

social, and economic issues. 

 The Domain I-School Community Leadership Competency 003 reads as follows:  

“The principal knows how to act with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical and legal 

manner (TExES, 2002, p. 7).  This competency, in essence, equates professional 

leadership with integrity and caring.  These three competencies within the TExES 

Domain 1 is the primary focus of this study. 

Problem Statement 

 Current research reveals that the realm of principal leadership must extend 

beyond the campus.  For example, when updating the new standards of competencies for 

the principal, the state of Texas determined that the domain of school community 

leadership is so critical, it comprises one-third of all the competencies needed for 

certification (TExES, 2002). 

 However, there are severe gaps in the research on school community leadership.  

The practice in the field is evolving rapidly and does not provide a clear direction for 

practitioners.  No specific research about the process and the effects of school community 

leadership competencies in achieving accountability goals has been located.  A study on 

this critical, but under examined area contributes to the literature. 

 Specifically, no scientifically based research has been located documenting a 

relationship(s) between the school community leadership competencies and the campus 

accountability rating received for Texas schools.  This lack of research leaves principal 

practitioners responsible for mandated practices without adequate research-based 
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knowledge for effective practices.  Therefore, since the state of Texas has determined that 

the domain of school community leadership is essential, this study was timely. 

Purpose of this Study 

 This study had several goals.  First, this study purposed to investigate the 

associations or relationships, if any, that exists between the domain of school community 

leadership and the campus accountability rating received each year from the Texas state 

accreditation agency. 

 Second, this study purposed to do research to determine the relationships, if any, 

individually, combined, or in concert between the three competencies that reveal a 

significant relationship or association that exists between the school community 

leadership and the individual campus accountability rating received each year from the 

State of Texas. 

 Third, this study purposed to explore a specific measurement tool of school 

community leadership, namely the School Community Leadership Survey (SCLS).  As 

the concept of school community leadership encompasses many predictors of school 

effectiveness, effective principal leadership, parental involvement, and community 

building, this study investigated if these predictors within the constructs measured in the 

School Community Leadership Survey (SCLS) yielded high internal consistency 

(reliability), using Cronbach’s alpha (α).  This is important as the SCLS was created using 

the descriptive statements (indicators) of the school community leadership competencies 

as defined in TExES (2002). 
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 The study further explored if the School Community Leadership Survey (SCLS) 

constructs from each of these competencies had criterion-related validity in terms of 

convergent validity as compared to the nationally accepted instruments assessing the 

same variables, namely Hoy-Tarter’s Dimensions of Organizational Health of Middle 

Schools Inventory (2003) and Marzano’s Snapshot Survey of School Effectiveness 

Factors (1995). 

 The final goal of this study was to investigate if the School Community 

Leadership Survey (SCLS) would assist school administrators in predicting their schools’ 

state accountability status for the year, especially on campuses with a high number of 

students in poverty. 

 The overarching purpose of the study was to contribute to the research base by 

exploring the effectiveness of schools community leadership for increasing student 

achievement and reducing the likelihood of student drop out. 

Significance of the Study 

Initiatives 

Reform efforts fueled by criticism of public education have flourished throughout 

the 20th Century (Tyack & Tobin, 1994).  Seeking solutions to the criticism, the federal 

government responded with federal support that mandated the inclusion of school 

community partnerships at the campus level.  This mandate created the need for more 

research to support effective school community leadership and to provide examples of 

“best practices” for leaders. 
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 In 1996, Congress provided seed money for PL 93-381 with the passage of the 

Community Schools and Comprehensive Community Education Act.  Federal initiatives 

such as Strong Families, Strong Schools: Building Community Partnerships for Learning 

and America Goes Back to School: A Place for Families and the Community became the 

clarion call to improve community, parent, and school interaction (Anderson, 1999).  

Today, schools are being directed to partner with students’ communities to mobilize the 

human and material resources needed for academic success (Epstein, Clark, and Van 

Voorhis, 1999). 

Expanding Role 

These legislative initiatives have had such a significant influence on educational 

reform efforts.  In the past, schooling mandates were limited to academics issues.  

Today’s societal problems have broadened the expectations of role and responsibility for 

school leaders.  School reform initiatives include various stakeholders outside the 

academic world of the school campus; hence, stakeholders need to better understand the 

potential and the impact of effective school community leadership as it relates to 

improving academic achievement. 

 School community leadership is rapidly evolving.  New expectations and 

accountability demands related to the entire community are being thrust upon school 

leaders.  Their role is expanding.  School leaders are being asked to take on the 

responsibility of educating students and be instrumental in building community vibrancy. 
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Inadequate Preparation Programs 

 Research of higher education preparation curriculum indicated that administrators 

receive very little preparation in terms of procedural knowledge about involving families 

and community members in schools efforts.  Pre-service principal preparation programs 

often do not adequately prepare teachers or administrators to involve parents or 

community members (Chavkin, 1991; Radcliffe, Malone & Nathan, 1994). 

 A substantial number of researchers have found a strong relationship between 

students’ previous achievement and parents’ level of involvement.  Some research report 

up to 20% of the variance in student achievement is associated with parental involvement 

(Thorkildsen & Stein, 1998). 

 If this research holds true, an important implication to consider is that parents of 

low achievers need more encouragement, help, and guidance than parents of high 

achievers (Keith, T.Z. & Keith, P.B., 1993), especially if a school leader is to impact 

academic achievement in a school with a significant number of low achievers.  However, 

there is no national technical assistance network for pre-service and leadership training in 

family and community involvement.  No system exists to support research in this area 

(Harvard Family Research Project, 1997). 

Middle School Risk Factors 

 In the last decade, the literature indicates the middle school is a vital area needing 

more study.  Researchers Balfanz and Herzog identified several sixth grade risk factors 

that are powerful predictors of failing to graduate.  Their research reveals that classroom 

grades are better predictors of whether sixth graders will eventually drop out than are 
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standardized test scores.  In fact, Balfanz and Herzog found that they could predict nearly 

half of all Philadelphia dropouts as early as sixth grade (Balfanz and Herzog, 2005). 

 In light of these findings, this study was designed to investigate school 

community leadership competencies using the Texas middle schools as the population 

from which to draw a sample.  Because specific risk factors for school failure are 

identified at this level, the purpose of this study was to derive a clearer understanding of 

the school community leadership competencies present at the middle school level with 

different Texas Education Agency (TEA) rankings of student success. 

Texas Requirements 

 Texas standards require entry-level principals to demonstrate competency in 

school community leadership, with these competencies being one-third of all standards to 

be met. 

 Specially appointed committees, whose membership was balanced in terms of 

position, affiliation, years of experience, ethnicity, gender and geographical diversity 

from within Texas, guided the development of the new TExES standards.  A 

representative sample of Texas educators who were practicing principals or higher 

education professionals teaching classes of administration were surveyed to determine the 

relative job importance of each competency outlined in the framework for that content 

area (TExES Preparation manual, 2002) of the standards. 

 While this survey provided a type of content validity due to practitioner expertise, 

no scientifically based research has been located that is specific to the association 
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between of the three school leadership competencies and the campus accountability 

rating awarded by the state. 

 As these relationships have not been widely researched, this study was designed 

to provide additional findings to inform the practitioners and researchers in the field of 

school community leadership. 

Theoretical Perspective for This Study 

Social System Model for Schools 

 One theoretical guide to understand school community leadership is known as the 

Social System Model for Schools.  This model, characteristic of systems thinking, uses an 

open-system theory of inputs, transformational, and outputs elements.  Senge, considered 

a leader in the field of system thinking, defined the open-systems theory as a discipline 

that integrates the various disciplines organizations into a coherent body of theory and 

practice (1990). 

 Hoy and Miskel used the open system theory to develop their Social System 

Model for Schools (p. 407), and considered this model useful in describing educational 

organizations.  They discuss in depth the need for congruence between pairs of key 

elements.  Crucial questions include identifying the congruence between 1) the individual 

work needs to the structural system or bureaucratic expectations of the school 

community, 2) the individual work needs to the shared orientations of organizational 

culture, and 3) the individual work needs to the power relationships within the 

organization.  Other crucial questions include identifying the congruence between 1) the 

bureaucratic expectations in relation to the shared orientations of the cultural system, 
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2) the bureaucratic expectations in relation to the power structures that exist, and 

3) finally the conflict or incongruence between the shared orientation of the culture and 

the power structures.  Identifying the congruence of these individual and organizational 

relationships as inputs, process, and output features could help school organizations 

change successfully (See Figure 1.1). 

Environment 
 

       Inputs                                    Transformations                                  Outputs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 1.1 Hoy and Miskel Model of Behavioral Elements, or Sub-systems of a Social 
System Model for Schools 

 

Structural  
System 

 
 
 

 
Cultural       Political 
System       System 
 
 
 

 
 

Individual  
System 

 
 

 

TAKS 
 
Grades 
 
Absences 
 
Drop-out 
  Rate 
 
 
Quality 
  Issues 
 
Graduation 
  Rates 
 
Social  

  Value 

 

Resources 

 

Policies 

 

Pedagogy 

 

Equipment 

 

Statutes 

 

Students 

Performance 

Discrepancies 



Texas Tech University, Ann Hannel, December 2007 

 11  

Definitions 
 

School Community Leadership  

A definitive conceptual definition of school community leadership does not exist.  

From a broad perspective, as Dewey suggested as early as the 1890’s, school leaders have 

always been asked to promote learning, prepare a workforce, and create a citizenry.  In 

actuality, the operational definition of school community leadership continually evolves 

as school leaders try to meet these goals.  This is reflected by the broad body of literature 

dealing with the process and impact of school, family, and community connections 

(Wang, Oates, Weishew, 1995). 

 Dichotomous expectations exist for the meaning of the school community 

leadership term.  The concept of school community leadership of today differs from the 

concept of traditional school leadership.  Traditional connections between school and the 

community are to develop family and community resources to benefit the students and 

schools.  Less traditional school and community connections advocates focus on 

community building.  Both concepts are juxtaposition in the definition of school 

community leadership. 

 Villa (2003), reflecting the traditional role, suggested that the principal, in order 

to build resources, should use shared information among the stakeholders to serve all 

children.  She stated that principals must develop allies of parents and community leaders 

in order to support the school as a way to help all children. 
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 Similarly, Boal (2004) defined school community leadership as a three-way street 

as the family supports school, schools work with families, and communities, families, and 

schools help each other. 

 Other stakeholders, less traditional, believe the leadership should benefit parents 

and communities as well as students.  The Community Schools Organization (2004) 

suggests, “various partners are not conducting business as usual.  They are working 

together toward common results; changing their funding patterns; transforming the 

practice of their staffs; and working creatively and respectfully with youth, families, and 

residents to create a different kind of institution” (p. 1). 

 Lewis and Henderson (1998) reported an extreme expectation for school 

community leadership.  This involved using stakeholders as community organizers, who 

will work the political and social arena to bring about school reform.  For example, the 

Coalition for Community Schools suggested that the task of school community leadership 

is to provide the full service school and be involved in community building (2003). 

 However, much of the research still portrays the role of the educational leader as 

school-centered.  Commonly, this perception of the leadership’s role is to make the 

school a team player within the community, in contrast to “full service provider” of all 

society.  Scribner, Young, and Pedroza (1999) described a negative resistance by 

principals to the role of community leadership.  Some researchers found most educational 

leaders tend to use family and community connections to meet school needs at the 

expense of the family or community goals (Rioux & Berla, 1993; Liontos, 2001; Jordan, 

Orozco & Averett, 2001; Henderson & Mapp, 2002). 
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 For this study, the concept of school community leadership is defined as 

leadership provided to develop a shared vision of learning for the stakeholders within the 

community in a professional manner mobilizing any resources available to promote 

student success and community vibrancy. 

Elements of School Community Leadership 

School Effectiveness 

 School effectiveness, as a variable, a construct, or as a factor of school 

community leadership, is envisioned as bringing about high levels of student achievement 

sustained over time.  The concept of school effectiveness by definition included the goal 

that every student subgroup, including those from the lower socioeconomic rungs, 

achieves equal high levels of student achievement sustained over time (Chrisspeels, 

1990). 

 Prominent researchers in the field of school effectiveness include Levine and 

Lezotte (1990) who report the elements of school effectiveness as: 

• productive climate and culture, 

• focus on central learning skills, 

• appropriate instruction monitoring, 

• practice-oriented staff development, 

• strong leadership, 

• salient parent involvement, and 

• high expectation/ requirements of students. 

These findings typify much of the research from the school effectiveness field. 
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Effective Principal Leadership 

 Effective principal leadership is a second construct or variable integral to the 

school community leadership concept.  Originally this concept focused on the principal 

as instructional leader.  This included leadership within the community to develop good 

communication and adequate resources for the instructional program.  However, now the 

concept of effective principal leadership extends considerably beyond being the 

instructional leader; the principal is expected to be the key individual to coalesce all 

necessary elements to produce “learning” for all children and in reality, much of the 

immediate, neighborhood community. 

 A well-respected researcher is this field was Kathleen Cotton (2003).  Over the 

last twenty years she utilized various meta-analysis techniques, using current available 

research, to determine what principals do in successful schools.  Her findings suggest that 

much of the current research can be categorized into five types of behavior.  First, 

effective principals establish a clear focus on student learning.  Second, these individuals 

use good communication to establish strong interactions and relationships with the staff, 

students, parents, and community.  Third, effective principals build a strong school 

culture of team building, risk taking, and high expectations.  Fourth, these leaders expect 

quality instructional practices while providing adequate support of resources, safety, and 

well being to the stakeholders.  Fifth, these principals establish accountability by 

planning program improvement from data-driven decisions.  These five behaviors capture 

most of the research in the principal effectiveness field. 
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Family and Community Involvement 

 Family and community involvement is a third construct or variable of the school 

community leadership concept.  While the field is replete with articles expounding the 

value of parental and community involvement, this field is not rich with high quality 

scientifically based research.  Researchers in this field cite the need to clarify the concept 

more precisely, establish more precise outcome measurement standards, advance the 

research base, and isolate critical areas for research to advance the field (Henderson & 

Mapp, 2002; Jordan, Orozco & Averett, 2001; Baker & Soden, 1997). 

 The stated goal in this field is to assist schools, families, and communities, as one 

entity working together, to nurture high standards and academic success for all students.  

Identified as a pioneer in the field for the last forty years, Rich (1988) began helping 

parents create learning opportunities for children during this time.  She asked parents to 

do activities around home that relate to school, but did not duplicate school. 

 This researcher used a “Mega Skills” program to train teachers and parents in the 

beliefs, behaviors, and attitudes that determine achievement in school and in life.  Rich, 

and many others, felt the prime educating role of the home was to extend and to 

supplement the school, believing that parents could do outside of school what inside of 

school, no matter how good school was, just could not do. 

 Since the early 1980’s Joyce Epstein and associates have been key researchers in 

this field.  She developed a framework of six areas of parental involvement that includes 

parenting, communicating, supporting school (volunteering), learning at home, decision-
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making, and collaborating with the community.  Many, if not most, researchers in the 

field utilize this framework. 

 Hoover-Dempsey and Sandler’s (1997) research has contributed to procedural 

knowledge for educators, researchers, and policymakers who want to improve parental 

involvement.  This research has focused on self-reported perceptions of parent efficacy in 

child development, child rearing, and appropriate roles in supporting children’s education 

at home.  Perceptions have been identified that influence parents’ decisions about how to 

be involved in their children’s education.  A very recent quantitative study suggests that 

some schools that were consistently exemplary have values and beliefs that support well 

defined parental involvement roles and have inclusive strategies in place to make the 

school very inviting for parents (Turkowski, 2004, in press). 

Community Building 

 Divergent views are reported in the field about school community leadership in 

relation to community building.  Many researchers consider school community leadership 

as utilizing community resources to benefit the school and the students; others believe the 

leadership is responsible for educationally building the vibrancy of the community.  

Presently, intense scrutiny of “the one-stop school” concept is being done by researchers 

and often represents the more prevalent concept of community building. 

 Gold, Simon, and Brown (2002) conducted a mixed methods research project to 

identify the goals of 19 nationally well-known community-organizing groups affiliated 

with local campuses.  The eight goals or indicators found were leadership development, 



Texas Tech University, Ann Hannel, December 2007 

 17  

community power, social capital, public accountability, equity, school-community 

connection, high-quality curriculum and instruction, and positive school culture. 

 Medirata, Fruchter, and Lewis, well-funded researchers in the field, report that the 

work of the community groups is to improve public education in low-performing schools 

and districts.  These researchers developed five criteria to identify or define groups doing 

community organizing.  These criteria included building a power base to address poor 

performance, winning concrete changes in the schools, supporting democratic decision 

making, developing leaders, and building community organizations to alter the inertia 

present today that allows schools to fail.  The strongest advocates of community building 

are active, even seeming militant to some (2001). 

 In 2001, nationwide, educators began to implement the new legislation known as 

“No Child Left Behind” (NCLB).  Numerous research findings influenced this new 

legislation, including research on effective schools, effective principal leadership, 

parental and community involvement, and community building.  This federal legislation 

requirement which mandates school community partnerships as integral to the leadership 

role is an impetus for this research. 

Mediating Variable 

 Critical to understanding school community leadership as tied to school 

achievement is analyzing the latent factor of the socioeconomic status of students.  

Germane to this particular study is research data concerning the importance of student 

achievement in relation to the impact of socioeconomic status on achievement. 
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Socioeconomic Status 

 Particularly germane to this study are public perceptions shaped by data coming 

from a massive national report released over sixty years ago, known by most as the 

Coleman Report.  The most publicized finding from this report suggests schools account 

for less than 10% of the variance in student achievement while the other 90% is 

accounted for by student background characteristics.  The researchers stated: 

Taking all of these results together; one implication stands above all: 
schools brings little to bear on a child’s achievement that is independent of 
his background and general social context; and that this very lack of an 
independent effect means that the inequalities imposed on children by 
their home, neighborhood, and peer environment are carried along to 
become the inequalities with which they confront life at the end of school.  
(Coleman, et al., 1986) 

 Ramifications of these findings are serious.  The data has had a profound impact 

on the public perception of responsibility for success of schooling in the United States.  

(Madaus, Airasian & Kelleghan, 1980, Madaus, Kellaghan, Rakow & King, 1979).  By 

reporting socioeconomic status (SES) as one of the most reliable predictors of student 

academic achievement, the research known as the Coleman Report negatively impacted 

the goal expectations held by the public, and unfortunately by many educators, for 

decades.  Many held, and were resigned to, the expectation of limited academic 

achievement from poor, urban students. 

 For example, Jencks and associates released a report in the seventies that did a 

reanalysis of the Coleman Report about effects of family and schooling (1972).  The 

report reinforced these expectations by reporting the following: First, they suggested 

schools do little to lessen the gap between more and less able students; second, they 
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suggested that student achievement was primarily the function of one, and only one 

factor-the background of the student. 

 In 1991, Haberman wrote that there are three commonly held assumptions: 

(1) “Children of poverty are less likely to learn”;  

(2) “We believe that, since most teachers cannot be changed anyway, there 
must be other, more potent teacher-proof strategies”; 

(3) “Why bother with teaching if research shows that achievement test 
scores of poor and minority youngsters are affected primarily by their 
socioeconomic class: affected somewhat by Head Start, school integration, 
and having a “strong” principal; and affected almost not all by the quality 
of their teachers?”  (pp. 288-290).  

 Since education demographics report almost half of the educators of today began their 

teaching career in the 1960’s and 1970’s, this report’s impact upon the profession has been 

significant.  It is evident that these three assumptions are present, and is the mindset of much 

of the American public. 

 Reaction to these assumptions has provided motivation for the bulk of the current 

research, especially in the field of school community leadership.  The call for school 

reform has clearly redefined the role and responsibilities of educators.  Society wants the 

school to do heroic things, but they feel the odds are stacked against them.  For example, 

an article from the National Parent Association reported that while the role of educator 

stayed with the school, the responsibility (blame) shifted toward the family with little 

optimism for the families not of the “Cleaver Family” stereotype (Fuller, 1993). 

 Faced with the social and political reality that many students are at risk due to 

being economically disadvantaged while attending ineffective schools, educational 

reformers became concerned.  Accountability for results drives school reform, and the 
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research reveals each stakeholder has a part to play in this reform.  Within the parameters 

of school community leadership parents and community leaders, along with school 

professionals, are being encouraged to become responsible for curriculum, budgeting, 

and school personnel decisions (Flaxman & Inger, 1991). 

 For this study, concise, consistent, operational terms were defined in Figure 1.2.  

Operational definitions help the research base be more accurately understood.  In 

particular, it is vital to define school community leadership terms. 
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Operational Definitions 

                         TERM                Operational  Definitions 
School Social System Model/Transformational 
Model 

A school environment with variables of input, 
transformations, and outputs  

Stakeholders, collaborators, partners Students, staff, parents/caregivers, and 
community members 

Parent/Parent Involvement Any collaboration of parents/caregivers of 
students within the school whether at school or 
at home 

School   Any staff/student member at any level of the 
learning organization 

At School Parent Involvement When parents attend programs, volunteer, or 
attend parent functions at school 

At Home Parent Involvement Parent supervision, Academic Emphasis, 
Enrichment Learning Activities 

Community Involvement Any collaboration of parents/caregivers or 
community members with the school staff 
whether at school or away from school 

School Community   Students, staff, parents/caregivers, and 
community members 

Full Service School/Community Schools When connections locate health and human 
resources at schools and the school facilities and 
resources are available 14-18 hours a day for 
community use 

School Vision To use leadership to develop a shared vision of 
learning for the stakeholders within the 
community in a professional manner mobilizing 
any resources available to promote student 
success and community vibrancy 

School Culture Norms, shared values, and basic assumptions 
including rituals and goals of an intact group 

Professional leadership behavior Principal behavior of integrity, fairness, and in 
an ethical and legal manner 

Community Vibrancy Creating a citizenry, a workforce, and building 
relationship of collaboration among the 
stakeholders of an intact neighborhood  

School Community Leadership Leadership provided to develop a shared vision 
of learning for the stakeholders within the 
community in a professional manner mobilizing 
any resources available to promote student 
success and community vibrancy  

Figure 1.2 Key Terms and Operational Definitions of the School Community Leadership 
Concept 

 Constructing operational definitions of the terminology was critical to this study.  

For example, “family” or “families” can be used in place of “parent” or “parents”.  But in 

the current social context, any “fictive kin”, that is, any adult who assumes a significant 
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role of support to a student was pertinent to this investigation (Henderson & Mapp, 

2002). 

Assessing School Community Leadership 

Adequate Yearly Progress Status 

 The federal government has continued to make educational reform demands a 

condition for additional funding of public education.  As a result, leadership roles were 

found to be on the cusp of change.  The federal legislation entitled No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) in 2001 mandated performance-based measures from each and every campus 

within any state accepting federal funds must adhere to the NCLB standards.  Today all 

50 states accept federal funding for public education.  School leaders are, as Cotton says, 

accountable to lead the stakeholders of their campus in such a way to achieve student 

academic success (2003). 

 The federal assessment standard is entitled Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP).  

This strong accountability measure requires schools (leaders) to close the achievement 

gap and to make sure all students, particularly disadvantaged students, achieve academic 

proficiency.  In addition, the state must produce annual state and school district report 

cards that inform parents and communities about state and school progress.  Schools that 

do not make progress must provide supplemental services, such as free tutoring or after-

school assistance, take corrective actions, and, if still not making adequate yearly 

progress after five years, must make dramatic changes to the way the campus is run 

(TEA, 2003).  Leading the campus to meet these accountability goals is the role of the 

principal. 
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Texas Accountability Ranking 

 In addition to meeting the federal mandated standards, schools in the state of 

Texas are ranked according to student achievement into one of four categories: 

Exemplary, Recognized, Acceptable, and Unacceptable.  According to the 2007 

Accountability Manual of Texas Education Agency (TEA), the Texas Assessment of 

Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) is aligned to the mandated objectives taught in the 

curriculum at each grade level known as the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills 

(TEKS).  The following is the criteria used to determine rankings for a campus on the 

TAKS which is a statewide, criterion-based assessment administrated in the spring 

semester of the year for grades levels third through eleventh: 

• Exemplary - For every subject, at least 90% of the tested students pass the 

test. 

• Recognized- For every subject, at least 75% of the tested students pass the 

test. 

• Academically Acceptable-Varies by subject: 

 Reading/ELA- At least 65% of the tested students pass the test. 

 Writing- At least 65% of the tested students pass the test. 

 Social Studies- At least 65% of the tested students pass the test. 

 Mathematics-At least 45% of the tested students pass the test. 

 Science – At least 40% of the tested students pass the test. 

 The methodology is calculated as follows: the number of students who met the 

TAKS student passing standard divided by the number tested.  The TAKS rankings are 
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awarded based on the percent of students who score high enough to meet the standard to 

pass the test.  Results for the English version of the TAKS (grades 3-11) and the Spanish 

version (grade 3-6) are summed across grades for each subject. 

 Results for each subject tested are evaluated separately to determine ratings.  

Subgroup ratings affect the overall rating for a campus.  Separate student group 

performance is evaluated as African American, Hispanic, White, or Economically 

Disadvantaged.  Groups of less that thirty are not ranked.  If particular subject areas such 

as English lack sufficient numbers, that specific subgroup is not evaluated. 

Texas Examinations of Educator Standards 

 Leading the campus to meet these accountability goals is the role of the principal 

and in 2000, the state of Texas mandated new competencies for principal certification.  

The TExES, or the Texas Examinations of Educator Standards were developed by 

committees, balanced in terms of position, affiliation, years of experience, ethnicity, 

gender and geographical diversity. 

 A representative sample of Texas educators who were practicing principals or 

who prepare individuals to become principals were surveyed to determine the relative job 

importance of each competency outlined in the test framework for that content area 

(TExES, 2002).  While this survey provides content validity, no scientifically based 

research has been located that is specific to the presence of the three school leadership 

competencies and the campus accountability rating awarded by the state. 

 The competencies are divided into three domains, one of which is school 

community leadership.  By definition, being a leader of the “school community” means 
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providing leadership for all stakeholders: students, staff, parents/caregivers and 

community members.  Before receiving certification, candidates for administration in 

Texas must pass a criterion referenced assessment.  One-third of this assessment requires 

professional knowledge about school community leadership. 

 To demonstrate school community leadership, a successful Texas principal 

1) uses good communication skills; 2) behaves in a caring, ethical, and legal manner; 

3) involves all the stakeholders; 4) builds a common school culture; 5) develops a shared 

vision for high expectations of learning and 6) mobilizes resources within and without the 

school.  These particular competencies support the overarching goal of better academic 

achievement for the students on a campus (TExES, 2002). 

 More specifically, the competencies of the school community leadership domain 

as stated in the TExES standards include: 

• the ability to shape the campus culture by facilitating the development, 

articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that is 

shared and supported by the school community,  

• the ability to communicate and collaborate with all members of the school 

community,  

• the ability to respond to diverse interests and needs, 

• the ability to mobilize resources to promote student success, and  

• the ability to provide leadership with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical and 

legal manner (TExES, 2002). 
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Instrument Definitions 

Organizational Health of Middle Schools (OHI-M) 

 The Organizational Health Inventory (OHI-M) is another instrument known to 

assess the climate of schools.  This inventory measures many common constructs to 

TExES school community leadership competencies.  Therefore, this inventory was used 

as a cross validation for the instrument used to measure school community leadership as a 

way to test consistency between scores on the common constructs. 

 The inventory OHI-M was especially developed and tested for middle schools; it 

describes the health of interpersonal relations in schools among students, teachers, 

administrators, and community members.  This instrument measures the administrative 

level or the internal managerial function of the organization.  It rates how principals set 

the tone for high performance toward building school culture. 

 Collegial leadership, principal influence and resource support are the variables of 

the administrative subconstruct.  The teacher level of the school is concerned with the 

instruction process to produce educated students.  Variables of this level include teacher 

affiliation and academic emphasis.  The institutional level connects the school with its 

environment.  This is measured by rating legitimacy and support from the community as 

needed by schools.  The variable of institutional integrity was designed to measure the 

ability of the school to remain relatively independent from vested interests.  This specific 

instrument was developed by Hoy and Tarter (1997) and revised by Hoy, Sabo & Assoc. 

(1998) for middle school. 
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Snapshot Survey of School Effectiveness Factors 

 Another instrument utilized in this field is the Snapshot Survey of School 

Effectiveness Factors (SSSEF) developed by Robert Marzano.  This author serves as a 

Senior Scholar at the Mid-Continent Research for Education and Learning and has 

authored nineteen books and more than 150 articles and chapters in books on such topics 

as reading and writing instruction, thinking skills, school effectiveness, restructuring, 

assessment, cognition, and standards implementation.  The Association for Supervision 

and Curriculum Development (ASCD), a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization that 

represents 175,000 educators, provides this survey in the electronic version with an 

analysis of school and district results.  The author has granted this study permission to 

utilize the survey for research purposes only (2003). 

 The survey assesses  three levels of factors: 1) The School-Level Factors include 

the variables of a guaranteed and viable curriculum, challenging goals and effective 

feedback, parental and community involvement, safe and orderly environment and 

collegiality and professionalism; 2) The Teacher-Level Factors include the variables of  

the instructional strategies, classroom management, and classroom curriculum design, 

and; 3) The Student-Level Factors include the variables of home environment, learned 

intelligence and background knowledge, and student motivation.  All school-level factors 

and the appropriate student-level factors were included in this research on school 

community leadership. 
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Informal Parental Involvement Survey 

 The Informal Parental Involvement Survey (IPIS) is based on the Epstein 

framework for parent and community involvement.  The variables measured include 

community involvement, learning, parenting, communication, volunteering, and decision 

making.  Epstein presented these variables as hierarchical.  The survey is constructed 

using a Likert scale from 1-4 on each item to be analyzed. 

School Community Leadership Survey 

The School Community Leadership Survey (SCLS) uses the descriptive 

statements of the school community leadership competencies as defined in TExES, as it 

is necessary to give operational definitions to terms used in this study.  The statements 

reflect the most commonly used meanings in the literature from each field.  This is 

especially true because the conceptual terms identified throughout the literature review 

were neither static nor universally understood for meaning. 

 Being more precise and measuring the intended outcomes requires specific, 

operational definitions using the descriptive statements adds to the reliability of the study.  

The survey measures the stakeholder’s perceptions of the school community leadership in 

regard to school culture, shared vision, high expectations, school communication, 

resource management, and professional leadership (TExES, 2002). 

Research Questions 

 This study proposes to investigate what relationship, if any, exists between school 

community leadership competencies and individual campus accountability ratings 

received from the state of Texas.  The competencies of  “school community leadership” 
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in Texas by definition include most, if not all, the predictors of  the school effectiveness 

correlates, effective principal leadership behaviors,  the framework of 

parental/community involvement, and  the strategies of community building. 

 More importantly, this study is designed to investigate the associations or 

relationships, if any, that exist between the three-school community leadership 

competencies and the campus accountability rating received each year from the Texas 

education accreditation agency.  In addition, the study will attempt to discover if the 

perception of the presence of any of the three competencies individually, combined, or in 

concert have a significant relationship to improving student achievement, especially on 

Texas middle school campuses with a high poverty population. 

Chapter Summary 

 This study is significant as it helps explore and interpret the relationship(s), if any, 

that exist between the school community leadership competencies and the school 

accountability rating in Texas.  Yet, in a larger sense, since this study is researching the 

relationships between nationally and state required assessment standards in relation to 

school community leadership, the findings should prove germane to educational leaders 

throughout the nation. 

 In addition, the study will provide more understanding into “best practices” for 

school leaders who desire to reach out to families and communities in sustainable ways.  

The study will report if there is a relationship between the perception by stakeholders of 

school community leadership competencies for Texas administrators and adequate yearly 

progress and annual state ranking on campuses.  An equally important goal is to locate 



Texas Tech University, Ann Hannel, December 2007 

 30  

“best practices” by documenting beneficial competencies that meet the daunting task of 

engaging the stakeholders of staff, student, family, and community and meet the 

challenge of improving student achievement. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Leadership is a necessary condition for 

effective reform relative to school-level, teacher-

level, and the student-level factors.   

Robert J. Marzano 

 
Introduction 

Description 

 This chapter reviews literature from various fields related to “school community 

leadership.”  In particular, for this study, a literature review of the attributes of effective 

school leadership correlates of effective schools, and the frameworks for parent and 

community involvement will be done to assist in predicting effective principalship 

behaviors that relate to student academic improvement. 

 The literature reveals common elements in related field to the indicators 

embedded in the TExES competencies of school community leadership.  Examples of 

common elements of the three related fields include the concepts of school culture, 

shared vision, high expectations of teaching/learning, communication skills, resource 

management, and professional behavior.  Reviewing the literature about these elements 

provided collective data that was helpful in understanding the implications that are 

common to both.  The data suggests skills, behaviors, and attitudes or, more formally 

known as competencies, that are identified in successful principals in the area of school 

community leadership. 

 The first section of this chapter discusses standards used to determine competency 

for school leaders, both individually and in the institutions of higher education.  The 
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Texas Examination of Educator Standards (TExES) is used to assess all Texas principals 

prior to being certified as a school leader.  An in-depth analysis of the TExES Domain I-

School Community Leadership is included.  The purpose of this analysis was to identify 

specific indicators of principal behavior considered effective as “school community 

leaders.”  Also, the focus of this review was to locate those indicators common to both 

the TExES standards for individual principal, and to the Interstate School Leaders 

Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) standards, known as the national ISLLC standards for 

institutions. 

 The second section of this chapter summarizes the professional significance of the 

research related to school community leadership.  In particular, literature was reviewed 

that suggested common elements within the attributes of effective school leadership, 

correlates of effective schools, and the frameworks for parent and community 

involvement that supported improved student achievement. 

 The literature review reveals that the concepts of school culture, shared vision, 

high expectations of teaching/learning, communication skills, resource management, and 

professional behavior are common throughout when studying leader and school 

effectiveness.  These concepts are also those listed by the Texas State Board for Educator 

Certification (SBEC) as competencies required for successful principals in the area of 

school community leadership. 

 The third section of the chapter reviews instruments that attempt to measure the 

perceptions of stakeholders as to the competency of leaders in school effectiveness, 

campus organizational health and parent and community involvement.  Further, several 
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studies are discussed which provide assistance in preparing a survey instrument to 

measure the TExES standards for school community leadership competencies. 

 Finally, this chapter summarizes the findings of the literature review and explains 

the implications of the research available, in particular, in regard to those concepts and 

competencies associated with increased student achievement. 

School Community Leadership Review 

TExES Competencies 

 In 2000, The State Board for Educator Certification (SBEC) developed new 

standards for Texas educators that delineate the beginning competencies necessary for 

entry-level leaders.  Successful performance on an assessment measuring these 

competencies, the TExES, is required for the issuance of a Texas school administrator 

certificate.  These TExES standards include three domains of which Domain I is School 

Community Leadership.  Domain I School Community Leadership has three 

competencies within it. 

 The process to develop those standards and the resulting assessment began by 

convening a Standards Development Committee made up of practitioners from public, 

private, and higher education educator preparation programs, representatives from the 

education professional organizations, content experts, as well as the non-academic world 

of business, community, and parents.  The committee was balanced in terms of position, 

affiliation, years of experience, ethnicity, gender, and geographical diversity. 

 After a framework was developed, a representative sample of practicing educators 

was surveyed to determine the relative job importance of each competency from each 
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content area.  The assessment to measure school community leadership was developed by 

a test contractor.  Then each item was field tested for appropriateness of content and 

difficulty, clarity, alignment with the competencies, and potential ethnic, gender, and 

regional bias (TExES, 2002). 

Domain I-School Community Leadership 

 Domain I-School Community Leadership is composed of three competencies 

which accounts for more than 33% of all competencies required for issuance of a Texas 

educator certificate.  

 The Domain I-School Community Leadership Competency 001 reads as follows:  

“The principal knows how to shape campus culture by facilitating the development, 

articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and 

supported by the school community” (TExES, 2002, p. 6). 

 As is stated, school community leadership requires an understanding of campus 

culture, development of a vision of learning, and the ability to communicate and elicit 

support from the entire school community in order to share both the culture and vision of 

learning. 

 The Domain I-School Community Leadership Competency 002 reads as follows: 

“The principal knows how to communicate and collaborate with all members of the 

school community, respond to diverse interests and needs, and mobilize resources to 

promote student success” (TExES, 2002, p. 7).  When competent in this area, a skilled 

communicator manages conflict, gathers consensus, builds community relations, 
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establishes partnerships, honors diversity, and responds to internal and external political, 

social, and economic issues. 

 The Domain I-School Community Leadership Competency 003 reads as follows:  

“The principal knows how to act with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical and legal 

manner (TExES, 2002, p. 7).  This competency, in essence, equates professional 

leadership with integrity and caring. 

 To summarize, the three competencies of the TExES have the common elements 

of school culture, shared vision, high expectations of teaching/learning, communication 

skills, resource management, and professional behavior, requiring an effective school 

leader to be an advocate for children, to apply all laws and regulations fairly, to abide by 

all professional standards, to obey the legal guidelines and laws, to be aware and sensitive 

to all cultures, sexual orientations, and learning needs. 

 As Figure 2.1 illustrates, the common concepts of culture, vision, high 

expectations, good communication, skilled resource management, and professional 

behavior in an ethical, caring, and legal manner are central to understanding the school 

community leadership competencies. 
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TExES 

Competencies 

School Community Leadership 

Competency 001 

School Culture 

Competency 001 

Shared Vision 
 

Competency 002 

High Expectation of Learning/Teaching 
 

Competency 002 

Good Communication Skills 
 

Competency 003 

 

Mobilizes resources within and without 
schools 

 

Competency 003 

Behaves in a caring, ethical, and legal 
manner-professional 

Figure 2.1 Competencies of TExES  
 

Standards for the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium 

ISLLC Standards 

 The standards for the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) 

are similar to the Texas Examinations of Educator Standards.  In essence, the ISLLC 

standards supply a definition of school community leadership for educational institutions 

nationally.  The standards, adopted in 1996, focus on critical components of effective 

leadership as defined in relation to student success.  Pivotal to the ISLLC discussions was 

the goal to determine leader behavior that would provide the culture and environment in 

order to ensure all students succeed (Walter, 2003). 
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 Practitioners from the 24 states participated in discussions about leadership and 

standards which led to the development of the ISLLC standards.  These standards were 

developed from a thorough analysis of what is known about effective educational 

leadership at the campus and district levels by synthesizing standards from various 

national educational organizations, professional associations, and reform commissions.  

In addition, these standards suggest what type of leadership is required for tomorrow’s 

schools. 

 The six standards are as follows: A school administrator is an educational leader 

who promotes the success of all students by: 

• developing stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and supported by 

the school community (Standard 1). 

• advocating, nurturing and sustaining a school culture and instructional 

program conducive to student learning and staff professional growth 

(Standard 2). 

• ensuring management of the organization, operations, and resources for a safe, 

efficient, and effective learning environment (Standard 3). 

• collaborating with families and community members, responding to diverse 

community interests and needs, and mobilizing community resources 

(Standard 4). 

• acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical manner (Standard 5). 
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• understanding, responding to, and influencing the larger political, facilitating 

the development, articulation, implementation, and social, economic, legal, 

and cultural context (Standard 6). 

 As is evident in Figure 2.2, the competencies of the TExES and ISLLC Standards 

share many common elements.  Behaviors identified for effective leadership include the 

need to create a positive school culture, to build a vision of high expectation for learning 

and teaching, and to collaborate using good communication skills with the school 

community stakeholders in a professional manner. 

 

TExES 

Competencies 

School Community Leadership 

 

Interstate 

School Leaders 

Licensure Consortium 

(ISLLC) 

Competency 001 

School Culture 
Standard 2 

School Culture 

Competency 001 

Shared Vision 
 

Standard 1 

Vision of Learning 

Competency 002 

High Expectation of Learning/Teaching 
 

Standard 2 & 3 

Sustains an  Instructional Program 
 

Competency 002 

Good Communication Skills 
 

Standard 4 

Collaborates with school community, 
responding to diverse interests , and 

building community resources 

Competency 003 

Mobilizes resources within and without 
schools 

 

Standard  3 

Manages Resources for Safe, Efficient, 
and Effective Learning Environment 

Competency 003 

Behaves in a caring, ethical, and legal 
manner-professional 

Standard 5 

Professional-acts with integrity, 
fairness, and ethically 

Standard 6 
Works with political, social, economic, 

legal and cultural context 

Figure 2.2 A Comparison of the Common Standards of School Community Leadership 
and National Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium 
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Related Fields of Research 

Effective School Leadership 

 The first related field of research to school community leadership reviewed in this 

study is effective school leadership.  There is significant research available, both 

qualitative and quantitative, documenting the importance of principal leadership or 

behavior in effective schools.  In fact, much of the current research on improving student 

achievement can be linked to effective principal behaviors.  When Brookover and Lezotte 

(1979) investigated the reasons for achievement improvement in six elementary schools 

with low SES populations, they found that the leadership influences on the overall school 

climate and even the climate at the level of individual classroom made the difference in 

effectiveness. 

 Clark and his colleagues (1983), from a meta-analysis of 1200 studies of urban 

schools and urban education, concluded that in successful schools, the behavior of the 

designated school or program leader is crucial in shaping school success. 

 Purkey and Smith (1983) suggest that when the leadership gives school-wide 

recognition for improvement in student learning, teachers are motivated to improve their 

instructional practices.  Peterson, Murphy & Hallinger (1987) indicated achievement 

improved when superintendents communicated to principals that curriculum and teaching 

is important.  Murphy and Hallinger (1989) concluded that the impact on achievement by 

leadership behavior exists, but only indirectly. 

 Heck (1992) writes that, “New leaders in organizations may encounter problems 

with trying to change existing norms of behavior” (p. 31).  Henderson and Berla (1993) 
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gathered data from 49 research studies which documented that when leaders get parents 

involved, children do better academically.  Parent help resulted in higher grades, better 

test scores, long-term academic achievement, positive attitudes and behavior, and more 

successful programs.  The changes resulted in more effective schools (p. 359). 

 Oakes and Quartz (1995) collected fourteen essays that focused on exploiting all 

students’ capacity to learn, especially those who performed poorly on a conventional 

intelligence test.  They found “practices promoted by leaders” critical to the success of 

curriculum and instruction if all students are to succeed. 

 Butler (1997), in her study of leadership behavior, found that setting specific and 

ambitious goals, focusing on raising achievement, maintaining high expectations of 

teaching and learning by the staff, and encouraging teacher innovation as key to effective 

leadership. 

 Dryfoos (2000) reported that the environment of a community school in which 

leaders promoted regular attendance, extended day services, integrated health resources, 

and enhanced community life had a positive influence on the academic achievement of 

participants because social barriers to learning were impacted (p. 6). 

 From her meta-analysis of the literature on effective principals, Cotton (2003) 

listed 26 behaviors common to principals of high achieving schools.  This researcher 

categorized these behaviors into five broad areas.  These include:  1) a clear focus on 

student learning, 2) interactions and relationships, 3) school culture, 4) instruction, and 

5) accountability (p. ix-x). 
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 As major researcher with over 70 articles in publication, many in the area of 

principal effectiveness, Cotton stated that demand for improved academic achievement is 

driving school reform in the United States, and the focus is on the principal.  She wrote, 

“What Principals do [does] make a difference,” (p. ix)  Her research documented that the 

principal is being asked to lead the school community, in school and out of school, as 

they help all students meet very challenging standards (p. v-ix). 

 Also, Cotton suggests that effective leaders must establish a norm of continuous 

improvement.  She cited reviews such as Steller’s 1988 research review that concludes: 

The pedagogy, the curriculum, the organization of the school itself, the 
conduct of students and staff, parent involvement, and staff 
development—all aspects of schooling—are driven by whatever it takes to 
achieve high levels of academic success and a positive, healthy 
environment for all students.  (p. 461-462) 

 
 Major conclusions made by Cotton after concluding her meta-analysis of 

effective principalship behaviors are 

• Strong administrative leadership is a key component of schools with high 

student achievement, 

• The research base on the effects of principals’ behavior on students is large 

and varied, 

• Much of the research has focused on poor, largely minority student 

populations, and  

• Many leadership behaviors and traits of principals are positively related to 

student achievement, attitudes, and social behavior. 
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Cotton’s Attributes 
of 

Effective Leadership 

Leadership Attribute Associated  
with  

Improved Student Achievement 
 
Clear focus on student learning 

 

• the extent to which a school has a clear mission 
and goals (Butler, 1997) 

 
         School Culture 

 

• the overall climate of school and the climate in 
individual classrooms (Brookover & Lezotte, 
1979) 

 
          Accountability 

 

• the attitudes of teachers (Purkey & Smith, 
1983) 

 
          Accountability 

 

• the classroom practice of teachers (Brookover 
& Lezotte, 1979) 

 
Clear focus on student learning 

 

• the organization of curriculum and instruction 
(Oakes & Quartz, 1995)) 

 
Clear focus on student learning 

 

• students’ opportunity to learn 
              (Peterson, Murphy & Hallinger, 1987) 

 
    Interactions/Relationships 

 

• Parental involvement 
         (Henderson & Berla, 1994) 

 
   Interactions/Relationships 

 

• Integrated community school services  
                         (Dryfoos, 2000)   
 

Figure 2.3 Linking Cotton’s Attributes of Effective Leadership to Research Findings 
reporting Improved Student Achievement 

Common Elements of Competencies, Standards and Principal Behaviors 

 Figure 2.4 identifies current common elements identified by standards and 

competencies for effective educational leaders of the Interstate School Leaders Licensure 

Consortium and TExES in relation to Cotton’s five categories or attributes. 
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TExES 

Competencies 
School Community Leadership 

 
Interstate 

School Leaders 
Licensure Consortium 

(ISLLC) 

    
 Cotton’s 

Broad Areas of Behaviors  
Common to Principals of  

    High Achieving Schools 
 

Competency 001 
School Culture 

Standard 2 
School Culture 

 
School Culture  

Competency 001 
Shared Vision 

 

Standard 1 
Vision of Learning 

 
     Clear focus on student 
                 learning 

Competency 002 
High Expectation of 
Learning/Teaching 

 

Standard 2 & 3 
Sustains an  Instructional 

Program 
 

 
Clear focus on student 

learning 

Competency 002 
Good Communication Skills 

 

Standard 4 
Collaborates with school 

community, responding to 
diverse interests , and 
building community 

resources 

 
Accountability 

Competency 003 
Mobilizes resources within 

and without schools 
 

Standard  3 
Manages Resources for Safe, 

Efficient, and Effective 
Learning Environment 

 
Accountability 

Competency 003 
Behaves in a caring, ethical, 

and legal manner-
professional 

Standard 5 
Professional-acts with 
integrity, fairness, and 

ethically 
Standard 6 

Works with political, social, 
economic, legal and cultural 

context 

 
Interactions/Relationships 

Figure 2.4 Current Common Elements of ISLLC Standards and TExES Competencies to 
Cotton’s Attributes of Effective Educational Leaders 
 
 By examining these research-based studies in Figure 2.3 and Figure 2.4, it 

becomes apparent that the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards and 

the TExES Competencies for School Community Leadership are based on theoretical 

advances in these fields.  Cotton’s meta-analysis of the research identified behaviors that 

are very similar to the competencies for school community leadership for a Texas 
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principal.  Cotton’s findings are also comparable to the six standards for school leaders 

from the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC). 

 Specifically, Figure 2.4 parallels how the common elements of ISLLC and TExES 

also parallel Cotton’s effective leadership behaviors.  In particular, the desired attributes 

of a school community leader are defined by the concepts of culture, shared vision, high 

expectations, professional accountability and strong collaborations or relationships which 

are common to ISLLC, TExES and Cotton’s list. 

 For example, Blum, Butler, and Olson’s (1987) research found that effective 

principals have clear vision, communicate well with staff, establish a safe environment, 

know quality instruction, and monitor school performance.  Levine and Lezotte (1990) 

suggest an effective leader is an active, hands-on individual who maintains good 

supervision of instructional practices, shows support for teachers, has high energy, uses 

rigorous staff selection procedures, demonstrates “maverick” or “out of the box “ 

innovation techniques, monitors school activities, and diligently acquires sufficient 

resources. 

 Hallinger and Murphey (1987) found that effective leaders could frame and 

communicate goals well, evaluate instruction, coordinate curriculum, monitor progress, 

protect instructional time, maintain high visibility, provide staff incentives, select and 

promote professional development, and establish explicit academic goals.  Sammons, 

Hillman, and Mortimore (1995), using quantitative research methods, ranked professional 

leadership as the most important element to impact academic achievement. 
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Effective Schools Research 

 A related field to school community leadership is the field of effective school 

research.  Characteristics similar to the competencies of the TExES and ISLLC Standards 

are found within a Washington State literature review of twenty studies of schools 

(Henderson & Map, 2002, p. 9) identified as unusually effective, that is, high performing 

schools with populations of low-SES in urban settings.  This review examined the 

common characteristics of these schools.  A synthesis of the findings found nine common 

characteristics: 1) clear and shared focus, 2) high standards and expectations of all 

students, 3) effective school leadership, 4) high levels of collaboration and 

communication, 5) instruction and assessment alignment, 6) frequent monitoring of the 

teaching/learning process, 7) focused professional development, 8) a supportive learning 

environment, and 9) high levels of parent and community involvement. 

 Other studies of effective school characteristics report similar findings.  Scheerens 

and Bosker (1997), using quantitative research methods, ranked the factors for school 

effectiveness in terms of their impact on student achievement in this order: time, 

monitoring, pressure to achieve, parental involvement, school climate, content coverage, 

school leadership and cooperation.  All of these factors are present in the TExES 

indicators of school community leadership. 

 Levine and Lezotte (1990) measured school effectiveness as determined by what 

students learn in school, climate, culture, focused staff development, strong leadership, 

pertinent parent involvement, and high academic expectations which are present in 

exceptionally effective schools.  Sammons and her colleagues (1995) using similar 
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qualitative research methods to compare schools that had received high and low academic 

ratings found ten critical components present in effective schools including shared vision 

and goals, a learning environment, and home-school partnerships.  

 Teddlie and Reynolds (2000) report that substantial conceptual and empirical 

progress is being made in understanding effective schools beyond urban inner-city 

schools.  These authors maintain that the research clearly show that schools can make a 

difference regardless of location, social context, or level of support (as cited in Hoy & 

Miskel, 2001, pp. 300-301). 

 The Education Trust reported similar findings about schools that have “beaten the 

odds” (Barth, et al.., 1999).  Their research suggests that effective leadership and parent 

and community involvement are two important mediating variables influencing how 

schools make the difference regardless of population characteristics or location (Hoy & 

Miskel, 2001; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Cotton, 2003). 

 Extensive research is available to support the strong relationship between 

leadership and school effectiveness in regard to vision, climate, communication, high 

expectations, and opportunity to learn (Brookover et al., 1978; Scheerens & Bosker, 

1997; Reynolds & Teddlie, 2000; Wang, Haertel & Walberg, 1993).  Also, researchers 

for the effective schools movement, Marzano (2003), Sammons (1999), Hallinger & 

Murphy (1997); Levine and Lezotte (1995) and Edmonds (1979) all identify the concept 

of effective school leadership as crucial for improving academic achievement. 

 However, it is important to consider these findings in light of the Coleman Report 

released in the sixties, and the reanalysis of the Coleman report by Jencks and colleagues 
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in the seventies and A Nation at Risk:  The imperative of Educational Reform.  These 

studies reveal school effectiveness is very limited and accounts for little of the variance 

of student achievement (Liontos, 1992; Henderson & Berla, 1993; Jordan, Orozco & 

Averett, 2001; Henderson & Mapp, 2002; Marzano, 2003). 

 Coleman, Jenck’s and A Nation at Risk:  The imperative of Educational Reform 

all suggest school-level and teacher-level factors affect 10% or less of the variance in 

student achievement.  However, later researchers, namely Rosenthal and Rubin (1982), 

used different statistical techniques to analyze the same data used by the Coleman group.  

They drew more encouraging conclusions than Coleman and his colleagues reported.  

Using the data from Rosenthal and Rubin’s different statistical analysis to dichotomize 

the assessment measures of effective versus ineffective schools, Marzano puts the 

correlation of variance in student achievement closer to 20% than 10 % (p. 189).  This is 

a key finding. 

 After doing a meta-analysis of the school effectiveness research covering the past 

35 years about what works in schools, Robert Marzano (2003) has proposed a framework 

or model of factors for an effective school which includes attributes of effective 

leadership and elements of parent and community involvement. 

 By utilizing findings of key researchers in the field, Marzano created the 

framework by compiling a ranked list of factors found to produce improved student 

academic achievement. 

 Each level of factors contributes to school effectiveness in terms of improved 

academic achievement.  The three factors are school-level, teacher-level, and student-
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level.  Other researchers have utilized a similar framework, but Marzano’s model is 

different in its specificity and ranking of importance of factors. 

 For instance, he isolates and then ranks parent and community involvement as 

third in importance for effective schools.  In his ranking, only a strong curriculum and 

establishing challenging goals with feedback have more impact on academic 

achievement. 

 To define the school-level factors, Marzano collapses the findings of school 

effectiveness research into five major factors.  His five factors, in order of impact are: 

• Guaranteed and viable curriculum, 

• Challenged goals and effective feedback, 

• Parent and community involvement, 

• Safe and orderly environment, and 

• Collegiality and professionalism. 

 To define the teacher-level factors, Marzano, further, collapses the findings into 

three major factors.  These three factors, in order of impact are:  

• Instructional Strategies 

• Classroom management 

• Classroom curriculum design 

 To define the student-level factors, Marzano collapsed the findings into three 

major factors.  The three factors, in order of impact are:  

• Home atmosphere 

• Learned Intelligence and background knowledge 
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• Motivation  

 Marzano suggests the three factors are similar to the correlates of school 

effectiveness and leadership qualities that affect student academic achievement.  He 

defines how roles and responsibilities must correlate with specific factors of school-level, 

teacher-level, and student-level that affect student achievement. 

 This research puts emphasis on school-level (campus) leadership.  In fact, 

Marzano (2003) suggests that effective leadership is superimposed over all the factors 

with leadership making the difference.  It is very important to note that his research 

suggests that school campuses are the proper level for focus when initiating school 

reform (p. 172).  This is another key finding. 

 As Figure 2.5 illustrates only the school level and student factors will be used as 

the factors pertaining to school community leadership as the teacher level of factors are 

considered mediating variables for parent and community involvement, indirectly 

influenced by school community leadership. 

 It is at the school-level, as this research suggests, that a strong relationship 

between the leadership and the effectiveness of a campus makes a difference.  As an 

example, Marzano suggests the function of school policy and school decisions and 

initiatives belongs to leaders at the campus level. 
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School 

• Guaranteed and viable curriculum 

• Challenging goals and effective feedback 

• Parent and community involvement 

• Safe and orderly environment 

• Collegiality and Professionalism 

Teacher 

• Instructional strategies 

• Classroom management 

• Classroom curriculum design 

Student 

• Home atmosphere 

• Learned intelligence and background knowledge 

• Motivation 

Figure 2.5 Marzano’s Examples of Factors Affecting Student Achievement Taken from 
What Works in Schools, Translating Research into Action Marzano, (p. 10.) 
 
 Figure 2.6 illustrates how the research about attributes of effective schools reports 

similar elements as the TExES competencies and the ISLLC Standards and aligns 

Marzano’s Model of School Effectiveness Factors to the TExES competency categories 

and the ISLLC Standards. 
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TExES 

Competencies 
School Community Leadership 

 
Interstate 

School Leaders 
Licensure Consortium 

(ISLLC) 

Marzano’s Model of 
School Effectiveness 

Factors 
Ranked by Impact 

At  School, Teacher, and 
Student Levels 

 
Competency 001 
School Culture 

 
Standard 2 

School Culture 

 
School Level  5th 

Collegiality and        
Professionalism 

 
Competency 001 

Shared Vision 
 

 
Standard 1 

Vision of Learning 

 
School Level  5th 
Collegiality and 
Professionalism 
Shared Vision 

 
Competency 002 

High Expectation of 
Learning/Teaching 

 

 
Standard 2 & 3 

Sustains an Instructional 
Program 

 

 
School Level 1 & 2 

Guaranteed and Viable 
Curriculum 

Challenging Goals and 
Effective Feedback 

 
Competency 002 

Good Communication Skills 
 

 
Standard 4 

Collaborates with school 
community, responding to 

diverse interests, and 
building community 

resources 

 
School Level  3rd 

Parental and Community 
Involvement 
Home Level 

Communication to/from 
home-school 

 
Competency 002,003 

Mobilizes resources within and 
without schools 

 

 
Standard  3 

Manages Resources for 
Safe, Efficient, and 
Effective Learning 

Environment 

 
School Level 4th 
Safe and Orderly 

Environment 
 

Home Level 
Communication to-from 

home-school 

 
Competency 003 

Behaves in a caring, ethical, and 
legal manner-professional 

Standard 5 
Professional-acts with 
integrity, fairness, and 

ethically 
Standard 6 

Works with political, social, 
economic, legal and cultural 

context 

 
School Level 5th 
Collegiality and 
Professionalism 

Figure 2.6 Common Elements of Standards, Competencies of School Leadership and 
Marzano’s Model of School Effectiveness Factors 
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School and Community Involvement 

 A third related field to school community leadership is school and community 

involvement.  The primary goal of the Henderson and Mapp (2002) literature review 

concerning school and community involvement was to determine the impact of school, 

family and community connections on student achievement.  The most consistent 

research suggests that students receive higher grade points and scores on standardized 

tests as the result of school, family, and community connections.  This relationship holds 

for all backgrounds and for students at all ages. 

 Although there is less research on the effects of community involvement, the data 

from Henderson and Mapp and other researchers suggest community involvement 

benefits schools, families, and students by improved achievement and behavior, 

regardless of whether the family is in poverty or not.  The implications of these findings 

firmly support the conclusion that family involvement has a positive relationship to 

improved student success (Ho and Willms, 1996; Gordan, 1983; Clark, 1983; Milne, 

Myers, Rosenthal & Ginsburg, 1986; Finn 1993; Epstein, 1987; Lareau, 1987).  This is 

another key finding. 

 Fan and Chen’s (1999) research reports that different kinds of connections can 

have very different results.  Effective school community leadership requires building 

numerous connections between principals and teachers, students, family members, and 

members of the community at large. 

 Abrams and Gibbs (2000) report school staff, parents, and the community, 

especially in urban areas, hold different perceptions about the reasons for low student 



Texas Tech University, Ann Hannel, December 2007 

 53  

performance.  For instance, individuals differ on the scope of responsibilities for parents 

and community members, and definitely see the role of the principal from their own 

perspective.  Many of these individuals believe most responsibility lies with the school 

for student performance. 

 Yet, researcher Comer (1984) believes that the Coleman Report and similar 

research has influenced the public to believe that schools alone cannot overcome a 

student’s background.  Acting on this belief, school reform leaders are advocating 

increased school–community involvement (Shirley, 1997). 

 However, effective school community involvement is not just parental 

involvement, even though community involvement is often used synonymously with 

parent involvement (Henderson & Mapp, 2002).  Parental involvement, in reality, is only 

one segment of effective school-community involvement. 

 School community leadership by definition includes the involvement of all 

stakeholders-students, staff, parent/caregivers, and community members.  Each 

stakeholder has a different role and area of responsibility in relation to the school 

community.  

Parent Involvement 

 As stated the term “parental involvement” is not as inclusive as the term “school-

community leadership”.  The shared elements of these two terms include student 

learning, family engagement, school effectiveness, and community vitality, but the 

literature reveals significant differences in goals and in the perceptions of roles and 

responsibilities. 
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 Fager and Brewster (1999) suggest that many complex issues contribute to the 

success or failure of schools and their effectiveness, in particular, parental involvement.  

Parental involvement is a multidimensional construct that cannot be easily separated from 

broader social and legal issues.  Other related, yet crucial issues reported by these 

researchers include the willingness of teachers to involve parents, the willingness of 

parents to participate, the nature of the school climate, the goals of administrative 

support, and the presence of teacher staff development training as necessary to produce 

an effective school environment.  Many of these issues are intertwined in the concept of 

school community leadership. 

 When Marzano compared his findings with other researchers in the field of school 

effectiveness, he found four of his five school-level factors similar to elements identified 

by other key researchers.  One key element was parental and community involvement.  

Marzano, Scheerens and Bosker, Sammons, Levine and Lezotte each included or 

emphasized parental involvement, home-school partnerships or salient parental 

involvement.  Only one especially prominent researcher in the field of school 

effectiveness, Edmond, omitted any mention of parental involvement. 

 However, Edmonds did his research before parental involvement became 

commonly identified as a societal factor that impacts student achievement.  Considering 

the era of the Edmond research, it is evident that the concept of parental and community 

involvement was not considered pertinent at the time (Marzano, 2003; Scheerens & 

Bosker, 1997; Sammons, Hillman & Mortimore, 1995; Levine and Lezotte, 1990; 

Edmonds (1979);  Purkey & Smith, 1982; Cotton, 2003). 
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 Important funding for parental involvement research was provided by the 

Department of Education in the 1990 expansion of the national network of research and 

development package which included a five-year, six million dollars ($6 million) 

commitment to the topic of Centers on Families, Communities, Schools, and Children’s 

Learning. 

 Davies, director of this center and a pioneer in the field, reports that parent 

involvement has become a “fashionable and important topic” (as cited in Jordan, Orozco, 

Averett, 2001).  A meta-analysis of current research by the North West Regional 

Educational Laboratory (NWREL) reports that there are literally hundreds of books, 

journal articles, and stand-alone reports on the subject of parent involvement (Marzano, 

2003). 

 Desimone (1999) suggests the term ‘parent or family involvement’ can range in 

meaning from to “participation in (1) school initiated activities, such as parent-teacher 

conferences, attendance at student performances, volunteering at school, or (2) home 

initiated activities such as helping with homework or reading and math skills, all of 

which stress the value of an education to (3) “a set of group-defining actions, beliefs, and 

attitudes” such as value for education, hard work, and being respectful and responsible. 

(p. 11). 

 Honig, et al. (2001) states school-centered definitions often focus on activities 

that will “fix” the family or child so the teachers can “really teach”, or in other words, 

overcome the student factors such as being poor, undereducated, or poorly motivated. 
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 The National Parent and Teacher Association (2003) provide a very inclusive 

definition of parental involvement which is widely held.  They define parent or family 

involvement as “all adults who play an important role in a child’s family life whether the 

involvement is school initiated, home initiated, or community initiated with the goal of 

improving the academic performance of children” (2003, p. 1). 

 Throughout the entire research, one key finding is consistent with regard to 

parental involvement: it does result in increased student achievement.  However, Keith 

and Keith (1993) suggest some forms of “at-school” connections, such as attending 

school meetings and student performances, do not necessarily have a strong impact on 

student achievement, but other connections make an important impact.  

Davies, voicing the consensus of most researchers, reports “parental involvement 

is one issue where most experts agree-quite simply, it works,” (as cited in Henderson and 

Mapp, 2002, p. 4).  As a result, parent involvement (connections/partnerships) is required 

in almost every legislative reform proposal put forth in both state and federal arenas. 

Parent and Community Involvement 

 Examples of key research studies of parent and community involvement include 

well-funded national projects such as Comer’s expanding school development program.  

Comer schools partnered with neighborhood schools, collecting data about educating 

poor minority children while encouraging massive parent involvement.  The research 

from these schools has shown dramatic, lasting gains in student academic success (1988). 

 Levin’s accelerated schools, Ziegler’s Schools for the 21st Century, and the 

Institute for Responsive Education’s League of School program represents other 
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exemplary models of using community involvement in addition to parental involvement.  

Davies reports that all these programs have definitely impacted student achievement as 

cited in Jordan, Orozco & Averett, 1992. 

 Joyce Epstein, a prominent researcher in this field, serves as head of the 

School/Family/Community Partnerships.  After completing a meta-analysis of the 

literature in this field, Henderson and Mapp (2002) basically define parental involvement 

using Epstein’s typology of six types of parent involvement which is 1) parenting, 

2) school or home initiated communication, 3) volunteerism, 4) home learning, 

5) decision making participation, and 6) collaborating with the community (p. 23). 

 Epstein’s model has been adopted by many in the field such as the National 

Parent Teacher Association (National PTA, 1998) and is considered a standard in the 

field. 

 Another well-known model of parent involvement reports the parent effort or 

school effort is influenced by mediating variables.  This model, the Hoover-Dempsey and 

Sandler Model, considers several mediating variables including:  (1) the parent decision 

to become involved, (2) the choice of type of involvement, and (3) the type of 

mechanisms used (Hoover-Demspey, Sandler, 1997). 

 Hickman, Greenwood, and Miller (1995) utilize the Hoover-Demspey and 

Sandler model to define parent involvement more operationally.  After investigating 

home-based activities and school based parent activities, they found that only the home-

based type of involvement was related to achievement, while other parent roles, parent-

as-learner and parent-as-supporter, were more likely to be statistically related to social-
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economic status or SES.  This finding is key.  It serves as an example of how research is 

informing leaders to better design their school community leadership initiatives. 

 Baker and Stevenson (1986), in a study of 41 families, investigated the 

relationship between the family socioeconomic status (SES) and children’s academic 

achievement.  They found that while both low-and high-SES parents are aware of useful 

strategies to encourage their child’s academic careers, only the high-SES parents are 

likely to take active steps to assure their children will enroll in post-secondary education. 

 Ekstrom, Goertz, and Rock (1988) report that to improve academic achievement, 

families must provide opportunities for learning outside the school, must provide needed 

resources for study, must be actively involved in planning the student’s educational 

program, and must hold high educational aspirations. 

 Chrisspeels and Rivero (2000) suggest that leadership strategies can build “social 

capital”, or parent self-efficacy, when parents feel more welcome and become more 

capable in assisting their children academically.  A study done by Baker, Piotrkowski and 

Brooks-Gunn (1998) partially substantiates these findings.  They used an experimental 

design to study the effects of home instruction for preschool youngsters over a span of an 

academic year.  Their results were mixed as Cohort 1 showed improvement while Cohort 

II did not show the same level of improvement. 

 Izzo, Weissberg, Kasprow, and Fendrich (1999) suggest early intervention for 

low-SES families helps students begin their academic careers stronger and that such 

intervention tends to be an advantage for the majority of time students are in school.  
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Catsambis (1998) suggests that parent involvement motivates students to value additional 

education and, as a result, brings about improved academic achievement. 

 It is very significant that the majority of the current research suggests that parent 

involvement has only an indirect relationship to improving academic achievement.  

Perhaps this is why the National Parent Teacher Association (PTA) states that in relation 

to parent involvement and its powerful influence, the knowledge base is broad and clear, 

but the association considers the real challenge to be implementation: that is, putting into 

practice the knowledge that gets results (PTA National Standards, 2003).  This research 

suggests effective leadership helps with the implementation (Chrisspeels & Rivero, 

2000). 

Teacher and Parent Partnerships 

 For instance, there has been an increased awareness that school factors or school 

personnel can enhance parent involvement, in particular, to improve the academic and 

social success of children in school.  Epstein (1986) states that it is “teachers’ practices, 

not the education, marital status, or work place of parents that makes the difference in 

whether parents are productive partners in their children’s education (p. 12).  Ames (1993) 

reports when parents receive frequent and effective communications from teachers the 

student achievement increases.  Lareau (1987) found that parent response to teacher 

requests suggest that parent-teacher interaction made a difference in student achievement, 

aspirations and life prospects. 

 Shartrand, Weiss, Kreider & Lopez (1997) suggest that school efforts to promote 

family involvement in children’s education succeed only if teachers are adequately 
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prepared to support these efforts.  This is a significant finding because studies from the 

National Association of Secondary School Principals (Epstein, 1995) show that the 

majority of parents want to know how to help their children at home academically.  

 However, McAfee (1987) finds that teachers in inner city settings with limited 

training in parental involvement see themselves quite differently from the parents of the 

children they teach (as cited in Henderson & Mapp, 2002).  As a result, these teachers face 

a difficult transition in knowing how to handle cultural different behaviors.   

 Chavkin (1989) reports, critical to the success of any program, is training teachers 

to effectively utilize parent involvement.  Yet the research found that most pre-service and 

in service teachers have received very little, if any, formal training about how to involve 

parents effectively.  The Harvard Family Research Project (1995) identifies the following 

key areas on which teacher training efforts should focus: 

• Bridging gaps between home and school culture, 

• Assuming the best intentions on the part of parents, 

• Helping families with limited financial resources and support networks to 

meet their basic needs, and 

• Empowering families by providing them with encouragement, respect, and a 

voice in decision making, 

• Providing opportunities to build “social capital” by engaging individuals in 

the life of the school, building trust among teachers and parents, and agreeing 

on mutual values and expectations for children. 
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 These authors suggest that “mutual trust” is the foundation of successful 

partnerships.  Their research documents the challenge of having an “open door” policy 

while incorporating needed boundaries to ensure the autonomy and flexibility needed by 

teachers to work in a professional capacity. 

 However, these studies strongly support the concepts of open communication and 

trust between community, teachers and parents for successful partnerships.  More 

importantly, the research suggests that these partnerships must be present before the 

school can effectively impact the academic achievement of the students (Epstein, 1986; 

Lareau, 1987; McAfree, 1987; Chavkin, 1989; Shartrand, Weiss, Kreider & Loper, 1997). 

Community Partnerships 

 Sergiovanni (2000) suggests that as schools and educators become more racially, 

culturally, and linguistically diverse, professional educators must realize that involving the 

community to improve learning for all students is a critical first step to success in 

improving schools.  In this context, he defines communities as centers of values, 

sentiments, and beliefs that provide the needed conditions for creating a sense of “we” 

within the community. 

 Many different community activities or connections fall into the broad category of 

school community involvement.  The following are some of the connections between 

schools and communities found in the literature: 

• Full service schools integrate health, social agencies connections, adult 

education, and extending life long learning opportunities for the entire 
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population, considered the “ school neighborhood community” (Abrams & 

Gibbs, 2000, Dryfoos, 2000), 

• School-to-work initiatives linking academic career training to authentic 

learning, often including career apprenticeships and shadowing (Walberg & 

Weissberg, 1999) 

• After-school programs that provide remedial or enrichment learning activities 

for students such as 21st Century Community Learning Centers (Miller, 2001), 

• School-business partnerships in which businesses provide schools with 

resources, volunteers, and sponsorship (Shirley, 1997), 

• School-university partnerships to help practitioners participate in research 

studies and receive current professional enrichment (Restine, 1996), 

• Direct support from individual community members or churches to help 

students (Cordiero & Kolek, 1996), 

• Connections with local educational groups such as museums, libraries, and 

cultural groups (Faucette, 2000), 

• Service learning programs for authentic learning (Wang, Oates & Weishew, 

1995), and 

• Programs to promote dialogue programs that teach citizens how to explore 

issues affecting schools and school governance councils (McDonnell & 

Weatherford, 2000; Lewis and Henderson, 1998). 

• Harkavy and Blank (2002) report that when schools become the hub of 

community activity with vibrant partnerships sharing the school and 
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community resources, the result is an integrated focus on learning, on stronger 

families, and on healthier communities (p. 23). 

The National Center for Family & Community Connections with Schools (2000) 

suggest that connections (involvement) can include school events sponsored by local 

businesses, health fairs provided by state and local health agencies, or volunteers from 

the citizenry (p. 4). 

 Shap (2003) suggests that schools with a strong sense of community are more 

likely to be academically motivated, more likely be better citizens, and are less likely to 

have behavior problems.  He suggests that four approaches are particularly helpful in 

building students’ sense of community.  These approaches include 1) an active 

cultivation of respectful, supportive relationships, 2) an emphasis on common purposes 

and ideals, 3) the provision of regular opportunities for service and cooperation, and 

4) the provision of developmentally appropriate opportunities for autonomy and influence 

(p. 23). 

Community Schools/Full Service Schools 

 Ideally all the elements suggested by Shap ought to exist.  But, in reality, the 

commonly held definition of a school community often does not imply the full-service 

school.  Even Harkavy and Blank (2002) concede this point when they call for educators 

to be major partners with the community for full service schools. 

 Believing that research and experience confirm what common sense suggests, or 

in other words, “what happens outside the classroom is every bit as important as what 
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happens inside,” Harkavy and Blank (2002) report that the role of the community school 

is as follows: 

The goal is not to heap additional responsibilities onto already burdened 
educators.  It is for schools and communities working together to find 
creative ways for the communities, with so many assets, to share the 
responsibility.  In that way, schools will no longer be isolated, and entire 
communities can be engaged in the most vital work of a vibrant 
democracy: providing for the full education of all its children.  (Harkavy 
& Blank, 2003, p. x). 

 As is evident, the concept of community schools can be very comprehensive and 

includes a much wider definition of roles and responsibilities for stakeholders.  The 

Coalition for Community Schools (2003) has created the following “vision” for a true 

community school: 

Community schools are public schools that are open to students, families, 
and community members before, during, and after school, throughout the 
year.  They have high standards and expectations for students, qualified 
teachers, and rigorous curriculum.  The staff know that students and their 
families need more to succeed: so community schools do more (Harkavy 
& Blank, 2003). 

 As leaders in the community school coalition, the Coalition has defined the 

common goal and the philosophy of community schools as “full service schools”.  These 

schools have before-and after-school programs which build on classroom experiences and 

help students expand their horizons, contribute to their communities, and have fun with 

enrichment and experiential learning. 

 Politically, this group envisions schools as places which promote family and that 

support family centers to build parental involvement.  In addition, schools provide 

resources for child-rearing, employment, housing, and other services such as medical, 
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dental, and mental-health services.  The Coalition wants adult education, job training, and 

community problem solving to occur at these family-support centers. 

 Often the term, “community school” is expanded even more to represent a full-

service school where academic, social, medical, and recreational services are available 

for school age children and are open to the entire community.  Proponents of community 

schools think the schools should be open for use much like public libraries. 

Non-Traditional Stakeholders-Community Organizing 

 The term “community school” can, but does not always, include the concept of 

community organizing.  Shirley (1997) reports that some community schools use the 

Alinsky Model.  This model uses labor organizing techniques to get stakeholders such as 

parents, community members, and older students organized to secure political power to 

“fix” school from the outside.  A good example of this is the Alliance School movement.  

Finn, (1999), however, suggests that these associations not be led by school personnel as 

it does not work to put people whose jobs depend on an institution in charge of reforming 

it. 

 Figure 2.7 connects parental involvement research to school community 

leadership behaviors that positively impact academic achievement.  After summarizing 

the literature on parental and community involvement, the following findings were 

considered significant in relation to school community leadership. 
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 School Community Leadership and Implications 
for Increasing Student Achievement             Research and Findings 

 

 

 

 

            Leadership behavior to collaborate with 

parents from all SES  

 

A.  Increase the parents’ sense of efficacy 

through “invitational” strategies that were 

interactive training sessions 

             Chrisspeels & Rivero (2000) 

 

B. Higher school’s average SES, more likely 

parents are to communicate, volunteer, and 

attend functions at the school. 

                Kerbow &  Bernhart, 1993 

 

 

 

 

Leadership behavior to provide parent training in 

specific academic techniques to build parent 

efficacy in helping child at home in academic 

areas 

 

A. “At-home” academic instruction was more 

effective than the “at school activities. 

Baker, Piotrkowski and Brooks-Gunn (1998) 

 

B. “At home” educational activities had the 

strongest correlation, and that parental 

involvement continues to be critical at every age 

level of the child. 

            Izzo, Weissberg, Kasprow,  

                         and Fendrich, (1999) 

 

 

Leadership behavior to provide parent training in 

affective areas of high expectations, motivation, 

and parenting style 

 

A.  Secondary parent involvement did not 

increase math and reading achievement, high 

expectations from the parents to attend college 

did have a positive correlation. 

                     Catsambis (1998) 

B.  Student-parent discussion at home most 

powerful predictor of student academic 

achievement. 

              Sui-Chu and Wilms (1996) 

Figure 2.7 Leadership Behaviors Correlated to Research Findings of Parental and Community 

Involvement that Lead to Improvement in Academic Achievement 
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 A recent report describes the network of Alliance schools in poor urban areas 

across the state of Texas which began in the 1980’s.  Shirley (1997), researching for the 

Texas Industrial Areas Foundation (IAF) about community organizing for urban school 

reform, states that the Alliance schools’ goals are different from those of the past.  

Parents are encouraged to become leaders and agents of change, to work through 

neighborhood churches, and to focus on building social capital.  Shirley reports the 

network has as a goal that a neighborhood be responsible for the quality of the school. 

 In general, school community leadership impacts increased student achievement 

by better student attendance, improved behavior at home and school, improvement in 

social skills, better adaptation at school, and increased enrollment in more academically 

challenging classes (Henderson & Mapp, 2002). 

Middle School Transition 

 Beginning in the late 1980’s some researchers became concerned that their peers 

were focusing entirely on individual-level factors contributing to dropping out, so they 

began to examine if  the schools themselves could be contributing to the problem.  A 

convincing and ever-growing body of research has validated their suspicion: school-level 

factors play a significant role in determining whether students earn a diploma.  

Institutions matter as much as individuals in determining school success (Whelage & 

Rutter, 1986). 

 In the 1990, researcher Roderick began the Fall River Study in Massachusetts.  

She found some home factors and school factors that were predictive of potential school 

failure.  Students who are poor, who are members of minority groups, who are male, who 
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transferred among multiple elementary and middle schools, and who are overage for their 

grade are more likely to drop out of high school.  Students who come from single parent 

families, have a mother who dropped out of high school, have parents who provide low 

support for learning, or have parents who do not know their friends’ parents well also are 

placed at greater risk.  Highly at risk are those students who have one or both parents who 

are incarcerated. 

 Contemporary researchers with Roderick are Balfanz of John Hopkins University 

and Herzog of Philadelphia Education Fund.  They began investigating the dropouts in 

Philadelphia, finding data that suggests the middle school transition is a pivotal time in 

addressing student achievement and school success.  Their research poses the following 

questions:  How early in middle school can a district identify students at high risk of 

falling off the track to graduation?  What middle school risk factors best predict dropping 

out of high school (Balfanz & Herzog, 2005)? 

 In their research, Balfanz and Herzog found sixth grade risk factors that are 

powerful predictors of failing to graduate.  In fact, they suggest classroom grades are 

better predictors of whether sixth graders will eventually drop out than are standardized 

test scores.  Other predictors were–low attendance (below 80%, a failing mark for 

classroom behavior, a failing mark in math or in English.  If students have one or more of 

these risk factors, they have only a 10% chance of graduating on time and 20% of 

graduating at all.  However, in their opinion, better performance during the transition to 

middle school would substantially reduce the likelihood of dropping out. 
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 The results seem to support the conclusion of the Fall River study, namely that the 

transition to middle school is as critical as the transition to high school, and that sixth 

grade risk factors can be powerful predictors of dropping out.  Balfanz and Herzog found 

this transition so critical that they could predict nearly half of all Philadelphia dropouts as 

early as sixth grade (Balfanz & Herzog, 2005). 

 The first middle school was created in Bay City, Michigan, in 1950, with gradual 

grade reconfiguration occurring until today when there are over 14,000 middle schools in 

the United States (Manning, 2000a).  The elements of a model middle school are outlined 

by the National Middle School Association in a position paper titled “This We Believe” 

(National Middle School Association [NMSA], 1995).  The middle school movement 

builds on the junior high school core curriculum, as well as the junior high school 

provision of guidance programs, exploratory education, and vocational and home arts; 

however, middle schools are uniquely different from junior high schools. 

 Middle schools should offer different types of learning, including discovery, 

inquiry, and cooperative learning.  They boast of richer curriculum that enhances 

students’ self-esteem, utilizes heterogeneous grouping, integrates educational technology 

with learning activities, and generally promotes a culture of achievement. 

 Roeser, Eccles, and Sameroff (2000) conducted research to identify some of the 

psychological reasons students of middle school age experience academic success or 

problems.  Their study included over 1480 students, with more than 67% of the students 

being African American.  Their study found that adolescent engagement in classroom 

learning depends, affectively and academically, on whether they feel they can meet the 
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academic challenges, whether they can see value and purpose in the activities, and if they 

feel safe and cared for by others in the setting. 

Summary of School Community Leadership Research 

 Of significance to this study are the findings that elements of effective leadership, 

effective schools, and parental and community involvement have all been shown to have 

a relationship to improving academic achievement.  However, much of the research has 

dealt with uni-dimensional constructs, such as grades, homework, attendance, or 

behavior, without controlling for other mediating factors.  Honig, et al., (2001), in 

researching the impact of community involvement on student success, found many 

mediating factors important.  These factors included social coherence, neighborhood 

stability, and the character of the communities from which students were drawn.  Again, 

the research indicates school community leadership must extend beyond the campus and 

must impact mediating variables. 

 The review of the literature indicates that leadership has a strong relationship to 

school effectiveness.  In the 1990’s more emphasis began to be placed on principal 

behavior in relation to parent and community involvement.  Gaziel’s (1995) comparative-

based research found leaders of high-performing schools spent more than 66% of their 

work time on parent and community relationships when compared to leaders of low 

performing schools (p. 184). 

 The literature is explicit that such leadership is not the norm as of yet.  It is 

interesting that in Bartell’s (1990) descriptive study of “outstanding principals of 

the year”, the survey of principal behaviors did not even mention parental and 
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community relationships as an area of responsibility.  Bartell found superior 

principals defined their areas of responsibility as (1) evaluating teacher 

performance, (2) providing a supportive climate, (3) articulating the goals of the 

school, and (4) providing an orderly atmosphere for learning.  After a careful 

reading of the study only one single reference was made that indicated that 

effective principals made it a routine practice to involve parents and community 

members in decision-making (p. 125). 

 Reflected in the school community leadership literature are conclusions 

suggested by Jordan, Orozco & Averett (2001).  They suggest “that new methods 

are needed to capture both the processes and outcomes of the complex 

interactions between schools, families, and communities in order to determine 

their indirect and direct effects on student success” (p. 24).  Much of the literature 

in the field indicate that leaders have not yet captured the full picture of the parent 

and community connections and their results. 

Limitations of the Literature 

 Several limitations exist in the literature.  For instance, after reviewing 

200 research studies ranging from opinion papers and program descriptions to 

theoretical papers, reviews, and experimental studies, Baker and Soden (1998) 

report at least four limitations in research methods.  They indicate the following 

gaps in the literature on parental involvement:  (1) inconsistent definitions of 

parent involvement, (2) non-experimental procedures; (3) failure to isolate parent 

involvement’s specific effects, and (4) lack of objective measures (p. 2).  This 
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review of the literature found the same limitations for the literature on school 

community leadership. 

 Inconsistency in how the various terms of the school community 

leadership are defined is a serious limitation in the literature.  Marzano suggests 

this type of inconsistency surrounds most of the key terms in this field.  Jordan, 

Orozco, and Averett (2001) consider this lack of clear and consistent definitions a 

key issue in this field of research.  Obviously, a clear definition would assist 

researchers and practitioners to more effectively implement and measure the 

school community impact on academic achievement (p. ix). 

 The use of non-experimental procedures is a second serious limitation in 

the literature.  Jordan, Orozco & Averett (2001) find that researchers face 

“numerous methodological challenges, including choice of design, sampling, 

measurement, and internal/external validity” (p. xi). 

 This review found limited research using rigorous quantitative and 

qualitative research methods.  Only a few of the studies are true experimentally 

designed research.  Fan and Chen (1999) found the vast proportion of the 

literature reported qualitative data with very few empirically based studied (as 

cited in Jordan, Orozco & Averett, 2001, p. 27). 

 The use of subjective measures in school community involvement is a 

limitation found in the literature.  For example, two important factors have 

affected how family and community connections are being measured in research 

and practice: role perception and geographic, socio-economic, and cultural 
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contexts.  For example, Bradshaw’s (1999) research on principals’ skills and 

attitudes that support family and community connections suggests that the role is 

one of “boundary spanning” or “cultural brokering”.  This perception is quite 

different from the role of instructional leader that is common in the effective 

schools movement.  These non-objective, very subjective measures often reflect 

the biases of researchers. 

 Finally, a serious limitation in the literature is the paucity of studies based 

on a strong theoretical and conceptual base that can be replicated by future 

researchers.  For instance this literature review has located only one study similar 

to the approach that this study is proposing.  This study was completed by 

Tongneri and Anderson (2003), researchers who authored a very comprehensive 

leadership brief based on 1998-2000 data. 

 The data was gathered from a partnership of twelve national education 

associations with 700 member institutions which account for over 85% of all new 

school personnel each year.  The study focused on five high-poverty districts from 

throughout the nation that produced giant strides in improving student 

achievement. 

 The authors used excellent research rigor.  However, little of the data 

relates directly to the factors of school, family, and community connections in 

regard to student achievement.  A serious limitation of the study resulted because 

very few parents or community members chose to participate in this research 

effort. 
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 The lack of current studies based on a strong theoretical and conceptual base 

which can be replicated in future research is obvious.  More quantitative research-based 

studies, which offer definitive findings or which identify the specific variables involved 

in an effective or in the ineffective school community relationship, need to be conducted. 

Interpretive Summary of Current State of Literature 

The Need for Further Study 

 Existing research reports that family and community connections with schools can 

make a significant contribution to improving schools and student success; however, not 

enough is known about these connections to move beyond theory for prescriptive 

implementation.  For example, the failure to answer the following questions for schools, 

Texas schools in particular, indicates a gap in the literature: 

• Has the school community leadership created a vision for academic 

achievement among its stakeholders? 

• Has the school community leadership created a healthy school culture for 

academic achievement among its stakeholders? 

• Has the school community leadership used good communication among its 

stakeholders? 

• Has the school community leadership demonstrated professional behavior in 

an ethical, fair, and legal manner among its stakeholders? 

• Has the school community leadership secured adequate resources to support 

academic achievement? 



Texas Tech University, Ann Hannel, December 2007 

 75  

• Has the school community leadership built community partnerships among its 

stakeholders? 

• Is leadership distributed across stakeholders to facilitate improvement? 

The need for this study, therefore, emerges from the scarcity of research-based 

evidence that supports the popular and oft-stated belief that academic achievement 

improves on campuses with effective school community leadership.  The literature 

suggests principals are aware of the research, but that they are having a difficult time 

incorporating the results into their daily schedules. 

 The research indicates that principals need to develop a supportive culture, have 

vision, set high expectations, use good communication, demonstrate skilled resource 

management, and behave in a professional manner in an ethical, caring, and legal 

manner, yet central to understanding the school community leadership competencies is 

learning how to use these competencies with all stakeholders, within and outside the 

campus. 

 When “best practices” account for less than 20% of the variance for significant 

student achievement, the need for better research is paramount.  Significant research is 

necessary to find those additional factors responsible for the remaining 80% in variance 

of student achievement if significant improvement in academic achievement is to occur in 

this nation.  Research is needed to locate behaviors in school community leadership that 

will impact that remaining 80% significantly. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 
 

Imagine an engineer wishes to build a bridge across a 

river.  That engineer would be pretty daft if she just built any old 
bridge, because chances are that it would fall down....She looks at 

bridges in the real world and sees what  materials they are made 

from...She then uses this information to construct a model that best 
fits the situation of interest based on the data available. 

Andy Field, 2005 

Introduction 

 This chapter identifies the purpose of the study and the procedures used to design 

this study.  The research hypotheses are stated.  In addition, the chapter outlines the 

selection criteria for the population sample and explores the procedures used to select the 

research instruments to collect data.  The chapter describes the methodology utilized for 

the study as well as the variables central to the research.  Next, the chapter explains data 

collection methods and then provides a timeline for collection.  Finally, a summary for 

the methodology is given. 

Purpose of the Study 

Applied Research 

 Educational leaders hypothesize that effective school community leadership 

improves student achievement.  The literature reveals researchers in the field created the 

Social System Model for Schools utilizing the concepts of open systems to investigate 

this hypothesis.  This model postulates that some of the variance in student achievement 

can be explained by factors influenced by school community leadership.  As a result, one 

third of the Texas Examination of Educator Standards (TExES) competencies required of 

Texas administrators pertain to school community leadership.  However, no definitive 
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empirical research to support these standards was located.  Hence, this study was 

designed to investigate the hypothesis that effective school community leadership 

contributes to higher ratings of school academic achievement. 

 This study was research based, built around the Social System Model for Schools 

(Hoy, Miskell, 2005, p. 407).  This model is built around the open system theory of 

inputs, transformations, and outputs.  Utilizing the open system theory, the research 

postulates that higher school accountability ratings (outputs) can be predicted reflecting 

significantly improved academic achievement (transformations) if competencies of 

school community leadership (inputs) are present. 

 McMillian (2004) refers to this type of research as applied research in an 

educational system since it tests theories and other ideas in the context of naturally 

occurring educational settings.  Applied research is appropriate when focusing on a 

problem that needs to be solved or improved using “best practices” of education.  Also, 

this type of research is appropriate since it is designed to assist in making relevant 

educational decisions (p. 13). 

 For this research, the research hypotheses questions were based on the variables 

of School Culture and Shared Vision for Competency 001, variables of High 

Expectations and Communication for Competency 002, and variables of Resource 

Management and Professional Leadership for Competency 003.  This design was chosen 

to assist collecting data to report conclusions concerning the impact of school community 

leadership on academic achievement for schools. 
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Research Hypotheses 

Primary Research Question 

 The primary research question addressed in this study is:  What is the relationship, 

if any, that exist between the school community leadership domain as defined by the 

State Board for Educator Certification (SBEC) and the campus accountability rating 

received each year from the Texas state accreditation agency? 

Secondary Questions 

 (1) What are the relationships, if any, that exists between the school community 

leadership competency 001 and the campus accountability rating received each year from 

the Texas education accreditation agency; 

 (2) What are the relationships, if any, that exist between the school community 

leadership competency 002 and the campus accountability rating received each year from 

the Texas education accreditation agency;  

 (3) What are the relationships, if any, that exist between the school community 

leadership competency 003 and the campus accountability rating received each year from 

the Texas education accreditation agency; and 

 (4) Is there a combination of the stakeholders’ perceptions of school community 

leadership competencies that predicts campus accountability rating better than any one of 

them alone, combined, or in concert.  

Subsidiary Research Question 

 In order to more completely understand the impact of school community 

leadership on various populations, the subsidiary question is: 
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 (5) On the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey (HSCLS) will the 

stakeholders’ perceptions total score be a significant predictor of the school’s TEA 

accountability rating in Title I schools of high poverty rate? 

 (6) On the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey (HSCLS) will the 

stakeholders’ perceptions total score on items measuring subconstructs meet the 

standards for the psychometric properties of reliability and validity measures deemed 

acceptable for scientifically-based research? 
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Table 3.1 
 
Table of Hypotheses of HSCLS as a Significant Predictor of School 
Accountability Ratings   

HYPOTHESES  
Primary Research Question 

 

What is the relationship, if any, that exist between the school 
community leadership domain as defined by the State Board for 
Educator Certification (SBEC) and the campus accountability 
rating received each year from the Texas state accreditation 

agency? 

Second Questions  
Secondary Research Questions 

 

(1) What are the relationships, if any, that exists between the 
school community leadership competency 001 and the campus 
accountability rating received each year from the Texas education 
accreditation agency; 

(2) What are the relationships, if any, that exist between the 
school community leadership competency 002 and the campus 
accountability rating received each year from the Texas education 
accreditation agency; 

(3) What are the relationships, if any, that exist between the 
school community leadership competency 003 and the campus 
accountability rating received each year from the Texas education 
accreditation agency; 

(4) Is there a combination of the stakeholders’ perceptions of 
school community leadership competencies that predicts campus 
accountability rating better than any one of them alone, 
combined, or in concert. 

 
Subsidiary Research Question 

 

(5) On the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey 
(HSCLS) will the stakeholders’ perceptions total score be a 
significant predictor of the school’s TEA accountability rating in 
Title I schools of high poverty rate? 

(6) On the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey 
(HSCLS) will the stakeholders’ perceptions total score on items 
measuring subconstructs meet the standards for the psychometric 
properties of reliability and validity measures deemed acceptable 
for scientifically-based research? 
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Design of the Study 

Study Research-Survey 

 Selecting the research approach for this study involved several considerations.  

Knowing that the research hypothesis or purpose of this study is to explore what 

currently exists, choosing a nonexperimental, quantitative study was appropriate. 

 One non-experimental research method is to use a survey instrument.  However, 

no instrument or survey was located which would survey the perceptions of stakeholders 

about the competencies of school community leadership at a campus.  On the other hand, 

several nationally recognized instruments that measured many, if not all, of the constructs 

of the competencies were identified.  Permission was granted to this researcher to use the 

identified instruments for research purposes only. 

 Another consideration for this study was the difficulty of devising a new 

instrument tailored to this particular study.  It was decided to test the theoretical models 

with an empirical model, using a cross-sectional survey from a sample of the population. 

 Content for the survey was to assess the effectiveness of leaders of the middle 

school campuses in regard to school community leadership.  These competencies of 

school community leadership have been identified and described by the Texas State 

Board for Educator Certification.  In all, three competencies are defined as the standards 

of knowledge and skills that delineate what the administrator should know and be able to 

do.  These competencies were developed using a rigorous process.  After completing 

field testing on the standards, the state hired a test contractor who developed items 

designed to measure the competencies described in the Principal (68) test framework.  
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The items included are appropriate in content and difficulty, clarity, alignment with the 

competencies, and ethnic, gender, and regional bias-neutral (State Board for Educator 

Certification, 2002). 

 The decision was made, therefore, to use the descriptive statements from the 

standards for school community leadership and incorporate them into a suitable data 

collection survey, using a Likert-like agreement scale, ranging from 1 to 4.  This 

instrument was considered to be advantageous as it would be more relevant and 

informative than just using the questions developed and used in evaluation of similar, but 

not identical items of the predictors.  A strength of the new instrument is its own 

criterion-related validity as it is based on the specific competencies indicators as defined 

by the Texas State Board for Educator Certification. 

This survey, named the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey (HSCLS) 

was created to measure perceptions of stakeholders concerning the administrator’s 

competencies in school community leadership.  However, wanting to cross-validate the 

instrument’s reliability, the survey was expanded to include the items from the two 

nationally known instruments which measured similar constructs, namely the instruments 

authored by Hoy and Sabo and Marzano respectively.  Additional statistical 

measurements to measure the evidence of construct validity and reliability between these 

instrument items were identified. 

Sampling Frame 

 For this study the population frame included all public Texas middle public 

schools.  The sampling frame included all campuses identified by the Texas Education 
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Agency (TEA) as middle schools.  Logically, this population has validity for this study as 

research reports this age level is critically “at risk” in relation to student achievement.  

This finding is documented in the literature search. 

 An additional subgroup or unit of analysis were the campuses identified by 

federal guidelines as Title I, or those campuses where forty percent or more of the 

students come from poverty.  Typically, these campuses are designated as having a low 

socioeconomic status (SES).  Other units or subgroups identified included the subgroups 

of campuses rated as AYP or SI, exemplary, recognized, acceptable, and unacceptable. 

 At the campus level, additional subgroups were identified for analysis.  These 

were the stakeholders identified by state law as administrators, staff, teachers, and 

community members.  Informed consent forms from each participant were requested 

prior to participation. 

Sampling Method 

 The sampling method used in this study is often labeled as “systematic sampling” 

(Orcher, 2005).  This study commenced with a comprehensive list of over 1,100 Texas 

middle school campuses available from TEA as an Excel spreadsheet file.  To reduce the 

sample size to a practical level, 1,100 campuses were divided by four to arrive at an 

adequate sampling size.  The next step in this method required the selection of a number 

smaller than the number to use for the starting selection.  This number selection was done 

by a random process.  The number selected became the first sample, or in this case, the 

campuses selected.  To complete the sampling method the researcher proceeded to select 



Texas Tech University, Ann Hannel, December 2007 

 84  

every fourth campus thereafter.  For this study, the sample size was 308 Texas middle 

school campuses. 

Sample Size 

 The general rule in quantitative research is to use the largest sample possible, 

making it more likely that the research participants’ scores on the measured variables will 

be representative of population scores.  However, the sample size of 308 adequately fit 

the guidelines presented by McMillian (2004) who suggests that surveys which sample a 

population need a very small percentage of the population to be sampled, in fact, even 

less than 5% or even 1% (p. 118). 

 For survey research, Seymour Sudman (1976) suggests a minimum of 

100 participants for each major subgroup.  The goal was for this survey sample to be 

similar to the population to allow inferences to be drawn about the larger population, 

especially in proportion to the percentage of middle schools campuses rated at each 

category.  Achieving a minimum of 100 participants per major subgroup was difficult as 

a representative sample that exists for either the exemplary and unacceptable campuses is 

less than 10% of the entire population frame. 

 MacCallum, Widaman, Zhang and Hong (1999) suggest the minimum sample size 

or sample to variable ratio depends on other aspects of the design of the study.  With all 

communalities above .6, relatively small samples (less than 100) may be perfectly 

adequate (Field, p. 640, 2005)  This standard was selected as one criterion to determine 

adequacy of sampling. 
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 After permission from the Institutional Review Board (IRB) was granted, 

respondents were asked to sign consent forms for research.  They were informed of their 

rights as research subjects.   

Instrumentation 

Descriptive Data 

Demographic questions concerning age, experience, ethnicity, type of 

stakeholder, and gender were included in the survey.  Also, respondents were asked if 

they desired to receive information on the outcome of the survey.   

Content Validation 

 The comprehensive survey questions represented manifest variables that are 

conceptually related and statistically correlated to at least one of the several 

predictor/causal variables of school community leadership.  The comprehensive survey 

included four separate parts or instruments.  The first instrument included in the survey 

was developed by the researcher of this study.  The Hannel School Community 

Leadership Survey (HSCLS) was the first instrument used to gather data for the research.  

Three additional instruments were also included in the survey.  These included Hoy & 

Sabo’s Organizational Health Inventory-Middle School (OHI-M), Marzano’s Snapshot 

for School Effectiveness Survey (SSSEF), and the Informal Parent Involvement Survey 

(IPIS) based on Epstein’s typology.  This last instrument was also developed by the 

researcher of this study. 

 The last three instruments were included to obtain additional cross validation of 

the items used as predictors/constructs in the School Community Leadership Survey.  As 
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none of the instruments covered all the predictors in the School Community Leadership 

Survey, it was necessary to use the different instruments in tandem to further validate all 

the constructs. 

Results were assessed by using the scores obtained from each instrument for each 

construct.  Each instrument’s constructs measured the various variables of school culture, 

shared vision, high expectation in teaching/learning, communication skills, resource 

management, and professional behavior.  Then results from the combined score of each 

instrument were assessed.  Collectively, this depth of assessment of the survey instrument 

supplied additional content validation of each of school community leadership 

competencies. 

The survey included five questions from each variable on a Likert-like  scale with 

responses of 1 to 4 representing rarely occurs, sometimes occurs, often occurs, very 

frequently occurs.  These were the responses for the tests of Organizational Health 

Inventory (OHI-M), Informal Parental Involvement Survey (IPIS), and School 

Community Leadership Survey (SCLS).  Marzano’s Snapshot Survey of School 

Effectiveness School Level Factors (SSSEF) were presented on a scale of 1=Not at All to 

4 =To a Great Extent as that author designed his survey slightly differently. 

The OHI-M had forty-five questions.  Marzano’s SSSEF included twenty-nine 

three part questions.  The IPIS and HSCLS both had thirty questions, but the last five 

questions on each asked about “barriers” and were not included in this study.  The link 

was http://educdata.educ.ttu.edu/Olivarez/surveys/orghealth.  Hard copies were also 

made available to those stakeholders from various middle schools who participated. 



Texas Tech University, Ann Hannel, December 2007 

 87  

The following dimensions of school community leadership were included in the 

survey. 

Dimensions of School Community Leadership Survey 

HSCLS Research Instrument 

 The TExES Principal test is criterion referenced and designed to measure the 

knowledge and skills delineated in the SBEC Principal (68) test framework, listed in 

Texas Administrative Code Title 19, Part VII, Chapter 241 (State Board for Educator 

Certification, 2002).  The predictor statements from this test were used to create the 

survey to gather the data for this research. 

 The HSCLS instrument is a survey comprised of questions written using all the 

indicators statements of the TExES competencies of Domain I-School Community 

Leadership.  These statements are listed in the Texas Examinations of Educator Standards 

Preparation Manual. 

Composition of the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey (HSCLS) 

 The survey items included in the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey 

(SCLS) are predictors considered to indicate the competency of a school principal in the 

area of school community leadership in the state of Texas.  Using these particular 

predictors as the items (questions) gives the instrument content and construct validity 

since it measures specifically only those school leaders’ competencies identified in the 

area of the TExES Domain I- School Community Leadership.  The survey includes six 

subconstructs to comprehensively cover the underlying dimension of school community 

leadership.  A total of twenty-nine (29) questions make up the final form of this scale. 
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Subconstructs in HSCLS 

 TExES Competency 001 “The principal knows how to shape campus culture by 

facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of 

learning that is shared and supported by the school community. 

Campus Culture- Five questions assess the perception of the stakeholders 
as to whether or not the principal leadership creates a campus culture with 
high expectations for all stakeholders. 

Shared Vision-Five questions assess the perception of the stakeholders as 
to whether or not the principal leadership creates a shared vision seeking 
input from all stakeholders. 

 TExES Competency 002 - “The principal knows how to communicate and 

collaborate with all members of the school community, respond to diverse interests and 

needs, and mobilize resources to promote student success”. 

Learning and Teaching Expectations - Five questions assess the 
perception of the stakeholders as to whether or not the principal leadership 
holds high expectations in learning and teaching for all stakeholders. 

Communication - Five questions assess the perception of the stakeholders 
as to whether or not the principal leadership has in place a process to 
adequately communicate with all stakeholders. 

 TExES Competency 003 -“The principal knows how to act with integrity, fairness, 

and in an ethical and legal manner. 

Resources - Five questions assess the perception of the stakeholders as to 
whether or not the principal leadership can secure and manage resources 
from all stakeholders for the benefit of the school. 

Professionalism - Five questions assess the perception of the stakeholders 
as to whether or not the principal leadership behavior is professional to all 
stakeholders in a caring, legal, and ethical manner.  

The following instruments included in the survey measured similar constructs as 

those measured for the TExES competencies. 
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Organizational Health Inventory Survey (OHI-M) 

The Organizational Health Inventory-Middle (OHI-M), revised by Hoy, Sabo & 

Associates (2003) is a forty-five question inventory.  It measures middle school 

dimensions that are closely aligned to the indicators of the TExES competencies of 

Domain I-School Community Leadership (TExES, 2002).  In particular, Hoy, Sabo & 

Associates reported psychometric properties for variables of the academic/emphasis at α 

=.8418 and teacher affiliation at α =.6343.  These variables are comparable to the 

variables of school culture and shared vision of Competency 001 which reported 

psychometric properties of α =.9152 and α =.9403, respectively. 

They report psychometric properties for variables of the collegial leadership at α 

=.8787 and principal influence at α =.9175.  These variables are comparable to the 

variables of high expectations and communication of Competency 002 which reported 

psychometric properties of α =.8975 and α =.9175, respectively. 

These researchers report psychometric properties for variables of the resource 

support at α =.9010 and institutional integrity at α =.5675.  These variables are 

comparable to the variables of resource management and professional leadership of 

Competency 003 which reported psychometric properties of α =.7402 and α =.9581. 

Hoy, Sabo & Associates established the face validity by actually addressing the 

important aspects of the domain the instrument is intended to assess.  The reliability of 

each dimension was measured by a subtest of the OHI-M.  The reliability scores for the 

scales were relatively high: Institutional Integrity (.93), Collegial Leadership (.94), 
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Principal Influence (.94), Resource Support (.93), Teacher Affiliation (.94), and 

Academic Emphasis (.94). 

Construct Validity 

A factor analysis of several samples of the instrument supports the construct 

validity of the concept of organizational health (Hoy & Sabo, 1998). 

OHI-M Constructs in Detail 

TExES Competency 001 as compared to OHI-M 

Teacher affiliation describes the sense of friendliness and strong affiliation 
with the school where the staff are committed to the students, colleagues 
and community. 

Academic emphasis describes how the school strives for academic 
excellence.  Curriculum is aligned to instruction and assessment, high 
expectations are held, and students are academically goal oriented. 

TExES Competency 002 as compared to OHI-M 

Collegial Leadership defined as “behavior by the principal that is friendly, 
supportive, open and guided by norms of equality, while setting the tone 
for high performance”; 

Principal influence is defined as, “the principal’s ability to influence 
superiors to get additional consideration, and to proceed relatively 
unimpeded by the hierarchy” 

Resource Support refers to the management strength of the leader to have 
classroom supplies, instructional materials, and extra materials as needed. 

TExES Competency 003 as compared to OHI-M 

Institutional Integrity describes a school that has integrity in its 
educational program measures the same construct of  

Effective School Survey Research Instrument  

 An additional survey included was Marzano’s Snapshot Survey of School 

Effective Factors (SSSEF) available from the Association for Supervision and 
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Curriculum Development (ASCD).  This instrument has been used nationwide to help 

campuses collect pertinent research data for planning to improve student academic 

achievement. 

 Marzano identifies school, student, and teacher level factors as indicators of 

school effectiveness.  Items in the survey applicable to this study included the 

29 questions from the “In My School” component of the survey.  This section includes 

the school and student level factors.  The questions at the teacher level were not included 

as they did not directly apply to school community leadership. 

In particular, Marzano reported psychometric properties for variables of the safe 

and orderly environment at α =.63 and Challenging Goals at α =.60.  These variables are 

comparable to the variables of school culture and shared vision of Competency 001 

which reported psychometric properties of α =.9152 and α =.9403, respectively. 

They report psychometric properties for variables of the parent and community 

involvement at α =.56 and guaranteed and viable curriculum at α =.67.  These variables are 

comparable to the variables of high expectations and communication of Competency 002 

which reported psychometric properties of α =.8975 and α =.9175, respectively. 

These researchers report psychometric properties for variables of the collegiality 

and professionalism at α =.62.  These variables are comparable to the variables of resource 

management and professional leadership of Competency 003 which reported 

psychometric properties of α =.7402 and α =.9581. 

Marzano established the face validity by actually addressing the important aspects 

of the domain the instrument is intended to assess.  He established construct validity for 
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this instrument by using a principal component factor analysis with a varimax rotation.  

Thirteen factors had eigenvalues greater than 1.00 which is a usual criterion for 

considering a factor to be significant enough to represent a true latent trait.  

As is common, a “set” of predictor variables was used in Marzano’s research.  

The index used to judge the influence of predictor variables is the ratio of variance 

accounted for by the predictor variables over the total variance of the predicted variable 

multiplied by 100.  As typical, the first factor, guaranteed and viable curriculum, 

explained the largest percent of variance at 19.271.  The variables (factors) included in 

the comparisons to Function 1 which includes all three of the competencies of this study 

explained 47.02 percent of the variance, cumulatively. 

SSSEF Constructs 

TExES Competency 001 as compared to SSSEF 

Safe and Orderly Environment - Five questions address a deep concern of 
parents, in that, parents, students, and teachers need a safe and orderly 
environment  in which to provide an education with a minimum of 
disruptions. 

Challenging Goals and Effective Feedback- Four questions address high 
expectation of teaching and learning. 

TExES Competency 002 as compared to SSSEF 

Guaranteed and Viable Curriculum - Five questions address the concerns 
that the curriculum is essential and that it is aligned to the goals and 
assessment of the instruction provided.  Also, protected time for 
instruction is addressed. 

Learned Intelligence and Background Knowledge - Three questions 
address opportunities for the resources to be used to enrich the background 
knowledge of students. 
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Parent and Community Involvement - Four questions address the vehicles 
and opportunities in place to involve stakeholders from outside the 
campus. 

Home Environment - Two questions address the support and training to 
help parents help their children succeed academically. 

TExES Competency 003 as compared to SSSEF 

Collegiality and Professionalism- Three questions address involving the 
stakeholders in the vision and decision making of the teaching/learning 
process. 

Typology of Epstein’s Framework of Parental and Community Involvement 

 Another survey utilized for content validation was an Informal Parental 

Involvement Survey (IPIS) based on Epstein’s Framework of Parental and Community 

Involvement.  Epstein’s framework is considered a standard in the field (Henderson & 

Mapp, 2002 p. 23; Jordan, Orozco & Averett, 2001).  This survey instrument uses thirty 

questions to measure the stakeholders’ perceptions of the school leadership’s 

commitment to parental involvement, using Epstein’s typology of six types of parent 

involvement. 

IPIS Constructs 

TExES Competency 001 as compared to IPIS 

Community Involvement - Five questions assess if parents and community 
members work to support the school in “out-of-school activities. 

Learning at Home - Five questions assess if parents are actively involved 
in aligned instruction with the child’s learning. 

TExES Competency 002 as compared to IPIS 

Parenting -Five questions assess if parents are involved in helping 
children with “in school” activities. 
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Communicating - Five questions assess if parents and school staff 
communicate about issues concerning the child. 

TExES Competency 003 as compared to IPIS 

Volunteering - Five questions assess if parents and community members 
are volunteer for ‘in-school” activities. 

Decision Making - Five questions assess if parents and community 
members assist other stakeholders in making school procedural and policy 
decisions. 

As Figure 3.1 illustrates, TExES competencies are present in each of the 

following instruments. 
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Data Analysis 

Methodology - Statistical Software Package 

 This study used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS, Version 11, 

2002) to provide a comprehensive set of flexible tools to accomplish a wide variety of 

data analysis tasks. 

Statistical Research Methods 

Strengths of Associational/Correlational Research 

 Non-experimental research was most appropriate for this study.  Specifically, non-

experimental research examines descriptive, causal-comparative and correlational 

elements using descriptive, causal comparative and correlational research methods.  

According to Gall, Borg & Gall (1996), 

Descriptive studies are concerned primarily with determining ‘what 
is’…Causal comparative method(s) seek to discover possible causes and 
effects of a behavioral pattern or personal characteristic by comparing 
individuals or groups in whom it is present….Correlational 
research…discovers relationships between variables through the use of 
correlational statistics.  (p. 374) 

 Correlational studies use either bivariate or multivariate analyses.  Multivariate 

studies examine the interrelationships between more than two variables.  This type of 

study was chosen as the relationships between pertinent variables were considered.  Both 

statistical and educational significance were used in judging the importance of the 

findings. 

Weaknesses of Associational/ Correlational Research 

 Ary, Jacob and Razavieh (2002) report that some educational researchers refuse to 

engage in this type of research at all.  Basically, they contend that it is better to admit 
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ignorance than to risk reaching incorrect conclusions.  For example, this study could not 

randomly assign school ratings.  In fact, normally randomization and manipulation of 

variables characteristic of experimental research are not possible when doing 

investigation in schools. 

 In designing the study it was evident that the variables of interest were not 

amenable to experimental research.  As a result, this study decided the robustness of the 

chosen statistical tests for correlational research made the tests suitable.  Since the goal of 

this research is to study the relationships between these manifest variables of school 

community leadership and other latent variables, correlational research was appropriate. 

Specific Types of Associational/Correlational Research 

 Historically, much of the research on effective schools and effective school 

leadership with regard to student achievement is correlational.  A review of the literature 

revealed that inferential parametric techniques were very suitable for this quantitative 

study.  A multivariate analysis method or design, using multivariate discriminant 

analysis, was used to examine the effect on a categorical dependent by multiple 

independent variables.  That is, it was used to see the effect on school accountability 

rating by the multiple interval school community leadership competencies.  The basic 

idea underlying multivariate discriminant function analysis is to determine whether 

groups differ with regard to the mean of a variable, and then to use that variable to 

predict group membership.  This method is known as particularly robust in predicting 

effect size for mediating variables which in this study are those campuses serving 
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minority students and/or student populations with a high poverty rate in relation to the 

school accountability rating. 

 When multivariate discriminant function analysis is effective for a set of data, the 

classification table of correct and incorrect estimates yields a high percentage correct.  

This statistical test addressed the hypothesis of this study, in that the research sought to 

investigate whether or not the scores on the competencies accurately predict the academic 

achievement rating awarded a campus. 

 For this study, the identified competencies of school community leadership were 

the predictor variables, with the criterion variable being the Texas Education Agency 

school rating defined as exemplary, recognized, acceptable or unacceptable for campuses.  

Building this statistical model for the research began by seeking in-depth understanding 

of the perceptions of stakeholders about the school community leadership at their specific 

campus.  Individually, the measurement of these perceptions were tabulated as scores per 

individual stakeholder and, collectively, as the total score (total mean) for all 

stakeholders of a campus. 

 This study chose to use multivariate discriminant function analysis, a.k.a. 

multivariate discriminant analysis or MDA, as it is used to classify levels of a categorical 

dependent, usually as a dichotomy, but also appropriate for more levels exist.  This 

method measures the identified stakeholders’ perceptions of the principal’s school 

community leadership competencies and reveals if there is any correlation between those 

variables and the state ratings awarded to a campus. 
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 Discriminant analysis shares all the usual assumptions of analysis of variance.  

Multiple discriminant analysis (MDA) as an extension of discriminant analysis and like 

multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA), shares many of the same assumptions and 

tests.  MDA is used to classify a categorical dependent (criterion) variable which has 

more than two categories, using as predictors a number of interval independent variables.  

MDA is sometimes called discriminant factor analysis or canonical discriminant analysis 

Garson, 2007).  

Several purposes of MDA include: 

• To classify cases into groups using a discriminant prediction equation. 

• To test theory by observing whether cases are classified as predicted. 

• To investigate differences between and among groups.  

• To determine the percent of variance in the dependent variable explained by 
the independents (Garson, 2007). 

 
 Various methodologies exist to determine the discriminant functions.  Fields 

(2005) suggests the statistical test be done in two steps.  This method uses an overall or 

omnibus test (Wilks’ Lambda) performed before more specific procedures are applied to 

tease apart the group differences.  It is important to note this test analyses the data 

considered the dependent variable.  Using this method, if the omnibus test is found to be 

significant, it is appropriate to use the discriminant analysis test as the second step of the 

test.  Its purpose is to investigate cause-and-effect relationships between independent 

(predictor) and dependent (criterion) variables, starting with the first and then subsequent 

variates.  In other words, it is necessary to tease apart the group differences. 

 The strength of this MDA test depends on a combination of the correlation 

between the variates (latent, linear variables/factors) and the effect size.  These variates 
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are also called discriminant functions or discriminant function variates.  The first 

discriminant function (V1) is the linear combination of dependent variables that maximize 

the differences between groups (Field, 2005, p. 588). 

 Discriminant function analysis was used to determine which variables 

discriminate between the two or more naturally occurring groups.  This method proved 

most useful in answering the study’s proposed questions.  The basic ideas underlying 

discriminant function analysis was to determine whether groups differed with regard to 

the mean of a variable, and then to use that variable to predict group membership. 

 This multivariate test to get Wilks’ lambda (multivariate F) was used to obtain the 

value based on a comparison of the error variance/covariance matrix and the effect 

variance/covariance matrix.  This test was based on the assumption that the three 

competencies measures have some degree of correlation which must be taken into 

account when performing the significance test. 

 If the procedure revealed the overall multivariate test as significant, it   then 

becomes appropriate to conclude that effects of school community leadership 

competencies were significant. 

 However, the next question was which or what combination of competencies 

contributed to the significance if one is to interpret the respective effect.  More 

specifically, by knowing which group rating of exemplary, recognized, academic 

acceptable, or unacceptable the campus received, discriminant function analysis was then 

used to determine which variable(s) was/were the best predictor(s) of the campus 

accountability rating. 
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Dataset Creation  

 To create the files necessary to use the statistical package, designing the datasets 

was completed using SPSS.  The structure of the data file was done by creating a 

codebook in which each line of data had the same number of columns and the data for 

each particular variable always appears in the same column. 

 The complex measures of the criterion and predictor variables being analyzed 

were done using SPSS.  The software package, using the appropriate statistical test, 

calculated the statistical data to help determine if the predictor variables correlated 

positively with sufficient strength to the criterion factor.  The identified discriminant 

functions were used to categorize or predict group membership into the one 

organizational effectiveness indice, that is, the TEA campus accountability rating. 

Criterion Variable 

 As the purpose of this study the criterion variable needed to be definitively 

defined.  The dependent (criterion) variable was the campus accountability rating 

designated by the Texas Education Agency (TEA) and the adequately yearly progress 

designation (AYP). 

 Part of the coding for this variable was done by self-reported data supplied by 

participants.  The data was used in the descriptive statistics and was used to explore the 

demographic characteristics of selected schools. 

 The rating for a school was obtained from the open records database of TEA, 

made public each summer.  A school is considered effective if the school receives the 

federal awarded academic rating of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and if the school 
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receives a rating of acceptable, recognized, or exemplary.  The level of effectiveness is 

determined by the ranked order of exemplary, recognized, and acceptable criterion 

ratings. 

 For this study, a school was considered ineffective if the school did not receive 

the academic rating of Adequate Yearly Progress (labeled as SI) and if the school 

received a Texas Education Agency (TEA) rating of unacceptable.  

Federal Rating 

 As stated previously, the AYP-designated schools meet the criteria of the federal 

standards mandated by the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) legislation passed in 2001.  

Specifically, federal guidelines state that if any campus or district which receives funding 

under Title I, Part A, fails to make federally mandated annual yearly progress (AYP) for 

two consecutive years, that campus or district must be identified for School Improvement 

(SI).  If a campus is identified for SI, it is not considered an effective school nor is it 

assumed to have effective leadership.  For this reason, this study included schools that 

do/do not meet AYP guidelines and are schools that have received one of the four ratings 

from TEA of exemplary, recognized, acceptable or unacceptable.  A campus receiving a 

rating of exemplary is considered more effective than one that receives the more common 

rating of acceptable. 

State Ratings 

 For this study the schools were divided into exemplary, recognized, 

academically acceptable or unacceptable organizational patterns.  The categorical 

data was loaded and given a value label.  For instance, an exemplary rating was 
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assigned a value of 4, recognized rating the value of 3, acceptable rating the value 

of 2 and unacceptable rating the value of 1.  It was necessary to code any school 

receiving an SI (not meeting AYP) with the value of 0. 

 Similar assigned values were set up for each subgroup category.  (See 

appendix B)  Since actual verifiable numbers was requested in a question format 

from participates and other demographic data was retrieved from the TEA 

accountability website, this data was not considered subject to bias by the nature 

of self-reporting. 

Predictor Variables 

 The following concepts became the predictor or independent variables as the six 

indicators of the TExES Domain I-school community leadership competencies.  School 

Community Leadership - These variables include the six subconstructs of 1) school 

culture, 2) shared vision, 3) high expectation in teaching/learning, 4) communication 

skills, 5) resource management and 6) professional behavior.  Through exploratory factor 

analysis these constructs were evaluated (1) to determine if parsimony could be achieved, 

(2) if the constructs are measuring the various underlying dimensions, namely the factors 

that measure the School Community Leadership Domain I, and (3) if certain factors 

naturally group into the three competencies.  The goal was to use the smallest number of 

explanatory concepts as possible in the study. 

 After quantitative data was gathered, the statistical tests of multivariate 

discriminant analysis (MDA) were used to determine whether the original hypothesized 

factors could be represented by a smaller number of dimensions or functions.  This 
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exploratory factor analysis was performed to determine whether one or more constructs 

would cluster stakeholders’ scores just one general construct, or spread over various 

constructs on a set of items (Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003).  As a result, the only function 

which was significant included all six subconstructs as one function- competency 001 

through competency 003.  This measurement served as the predictor variable. 

Mediating Variables 

 One mediating variable was the socioeconomic status designation of a campus as 

Title I or non Title I campus.  Being designated as a Title I campus indicates a large 

percentage of the student body is reported to have low socioeconomic status, normally 

reported as above 45% SES.  Socio-economic status (SES) is determined from a 

composite of five variables denoting family income and mothers and father’s education 

and occupation.  If a campus meets a locally determined percentage of economically 

disadvantaged students on campus, it is recognized as low SES, or Title I by federal 

guidelines.  This cutoff percentage varies in each district, although it is typical that the 

percentage hovers around 45% SES and above before a campus would be considered as 

Title I.  Being designated Title I is analogous to having a campus where the majority of 

the students report a low SES. 

Size and Location 

 Other latent, mediating variables investigated included size and location of a 

campus.  For this study any school population labeled very large were over 1200, large 

were over 700, but less than 1199, medium were over 401 but under 699, and small were 

below 400.  This breakdown corresponds generally with the very complex system used to 
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identify geographical definitions of areas in the state of Texas (See 

http://www.tea.state.tx.us/reports )   For this study urban was identified as large urban 

cluster areas with very large campuses over 1200 and rural as those with small villages 

and large agricultural areas with campuses under 400.  Suburban schools were those 

campuses found in areas not considered urban or rural. 

School Competency and Community Leadership Averages 

 For this study, it was necessary to measure organizational properties and not 

individual ones to obtain a school mean for each competency in school community 

leadership.  For example, the primary question asks: Is the degree of competency in 

school community leadership related to campus academic rating?  To answer this 

question it was necessary to obtain a score for the degree of competency in school 

community leadership for each item determining competency. 

 The school means were obtained by using SSPS to compute the scores obtained 

for items of  school culture, shared vision, high expectation in teaching/learning, 

communication skills, resource management, and professional behavior.  This was done 

by averaging the scores of the respondents in each school on each item.  Thus, each 

school had an aggregated response for each item; the school is the unit of analysis. 

Data Collection Stage and Description 

 After the sampling population was secured, the surveys were sent by email or by 

mail to the participating schools requesting participation.  Telephone, email, or fax 

communications was initiated for contact with campuses to secure participation.  All the 
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returned data was entered into a SPSS file for quantitative data collection.  The goal of 

this study was to present the findings by the fall of 2007. 

Summary 

 The population sample was chosen to be the 1174 Texas Middle Schools 

campuses.  Sampling methods reduced this population frame to 308 schools.  

Stakeholders were chosen to align to the state definition of stakeholders involved in 

campus site-based management teams.  A survey instrument was determined to be the 

most suitable data collection instrument.  The instrument was constructed to assess the 

three competencies of school community leadership-Domain I of the TExES, required for 

administration certification in the state of Texas. 

 Content validation was researched by including in the survey items known to 

measure the same constructs as the school community leadership constructs.  Table 3.1 

shows how the constructs were matched for comparison. 

 The data collection process was determined.  Surveys were mailed to randomly 

selected campuses.  A follow up data collection was planned. 

 Data Analysis was determined to be completed, using descriptive and parametric 

correlational methods.  Statistical tests were chosen to determine the correlation between 

two or more predictor variables and a criterion variable involving categories. 

 In this study quantitative data was gathered, and then discriminant analysis 

functions were identified, using the data set.  Using SSPS software, the statistical tests of 

multivariate discriminant analysis (MDA) were used to determine whether the original 

hypothesized factors could be represented by a smaller number of dimensions or 
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functions.  This exploratory analysis was performed to determine whether one or more 

constructs (the discriminant function analysis) would cluster stakeholders’ scores on 

perhaps just one general construct, or spread over various constructs on a set of items 

(Gall, Gall & Borg, 2003). 

 This method revealed the difficulty of securing sufficient participation from each 

subgroup population, it required knowledge of the proportion of each subgroup in the 

population, and it was more costly and time consuming to meet the requirements of the 

sampling (McMillian, 2004, p. 117).  The purpose of this research was to have the study 

reflect school community leadership among the entire spectrum of the state. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 

The data gathered from this instrument is perceptual in 

nature.  That is, respondents answer, based on how they perceive a 
situation.  The reality may be different. 

Robert Marzano 

 

Introduction 

 This chapter presents the descriptive and inferential statistics for the study.  First, 

the survey instrument development is explained by giving survey data collection 

methods, the survey items, and the reliability and validation of survey design.  Next, the 

descriptive data collected is reported   the parametric inferential testing techniques are 

analyzed and the results reported.  The purposes met by the research are listed.  Lastly, 

the findings for the research questions are given. 

 In summary, this chapter presents the data and then analyzes the data to report the 

findings of the research. 

Data Presentation 

Survey Instrument:  Participant Selection 

 This study used the Texas middle school population for the research sample.  The 

research sample was chosen by using “systematic sampling” techniques.  Every fourth 

middle school from the list was selected, resulting in a total of three hundred and eight 

(308) schools as the sample population.  Basically this number was chosen as a “rule of 

thumb”.  In quantitative research a sample of over three hundred (300) tends to be stable 

and can be assumed to have a normal distribution (Field, 2005). 



Texas Tech University, Ann Hannel, December 2007 

 109  

First Level of Sampling 

 Simple frequency analysis of the sample selected indicated the sample was not 

biased by size, location, or regional order.  This sample, does, in fact, reflect the diversity 

of the population as the campus respondents came from within the entire state, they 

represented every size campus, and they emerged from rural, suburban, and urban areas. 

Second Level of Sampling 

 A second level of the sampling, described as purposive sampling, was necessary 

as the study used stakeholders from each campus who were members of the site-based 

management teams.  The four stakeholders per campus who were asked to participate 

included an administrator, a teacher, a parent, and/or a staff or a community member.  

These are the same categories of stakeholders as defined by the Texas State Board for 

Educator Certification.  SBEC carefully defines “school community” as stakeholders or 

students, staff, parents/caregivers, and community members.  It is important to note that 

this study chose not to include students in the sampling techniques due to the difficulty of 

obtaining parental permission for participation.  

 This sampling technique was deliberately selected by the researcher for the 

purpose of obtaining more in-depth, relevant data.  It also served the study’s purpose of 

obtaining a broader and deeper understanding of the relationship between the perception 

of the school community leadership competencies of the administrator or principal and 

individual school accountability ratings. 

 This selection method should not be considered as a sample of convenience, as 

the criteria for selection were predetermined and those individuals were sought for 
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participation.  In all, over one thousand thirty-two individual stakeholders (308 campuses 

with four per campus) were asked to complete the survey. 

Survey Instrument:  Response Rate 

 The initial data collection method was a mailed survey.  The survey was 

addressed to a contact person (usually the principal) recommended by regional education 

service centers’ personnel familiar with that particular campus staff.  Included in the 

packet were four surveys with the request that each stakeholder participate in the study.  

Each participant was asked to sign the release form for subject participation prior to 

filling out the survey.  An envelope, prepaid and addressed for return, was included for 

participants to use after completing the surveys (See Appendix A). 

 This method was only partially successful.  The return rate was less than 8%.  

After analyzing the low return rate, it was determined to adjust the collection method.  

This delayed the progress of the research. 

 An on-line survey was subsequently developed and made available for at 

http://educdata.educ.ttu.edu/olivarez/surveys/orghealth for the campuses who had not 

previously responded.  These individuals were contacted a second time by telephone 

asking for permission to email them the email link.  In all, the response level rose to 17% 

of the original 308 campuses contacted.  Individual responses from stakeholders from 

these campuses totaled 174 returned surveys.  Of these, approximately 36 of the surveys 

were incomplete and not suitable for analysis. 

 Among the 174 stakeholders, 55 campuses were represented.  The response rate 

was low as often happens with survey research.  The percentage of campus returns 
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averaged 17%, but due to the initial large sample size, the response size is not ideal, but 

sufficient (Field, 639). 

Survey Instrument: Sampling Adequacy 

 The criterion for size of sampling was determined by the purpose of the study.  

The oft-stated ‘rule of thumb’ of at least ten participants to each variable was met in this 

study.  As the study consisted of six variables collapsed into three dimensions, namely 

the three competencies of school community leadership, the ratio of 174 participants to 

three competencies certainly met the standard or ‘rule of thumb’ of sampling adequacy.   

 When using a survey, Seymour Sudman (1976) suggests a minimum of 

100 participants in each major subgroup and no fewer than 20 per minor subgroup.  This 

standard was met in this study as the major subgroup of stakeholders had 174 respondents 

and each minor subgroup was comprised of over 20 except the respondents of the 

“unacceptable” subgroup which had only 18 participants.  The “academically acceptable” 

subgroup had seventy-nine respondents, the “recognized” subgroup had forty-five 

respondents and the “exemplary” subgroup had twenty-nine respondents. 

 An additional standard suggests the researcher closely match subjects familiar 

with the critical variables in the study.  Gall, Gall and Borg state this practice helps yield 

important results (2003).  The study met this standard.  Campuses were requested to 

survey those stakeholders responsible for campus governance-the site-based management 

team.  This governance team is defined and required by Texas state law.  



Texas Tech University, Ann Hannel, December 2007 

 112  

 There were additional strengths to using this sampling method.  This method 

produced a sufficient number of Title I schools, as Texas has a high percentage of middle 

school campuses designated as Title I.  Also, fewer subjects were needed. 

 The target population or the units of analysis, namely the Texas middle schools, 

are fairly well-defined.  As previously stated, this list, available on the website of Texas 

Education Agency (TEA), listed 1174 campuses at the time the study commenced.  These 

campuses, ranged from fifth grade to eighth grade, but typically were sixth to eighth 

campuses.  Some of the campuses were single grade campuses.  Each campus was 

identified by a state assigned number.  This number was tagged to each stakeholder from 

that campuses participating in the survey, helping with consistent data collection. 

 However, for this study, the definition of each stakeholder was not as precise as 

needed.  Many stakeholders qualified in several of the categories.  For example, many 

teachers also considered themselves a community member or a parent as they had 

children attending classes on the campus.  Judging from the inquiries made during the 

data collection process, seeking clarification concerning category membership, it is 

necessary to consider this as a limitation of the study.  The target population, while 

defined in a regulatory sense, evidently was not sufficiently precise enough in definition.  

One cannot assume all parents or community members are not also on staff at some 

campuses. 

Survey Instrument: Demographic Data 

 The survey data file, collected in Excel, was entered into SPSS as numeric or 

string variables.  Descriptive data was recorded for the following variables: Respondent 
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ID, Age, Gender, Ethnicity, TEA Campus Number, Name, Rating, Rating Change, Size, 

SES%, ESC (region), Principal Age and Experience.  Survey responses were recorded 

using a Likert scale of 1-4 for each item/question included to measure the variables 

(constructs) of school community leadership. 

Survey Instrument:  Criterion Variable 

 The criterion units of measurement, school rating for campuses participating, was 

retrieved from the 2006 Texas Education Agency database of campus accountability 

ratings.  This data created the school rating variable.  School rating is considered a 

grouping variable, with levels designated as exemplary, recognized, academically 

acceptable, or unacceptable. 

Survey Instrument:  Predictor Variables 

 The initial unit of analysis for the predictor variables, the respondents’ perception 

of the leader’s competencies in regard to the school community leadership, were 

collected from the respondents’ surveys.  To obtain this score each stakeholder’s survey 

item responses were separately totaled for each competency.  Next a score was derived 

from summing all three competency scores for each stakeholder. 

 The secondary unit of analysis required a total campus score.  The total campus 

mean score was computed using all the stakeholders’ scores divided by the number of 

stakeholders responding from that campus.  This score was used to represent a campus 

unit of measurement or campus score.  This method was necessary as the total campus 

score was the only level of unit of analysis appropriate to test the hypotheses of the 
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research.  As the state only awards a rating at the campus level, the research needs to 

utilize the campus score. 

Survey Instrument:  Reliability 

 Internal consistency of scale scores is measured by a reliability coefficient.  The 

reliability index used is the Cronbach alpha procedure which models internal consistency 

based on average correlation among items.  This measurement is commonly used to 

establish internal consistency construct validity, with .60 considered acceptable for 

exploratory purposes, .70 considered adequate for confirmatory purposes, and .80 

considered good for confirmatory purposes (Garson, 2006). 

 Orcher suggests that a standard for tests and scales made available by major 

publishers requires that the instruments have very high reliabilities ranging from .85 

upward (2005).  As reported in Figure 3.1, this standard of high reliability is reported for 

every subconstruct of the competencies of school community leadership survey 

instrument. 

 The survey was designed for several purposes.  It was utilized to establish internal 

consistency or construct validity.  As is reported in Table 4.1 the results demonstrate very 

high consistent construct validity.  The table also identifies a Cronbach alpha over .60 on 

each construct.  This meets the standard to be considered acceptable for exploratory 

purposes.  All the instrument constructs exceeded the .70 cutoff considered adequate for 

confirmatory purposes, and all exceeded the .80 cutoff considered good for confirmatory 

purposes except for resource management with α =.7402, so the instrument meets the 

purpose of having sufficient validity to use for exploratory purposes. 
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Survey Instrument: Factorial External and Internal Validity 

 Hoy and Sabo authored and revised an instrument known for yielding consistent 

scores or more technically stated, having high reliability in measuring specific constructs.  

The same is true of Marzano’s instrument.  These authors allowed inclusion of pertinent 

items measuring variables similar to the constructs for this survey instrument to be 

included to research the school community leadership instrument.  These items were 

allowed for research purposes only.  (See Appendix A)  Also, included in the survey was 

a 35 item informal parent involvement survey based on Joyce Epstein’s typology of 

parental involvement.  

 To address the hypotheses of this research study, the survey instrument was based 

upon the School Community Leadership constructs found in the framework descriptive 

statements of School Community Leadership-Domain I.  These statements are stated in 

the Texas Examinations of Educator Standards.  The research survey consisted of 

35 items of which 29 were used in this research. 

 Cross-check item responses were collected from survey items from the other 

research instruments.  Reliability of the five school-level factors was established for 

Marzano’s Snapshot of School Effectiveness Survey, the six dimensions of Hoy and Sabo 

Organizational Health Survey, and the six elements of parental/community involvement 

using Epstein’s typology.  In all, there are 105 Likert-style scale items surveyed.  Each of 

the dimensions, or manifest variables, was measured by five to seven latent variable item 

questions.  These variables were assigned scale values by the researcher.  Thus, the two 
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goals of establishing construct validity and testing the instrument for exploratory 

purposes were met. 

Table 4.1 
 
Reliability Scores for Three Instruments Measuring Parallel Constructs of School 
Community Leadership Competencies 
 

 

 

Item-Total 

Correlation 

Internal 

Consistency 

Cronbach 

alpha 

α 

 
 

Hannel 
School 

Community 

Leadership 

Survey 

 

(HSCLS) 

 
Hoy & Sabo’s, 

rev. 
Organizational 

Health 

Inventory- 

Middle 

 

(OHI-M) 

 
Marzano’s Model of 
Snapshot of School 

Effectiveness 

Factors 

 

 

 

(SSSEF) 

 
Epstein’s 
Typology 

Informal Parent 

Involvement  

Survey 

 

 

(IPIS) 

 
Competency 

001 
 

 

School Culture 

 
α =.9152 

 
Academic/ 

Emphasis 

α =.8418 

 

Safe/Environment 

 
α =.8282 

 

Community 

Involvement 

α =.8430 

 
Competency 

001 
 

 
Share Vision 

α =.9403 

 
Teacher 

Affiliation 

α =.6343 
 

 
Challenging 

Goals 

α =.6915 
 

 
Learning  

At Home 

α =.7672 
 

 
Competency 

001 
 

 
High 

Expectations 

 
α =.8975 

 

 
Collegial 

Leadership 

 
α =.8787 

 

 
School Level 

Guaranteed  

Curriculum 

α =.7598 

 
Parenting 

 
 

α =.9170 
 

 
Competency 

002 
 
 

 

Communication 

α =.9175 
 
 

 
Principal 

Influence 

α =.6594 
 

 
School Level   

Parent 

Community 

α =.8150 
 

 
Communicating 

α =.9246 
 

 
Competency 

002 
 

 

Resource 

Management 

α =.7402 
 

 
Resource 

Support 

α =.9010 
 

 
 

NA 

 
Volunteering 

α =.8565 
 

 
Competency 

003 
 

 
Professional 

Leadership 

α =.9581 
 

 
Institutional 

Integrity 

α =.5675 
 

 
Professionalism 

 
α =.7069 

 
Decision 

Making 

α =.9581 
 

 

 
 However, it became apparent that the survey instrument was too long as 

participants were not completing all the questions.  In an attempt to achieve parsimony in 
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the research process, the decision was made to see how few items could be included 

without losing valuable data about the constructs comprising the school community 

leadership competencies.  It was evident some of the items in the entire survey created 

redundancy and were not necessary. 

 To answer the question of what, exactly, was the correlation between the 

dependent variables in the survey, the following statistical test of correlation was run.  

(See Table 4.2) 

 Examining the chart indicates the constructs have many significant correlations 

overall.  For instance, the Hannel School Community Leader Competencies 001, 002, and 

003 correlated with the other instrument constructs above .5 in every instance except for 

the Hoy & Sabo combined variable HCOMP3 which measured  Resource Management 

and Professional Leadership.  The correlations are significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

for every construct.  This effect size can be considered as a large effect with the 

exception of the correlation with the HCOMP3 variable which is only considered a 

medium effect size.  This high correlation provides evidence to suggest the HSCLC 

001,002,003 competencies have factorial validity as they measure the same constructs as 

the other well-established instruments in the survey. 

 Closer examination of the correlation chart reveals the HCOMP3 variable is 

problematic in relation to all the other constructs being measured.  In relation to the three 

variables measured by Marzano, there is only a small effect size.  HCOMP# correlated to 

MCOMP1 at .129, MCOMP2 at .154 and MCOMP3 at .127.  The information 

substantiated the consistency problem found by this researcher concerning the ambiguous 
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measurement of resource management throughout the various instruments.  This 

weakness is graphically illustrated within this correlational chart. 

Table 4.2 
 
Correlations among Similar Constructs from HSCLS, OHI-M, and SSES Instruments 

 

HSCLS Instrument:  Exploratory factor analysis 

 Wanting to develop a more parsimonious research instrument to measure the 

school community leadership competencies, the decision was made to only use the items 

measuring the three specific school community leadership competencies.  The decision 

was made to develop a leaner, more participant friendly survey as too many surveys were 

not being completed in the testing stage.  (See Table 4.3) 

  Correlations

1 .869 ** .868 ** .564 ** .698 ** .278 ** .571 ** .533 ** .519 ** 
. .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000

152 143 145 145 129 140 120 132 139 
.869 ** 1 .872 ** .595 ** .705 ** .332 ** .572 ** .658 ** .553 ** 
.000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

143 152 144 145 129 139 117 130 137 
.868 ** .872 ** 1 .539 ** .698 ** .301 ** .557 ** .546 ** .533 ** 
.000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

145 144 154 147 131 141 119 130 139 
.564 ** .595 ** .539 ** 1 .480 ** .339 ** .470 ** .630 ** .397 ** 
.000 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

145 145 147 163 138 156 123 135 143 
.698 ** .705 ** .698 ** .480 ** 1 .228 ** .391 ** .433 ** .449 ** 
.000 .000 .000 .000 . .008 .000 .000 .000

129 129 131 138 140 134 114 121 126 
.278 ** .332 ** .301 ** .339 ** .228 ** 1 .129 .188 * .127

.001 .000 .000 .000 .008 . .166 .032 .138

140 139 141 156 134 158 117 129 138 
.571 ** .572 ** .557 ** .470 ** .391 ** .129 1 .680 ** .668 ** 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .166 . .000 .000

120 117 119 123 114 117 127 116 118 
.533 ** .658 ** .546 ** .630 ** .433 ** .188 * .680 ** 1 .647 ** 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .032 .000 . .000

132 130 130 135 121 129 116 140 132 
.519 ** .553 ** .533 ** .397 ** .449 ** .127 .668 ** .647 ** 1 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .138 .000 .000 . 
139 137 139 143 126 138 118 132 149 

Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N 
Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N 
Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N 
Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N 
Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N 
Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N 
Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N 
Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N 
Pearson Correlation

Sig. (2-tailed)

N 

COMP1 

COMP2 

COMP3 

HCOMP1 

HCOMP2 

HCOMP3 

MCOMP1 

MCOMP2 

MCOMP3 

COMP1 COMP2 COMP3 HCOMP1 HCOMP2 HCOMP3 MCOMP1 MCOMP2 MCOMP3 

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). **. 

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).*. 
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 Also, building upon the finding of the significant correlation between the school 

community leadership competencies and the two nationally accepted instruments, it was 

evident the school community leadership competencies had sufficient reliability and 

validity to be used alone. 

 An additional statistical test, exploratory factor analysis (EFA), was used to 

further investigate the data.  Factor analysis was used to explore the survey instrument.  

Using SPSS, factor reduction was carried out to reduce the predictor variables to a subset 

of uncorrelated factors.  This test was used to identify the pattern structure of clusters of 

variables studied, to identify the underlying variables for each dimension, and to achieve 

parsimony by explaining the maximum amount of common variance in a correlation 

matrix using the smallest number of explanatory concepts. 

 The output provided additional information.  The correlation or R-matrix was 

visually inspected to see if any variable indicated little or no correlation or was too highly 

correlated.  Being too highly correlated, known as multicollinearity, was checked by 

looking at the determinant of the R-matrix. 

 From each of the three instruments, variables grouped within a specific construct, 

such as school climate, were analyzed using factor reduction techniques.  This data 

screening or factor analysis was done separately for each of the six constructs to 

determine if any variable would be problematic such as resource management.  For each 

construct, the output of the correlation matrix indicated that the variables within each 

construct correlated well across all three instruments utilized. 
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 Throughout the six tests, factor analysis on the predictor variables was used to 

reduce variables to a subset of uncorrelated factors.  Field (2005) suggests using the 

Anderson-Rubin method; however, the study used a modification of the method known 

as the Bartlett test (p.628).  Bartlett’s test revealed the factors were uncorrelated and that 

there was little multicollinearity for each test.  Consistently, the KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy) test reported scores over .777 which is considered 

good for sampling adequacy. 

 Most of communalities were greater than 0.7 for all variables, measuring the 

proportion of variance explained by the factors.  Consistently, the highest eigenvalues 

were observed for the items from the Hannel School Community Survey for each of the 

constructs, allowing the cut-off point for selecting factors to be the point of inflexion of 

the scree plot for each construct (Cattell, 1966).  The KMO scores indicated the sampling 

adequacy met the accepted standard as all were high enough to be considered strong. 

 The pattern matrix for the variable of shared vision (Table 4.4) illustrates the data 

collected to determine which variables had the highest validity in measuring the school 

community leadership constructs.  As evident, the school community leadership 

competencies based on the TExES had the highest correlation for the variable of shared 

vision.  This pattern held true throughout the testing on all six constructs across the three 

instruments being used for cross-validation.  The statistical tests were done for factor 

reduction for each construct in the study.  (See Appendix C for further documentation) 
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Table 4.4 

Pattern Matrix for Shared Vision to Determine Factor Reduction 

 Pattern Matrixa

.941        

.872       

.828        

.696        

.672        

 .987       

 .916       

 .865       

  .954      

  .770      

  .728      

  .524      

   .957     

   .806     

   .632     

   .539     

    1.005    

    .686    

     1.030   

     .454   

      .884  

 .411     .558  

       .812

        

SP4Q05  C1SC-supports

innovative thinking and risk

taking.

SP4Q03  C1SC-implement

strategies to ensure effective

collaboration.

SP4Q04  C1SC-respond to

diverse needs appropriately.

SP4Q01  C1SC--creates a

campus culture that sets high

expectations.

SP4Q02  C1SC-ensures that

parents and community are

included.

SP2Q46

SP2Q43

SP2Q40

SP1MQ22

SP1MQ02

SP1MQ27

SP1MQ17

SP3Q04

SP3Q05

SP3Q03

SP3Q02

SP1MQ38

SP1MQ29

SP1MQ07

SP3Q01

SP2Q52

SP2Q49

SP1MQ44

SP1MQ16

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Component

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Rotation Method: Promax with Kaiser Normalization.

Rotation converged in 7 iterations.a. 
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HSCLS Instrument:  Internal Validity 

 To establish internal validity of the school community leadership survey the 

following standards were applied.  The instrument items are content relevant as they are 

based on the specific competencies and descriptive statements of the TExES principal 

(68) test framework.  The survey is based on sound theory - the open system theory of 

inputs, transformations, and outputs and has as its rationale, the relative job importance 

of each competency being determined by a representative sample of experienced Texas 

educators.  The survey has consistency of constructs (items) by meeting the cutoff levels 

considered appropriate levels measured by Cronbach’s alpha (Refer back to Table 4.1).  

The survey meets criterion-related validity with several known instruments reputed to 

consistently measure similar constructs.  

 The survey is explicit in its social consequences.  If, as researchers believe, over 

80% of school achievement is related to community and home level factors (Marzano, 

2005), understanding school community leadership better has great social consequences 

for educators, and in fact, society in general.   

 However, the one standard this survey only partially meets is generalizing across 

population and time.  The research sampling was scientifically based and reflects no bias 

in location, gender, size, or research subjects, so it was appropriate to make 

generalizations about the findings for the research sample population.  However, to report 

findings for generalization across population and time could not be supported.  Further 

extensive replication of this study must be done across a much larger sampling of the 

population frame before this standard could be met. 
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 In this study, other concerns about survey collection validity such as location and 

instrument decay should be noted.  As completion location was not controlled during the 

survey process, it was documented of how surveys were completed.  Instrument decay 

normally occurs when the respondent tires of taking the survey.  Several written 

comments from respondents noted that the survey, in their opinion, was much too long. 

HSCLS Instrument:  Unified Validity 

 Evaluating the validity of a study requires that the items measure what they claim 

to and that there are no logical errors in drawing conclusions from the data.  In the past, 

content, construct, concurrent and predictive validity were all identified as threats to the 

research.  Recently, a unified view of validity has been suggested.  Messick argues for 

multiple standards to assessing validity such as relevant content based on sound theory, 

internally consistent items, external correlation with related measures, generalizability 

across populations and time, and explicit in stating its social consequences (1989).  This 

unified definition, centered on construct validity, defines this as content validity.  The 

definition focusing on the labeling of constructs, internal validity, research design bias, 

and statistical validity, and meets the assumptions of empirical procedures (Garson, 

2006). 

 Table 4.1 supplies a summation of the unified view of validity for school 

community leadership.  It reports on the internal consistency or reliability and the 

consistency of construct measurement among the Hannel School Community Leadership 

Survey (HSCLS), Hoy and Sabo’s Dimensions of Organizational Health Inventory 

(OHI-M), Marzano’s Snapshot of Effective School Factors (SSSEF), and the Informal 
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Parental Involvement Survey (IPIS) using Epstein’s Framework of Parental and 

Community Involvement.  The table lists the high reliability scores which range above 

.85 for most subconstructs.  This range suggests the instrument meets the purpose of 

having sufficient validity to use for exploratory purposes and meets the standard used for 

many research instruments at this time.  All exceeded the .80 cutoff considered good for 

confirmatory purposes. 

Data Analysis 

Survey Research:  Descriptive Statistics 

Ethnicity: 

 Many mediating variables help shape the influence of school community 

leadership in all schools, such as size, years of experience, ethnicity, gender, low socio-

economic or geographic differences.  In this study, 174 stakeholders participated.  

Approximately 71% of the respondents were Anglo, twice the percentage rate of Anglo 

students who comprise almost 37% of the student population in Texas.  At the present, 

the state average of minority students in Texas is over 45% Hispanic, 14% African 

American, and 4% other.  The minority-majority population of students, totaling 

approximately 63%, is twice as high as the minority respondent rate in this study, which 

was 29%.  Based on this data, it can be inferred that the research sample did not reflect 

the same demographic spread as is present in current Texas student population.  (See 

Table 4.5) 
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Table 4.5 

Ethnicity:  Stakeholder Respondents in Study 

Respondent Ethnicity Frequency Percent of 

Stakeholders 

Percent of Texas 
 Student Ethnicity 

Difference in 

Demographic Spread. 

1  Anglo 123 71.1 37 34.1 
2 Hispanic 25 14.5 45 30.5 
3 African American 21 12.1 14 1..9 
4 Other 4 2. 3 4 1.7 
Total 173 100.0 100.0  

     

 
Subgroup Size: 

 The number of respondents in each subgroup of stakeholders was adequate for the 

sampling validity.  There were more than 20 in each subgroup.  The data does reveal that 

parents and community members responded less frequently than the other two 

stakeholders groups.  The frequency for administrators and staff was 48 while the 

frequency for parents and community members was 40 and 37, respectively. 

Leadership Ethnicity: 

 Exploring the ethnicity data revealed about 78% of the administrators were 

Anglo, 9% Hispanic, 11% African American and 2% Other.  Again, this demographic 

spread does not reflect the demographic ethnicity data of students in Texas Public 

Schools.  While the percentage rate of African Americans and Other administration is 

similar, the Anglo rate of leadership ethnicity was almost twice as high as the percentage 

of Anglo students enrolled in Texas public schools. 

 The Hispanic leadership percentage is grossly underrepresented.  The rate was 

almost 80% lower than the percentage of Hispanic student enrollment.  The 

administrators’ gender breakdown and number of years of experience indicated a trend of 

more women entering administration in the last decade.  Over 50% of the administrators 
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were Anglo females as compared with 22% being Anglo males.  Ten percent of the 

leaders were African American males and 1% was African American female.  Four 

percent of the leaders were Hispanic males and 5% were Hispanic females.  

Demographically, gender distribution did not significantly differ by the various sizes of 

the campuses. 

 Comparing these percentages to those reported by Texas Education Agency 

(TEA) revealed the distribution did mirror the distribution of ethnicity among Texas 

administrators with a slight variation in regard to the percentages of gender among 

female African American administrators. 

Leadership Experience and Age: 

 The range of experience among the administrators participating was revealing.  Over 

38% of the administrators had less than three years experience, while 42% had from three to 

ten years experience.  Only 10% had over ten years experience.  In respect to age, 54.3% of 

the administrators were over 45, 39.9% were from 30 to 45, and less than 6% (5.8%) were 

under 30.  These statistics suggest that most of these individuals did not become 

administrators prior to reaching their mid-thirties or even older.  These demographics also 

mirror the overall state reported data of age and experience for administrators. 

Respondent:  Balanced Geographic Response: 

 Responses came from every region of the state, large or small, in a very consistent, 

balanced pattern.  Participating campuses represented each of the 20 educational service 

center regions of Texas except regions 3, 6, and 14.  The Texas regions not represented were 

Victoria, Huntsville, and Abilene (See Table 4.6). 
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Table 4.6 
 
Respondents Membership in Educational Service Center Regions throughout Texas 
 
 

   
 Valid Frequency  Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 

 1 4  2.3 2.3  2.3 

 2 5  2.9 2.9  5.2 
 4 22  12.7 12.7  17.9 

 5 12  6.9 6.9  24.9 

 7 11  6.4 6.4  31.2 
 8 8  4.6 4.6  35.8 

 9 5  2.9 2.9  38.7 

 10 16  9.2 9.2  48.0 
 11 19  11.0 11.0  59.0 

 12 3  1.7 1.7  60.7 

 13 11  6.4 6.4  67.1 
 15 6  3.5 3.5  70.5 

 16 4  2.3 2.3  72.8 

 17 20  11.6 11.6  84.4 
 18 1  .6 .6  85.0 

 19 4  2.3 2.3  87.3 

 20 22  12.7 12.7  100.0 
 

              Total 173  100.0 100.0   
                     Note: No participants came from ESC 3, 6, and 14; Victoria, Huntsville, and Abilene, respectively 

Campus Size:  Regions 

 Exploring the descriptive data in regard to campus size requires some interpolation in 

regard to definitions.  The definitions utilized by TEA use more categories than the four this 

study utilized.  However, by combining two TEA categories into the suburban category, the 

following data made it evident that the study slightly varied from the average demographic 

data of the state.  Rural campus responses were overrepresented in this study.  Large campus 

responses and suburban campuses were slightly underrepresented.  

Campus: Size of Participating Campuses 

 The size of campuses which participated varied from the typical state demographics in 

size in the categories of rural and very large campuses.  The state percent of rural campuses is 

seventeen percent while the percentage of rural participating campuses represented thirty-two 

percent of the study.  Similarly, large size campuses in the state average nineteen percent of 
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the middle school population while the percent of large size campuses in the survey only 

averaged eleven percent.  The percent averages for campuses participating from the large and 

suburban size campuses matched state averages within two to three percent. 

Campus:  TEA Accountability Ratings: 

 Table 4.7 provides the rating percentages of “exemplary”, “recognized”, 

“academically acceptable” and “unacceptable” campuses participating in the study.  The 

table also provides a comparison of the state percentages compared to the percentages for 

the study for each group.  Both campus categories of “exemplary” and “unacceptable” 

were over represented in this study in comparison to state percentages.  However, the 

statistical techniques of discriminant analysis (DA) used as the study methodology 

provide group prediction data which helped address this overrepresentation when 

analyzing the findings.  The distribution of state campus accountability ratings does not 

appear to follow a normal distribution pattern.  This data suggests educators will have a 

tremendous challenge ahead to meet NCLB standards in the immediate future.  (See 

Table 4.7) 

Table 4.7 
 
Comparison of Campuses in the Study Compared to State School Ratings Patterns for 
2006 
 

 * No data available for SI for these campuses 
Accountability Rating Frequency 

Campuses 

Percent 

 Level 

Percent 

State Level 

Observations 

4..00 exemplary 8 15.0 1.5 Over the state average 
3.00  recognized 15 27.0 27.5 Very close to state average 
2.00   academically acceptable 27 49.0 59.7 Close to state average 
1.00  unacceptable 5 9.0 3.8 Low correlation to state level, but  
0.00  SI- School Improvement 0*  0.0* this could be   

Total 55 100 100.0 Due to subcategories at the state level. 
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Comparing the state accountability rating chart (retrieved from the TEA website) and the 

summary table of campus rating for campuses participating in the study revealed several 

patterns in the rating system.  The percentage of change in rating over a short period of 

time as illustrated in the chart below indicates that the two middle categories of ratings 

are very fluid for middle schools.  (See Figure 4.1) 

Figure 4.1 Accountability Rating Retrieved from TEA Web Site 

 This same pattern is evident in the descriptive data collected for campuses 

participating in the study as shown in Table 4.8.  Approximately half of the schools 

received a different rating over a period of two years.  Approximately 47% of school 

ratings change each year which indicates that the rating system is not stable.  The largest 

percent of change occurs at the levels of “recognized’ and “academically acceptable”.  It 

could be inferred that the categories are ill-defined and that campuses do not have a grasp 

of strategies to prevent the variation in accountability ratings.  Another aspect of this 

observation will be discussed when analyzing the parametric statistics of this study. 

2006 2005 
ACCOUNTABILITY RATING 

Count Percent Count Percent 

Exemplary 19 1.5% 11 0.9% 

Recognized 337 27.5% 172 14.0% 

Academically Acceptable 733 59.7% 915 74.5% 

Academically Unacceptable 47 3.8% 37 3.0% 
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Table 4.8 
 
Change in Ratings:  Middle School Campus Ratings and Change in Category for 2006-
2005 
 
Accountability Rating Frequency  Rating  Up   Rating Down Remained Same 

4..00 exemplary 8 4 0 2 

3.00  recognized 15 4 6 5 

2.00   academically acceptable 27 5 0 22 

1.00  unacceptable 5 5 0 0 

0.00  SI- School Improvement 0* 0.0* 0.0* 0.0* 

Total 55 18 6                 23 

% Change 100 % 36% 11%                53 % 

 

* Note: If approximately 47 % of school ratings change each year, it indicates that the rating system is not as stable as needed. 

 
Campus:  Mediating Variable SES 

 Exploring the changes in ratings within a two year span for participating 

campuses indicated the volatility or at least, the likelihood that the rating for that campus 

would change within one year.  This is of some interest as exploration of the 

socioeconomic status (SES) of these campuses over the same period of time revealed that 

the SES rate for those campuses did not change significantly. 

 In this study, no campus receiving the “exemplary” rating had the Title I 

designation except for one outlier- a West Texas rural campus with a rate of 67% 

economically disadvantaged population.  The rest of these “exemplary” campuses 

reported their student population ranged of 0.0% to 35% economically disadvantaged.  

Most “exemplary” campuses had less than 15% of the population in the low SES range.  

Yet, several of these campuses have a very balanced ethnicity composition.  This reflects 

national trends of economically advantaged campuses performing well academically, 

regardless of ethnicity composition. 

 However, the data from the “recognized” and “academically acceptable” 

campuses seemed to suggest SES status was not as significant to achievement for 
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campuses in these ranges.  In this study the “recognized” campuses reported from 2% to 

77% of their population were classified as economically disadvantaged.  Over 45% (7 of 

15 campuses) of the campuses in the study would be considered Title I by federal 

guidelines, yet were rated as “recognized” by the state accounting rating system.  

“Academically acceptable” campuses reported SES ranges of 27% to 96%.  A large 

percentage, in fact, 79% of the “academically acceptable” rated campuses had over 44% 

of their student body considered economically disadvantaged.  (Currently, the federal 

criteria used to qualify campuses for Title I funding is the 44% cutoff).  Every campus 

rated “unacceptable” was considered as economically disadvantaged.  These campuses 

reported SES rates of 44% to 97% (see Table 4.9). 

 It is important to note that every campus rated “unacceptable” had a different 

rating in the last one or two previous years while having a stable SES rate.  This data 

definitely suggests that a high SES rate does not preclude a campus from high academic 

achievement.  It may suggest that a high SES rate is a mediating factor, but it is evident 

the change in accountability rating in such a short time is influenced by several factors.  

One assumption to consider is that the stability of the accountability rating is influenced 

by factors other than poverty. 
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Table 4.9 
 
Comparing SES to Changes in Middle School Campus Accountability Rating Categories 
for 2006-2005 
 
Accountability Rating SES RATING  Comments 

4..00 exemplary 0.0 to 35 % 
(67%)* 

One of these school’s score is an outlier- small , rural West Texas 
Community is 67% SES and exemplary  

3.00  recognized 2.0 to 77.0% Majority are under 44% SES, but 2-3 are over 75% SES and exemplary 
2.00   academically acceptable 27 to 96% No observable pattern, probably only one of many contributing factors 
1.00  unacceptable 44 to 97% No observable pattern; however, interesting that these are not clustered 

around a high percentage of  low SES status, for example near the 80 & 
above SES rate 

0.00  SI- School Improvement 0* NA 
Total 0.0 to 100 %  

 

Definition of Title I Campus 

 Nationally, Title I Campuses usually are at or above 44% SES rate.  The 
cutoff rate varies state by state, but 44 % is the smallest rate allowable to 

follow Federal Guidelines. 
 

* Note: Overall assumption: Poverty or high SES rating (larger number of poor) influence, but does not dictate the accountability 
rating.  Also, the rate of movement in different classification is not stable. 

Inferential Statistical Data Analysis 

 The preliminary analysis includes the results of exploratory factor analysis, an 

omnibus test of significance, discriminant analysis results, the classification table which 

measures the strength of the relationships between criterion and predictor variables and 

the discrimination between criterion groups.  The order of importance of the 

discriminating variables is reported as is the unique contribution of each discriminating 

variable.  The classification results, functions at group centroids, and discriminant 

functions plots are also presented to further document the research findings. 

 The reliability of each item was checked.  Statistical test of factor analysis was 

applied to the data.  The statistical test of discriminant analysis (DA) was used to classify 

campuses into the values of a categorical dependent (rating) with more than two 

categories, using as predictors (competencies 001,002,003) as the interval variables.  

Tests of multiple discriminant analysis (MDA), as an extension of discriminant analysis, 

were also used.  MDA is often considered a cousin of multiple analyses of variance 
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(MANOVA), and shares many of the same assumptions and tests.  MDA also is known 

as canonical discriminant analysis.  This statistical technique uses a two stage test:  an 

overall omnibus test is first performed; then if finding significance more specific 

procedures are applied to investigate the nuances of the group differences. 

 Using responses from the surveys, three linear variables were created by selecting 

the transform option in the data editor.  These variables were transformed by computing 

the variables of School Culture and Shared Vision for Competency 001, variables of High 

Expectations and Communication for Competency 002, and variables of Resource 

Management and Professional Leadership for Competency 003.  In the data editor, the 

menu options selected, in sequence, were Analysis, Classify, and Discriminant.  Next the 

grouping variable of “rating” was entered and the range defined as 0-4.  The option to 

enter the independent variables of Comp. 001, Comp. 002, and Comp. 003 together was 

selected (not stepwise). 

 Using the statistics option, Means, Box’s M test, unstandardized function 

coefficient, and several within-groups and separate matrices were selected for output.  

Using the classify option, prior probabilities with all groups equal was selected, as was 

case wise display, covariance matrix within groups, and separate groups plots.  Finally, 

under the save option predicted group membership, discriminant scores, and probabilities 

of group membership were clicked for output analysis.  The methodology analysis was 

run.  The method, known as multiple discriminant analysis, created the output for the 

research. 
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Methodology:  Assumptions 

 The assumptions necessary to conduct this research were met.  Multiple discriminant 

analysis requires independent variables that are normally distributed, linearly related, and has 

equal within-group variances.  Other assumptions include random sampling for inferential 

statistics, adequate sample size, a priori testing based on theory, appropriate significance 

levels chosen for the type of research being conducted, and absence of intervening or 

anteceding variables.  As previously documented, assumptions of random sampling (Orcher, 

2005), adequate sample size (Kass & Tinsley, 1979), theory driven research (Hoy and Miskel, 

2005), valid content (TExES, 2002), and valid significance levels were met (Field, 2005).  

 For further analysis of data, the remaining assumptions were examined.  An 

option within MDA, a statistical test, namely Box’s test of the assumption of equality of 

covariance matrices, tests the null hypothesis that the variance-covariance matrices are 

the same in all three groups.  This test is non-significant at .097 so it can be assumed that 

the homogeneity assumption had not been violated.  Also, the covariance matrices were 

roughly equal so the assumption is tenable.  

 Verifying this assumption with another statistical test was done by conducting a 

one-way ANOVA on the separate transformed variables.  The results confirmed that this 

assumption has been met as the Levene statistic was non-significant at .463. 

 A statistical test entitled Kilmogorov-Smirnov decides where the distribution as a 

whole deviates from a comparable normal distribution.  For this study this test is 

important as the MDA test is very sensitive to outliers.  This test revealed that test 



Texas Tech University, Ann Hannel, December 2007 

 136  

distribution was normal as the K-S test is considered non-significant using the asymp.Sig. 

(2-tailed) test.  A second assumption was met. 

 The table of descriptive statistics (See Table 4.10) contains the overall and group 

means and standard deviations for each predictor variable in turn.  The number of cases 

analyzed was 136, due to incomplete data in 38 of the respondents.  The means of 

campuses rated “exemplary” had a higher mean score on each of the competencies than 

those rated “unacceptable”.  However, the mean scores of the competencies for campuses 

rated “academically acceptable” and “recognized” were very similar.  This finding was 

supported by several different statistic tests in this study. 

Table 4.10 

Group Statistics 

 
Group Statistics

29.35 7.599 17 17.000

26.00 6.285 17 17.000

26.94 6.600 17 17.000

32.98 6.499 65 65.000

31.75 6.493 65 65.000

30.72 5.541 65 65.000

32.71 6.128 34 34.000

31.76 6.145 34 34.000

31.18 5.524 34 34.000

36.15 4.356 20 20.000

34.25 5.514 20 20.000

33.05 3.220 20 20.000

32.93 6.471 136 136.000

31.40 6.569 136 136.000

30.71 5.594 136 136.000

COMP1

COMP2

COMP3

COMP1

COMP2

COMP3

COMP1

COMP2

COMP3

COMP1

COMP2

COMP3

COMP1

COMP2

COMP3

RATING

1.00  unacceptable

2.00  academically acceptable

3.00  recognized

4.00  exemplary

Total

Mean Std. Deviation Unweighted Weighted

Valid N (listwise)

 

Methodology:  Overall Significance of Model 

 Several tests were used to determine if the discriminant model as a whole was 

significant. 

Smaller Mean Averages 

 

 

Similar Mean Averages 

 

 

Larger Mean Averages 

 
             Table 4.12 
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 An F test (Wilks’ lambda) was used to test if the discriminant model as a whole 

was significant.  The “Sig.’ level for the row labeled “1 through 3” indicates the 

significance level of the discriminant function as a whole.  Results revealed that the 

“Sig.” level of .009 was highly significant, though not necessarily substantively 

significant as later discussion reveals.  The “rule of thumb” for Wilks’ lambda applies 

here; the larger the lambda, the more likely it is significant.  It can be assumed that this 

overall model is discriminating (Field, 2005).  See Table 4.11. 

Table 4.11 

Wilks’ Lambda 

 

 
Wilks' Lambda

.847 21.857 9 .009

.964 4.757 4 .313

.994 .851 1 .356

Test of Function(s)

1 through 3

2 through 3

3

Wilks' LambdaChi-square df Sig.

 

 This was the first test to analyze the data.  It was necessary to explore the 

hypothesis that the model (survey) can be used to classify campuses into correct 

categories.  This classification or rating is considered the criterion variable or sometimes 

called the dependent variable. 

 Finding significance is foundational to this research.  It suggests the total 

instrument has some degree of effectiveness in predicting school ratings using the school 

community leadership competency scores.  In this study, the significance was high, being 

.009. 
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 Exploring the table of Wilks’ lambda (Table 4.11) in another context, it was very 

important to note that this research found only one function to be significant.  A function 

considered significant normally produces an improvement in classification of cases, or 

for this study, would have a higher predictive ability in classifying school ratings 

correctly.  The lambda for Function 1 through 3 was highly significant at .009 and is the 

only function that is significant. 

 This result suggested the group differences shown by this test can be explained in 

terms of one underlying dimension-school community leadership.  In this case, the 

dimension embraces all six subconstructs, or Comp. 001, Comp. 002, and C003 in 

tandem, as the function is a combination of the variates 1 through 3.  This reveals that the 

overall model is discriminating, but if Function one is excluded, Functions 2 through 3 

become non-significant.  In other words, using the second or third function would not 

result in any difference in classification of categories than would occur by chance. 

 A second test was used to reconfirm that the model as a whole was significant.  

Using the ANOVA table for discriminant scores is another overall test of the MDA 

model.  It is an F test, with a “Sig.” p value <.05 meaning the overall model differentiates 

discriminant scores between the groups significantly better than chance. 

Methodology:  Assessing Independent Variables 

 The question of how the model differentiates between the groups or which group’s 

mean significantly differs from the others, or whether the competencies individually or in 

combination predict the school rating are all better investigated with additional statistical 
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tests.  This is considered Step 2 of MDA procedures.  These tests assess how the 

variables discriminate the groups by comparing mean differences.  (See Table 4.12) 

Table 4.12 
 
Covariance Matrices 

   

Covariance Matricesa

57.743 39.250 43.710

39.250 39.500 33.125

43.710 33.125 43.559

42.234 37.168 30.886

37.168 42.157 31.321

30.886 31.321 30.703

37.547 33.504 29.084

33.504 37.761 30.225

29.084 30.225 30.513

18.976 19.750 11.992

19.750 30.408 15.408

11.992 15.408 10.366

41.876 37.023 31.408

37.023 43.146 31.927

31.408 31.927 31.291

COMP1

COMP2

COMP3

COMP1

COMP2

COMP3

COMP1

COMP2

COMP3

COMP1

COMP2

COMP3

COMP1

COMP2

COMP3

RATING

1.00  unacceptable

2.00  academically acceptable

3.00  recognized

4.00  exemplary

Total

COMP1 COMP2 COMP3

The total covariance matrix has 135 degrees of freedom.a. 

 

 Computationally, this analysis is often called a canonical correlation analysis.  

Canonical correlation is useful in determining how many dimensions are needed to 

account for a relationship.  The Table of Covariance Matrices (Table 4.12) reveals all the 

observed means were positively related.  Yet no substantive importance about the 

relationships can be inferred as these scores are Unstandardized. 

 Eigenvalues reflect the ratio of importance of the dimensions which classify cases 

of the criterion variable.  There is one eigenvalue for each discriminant function.  The 

first is the largest and most important, and the second next most important in explanatory 

power, and so on. 
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 Relative importance is assessed by eigenvalues because they reflect the percents 

of variance explained in the criterion variable.  The cumulative variance will always add 

up to 100%.  In this study, the Function 1 eigenvalue accounted for almost 79.1% of the 

discriminating power for the model.  As is typical the first eigenvalue was the most 

discriminating.  This test found only three functions which were used in the analysis.  

(See Table 4.13) 

Table 4.13 
 
Summary of Canonical Discriminant Functions: Eigenvalues 

   

SUMMARY OF CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT

FUNCTIONS:EIGENVALUES

.139a 79.1 79.1 .349

.030a 17.2 96.3 .171

.006a 3.7 100.0 .080

Function

1

2

3

Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative %

Canonical

Correlation

First 3 canonical discriminant functions were used in the analysis.a. 

 

 The test results suggest the second and third function could explain about 20.9% 

of the discriminating power of the model.  However, as the first function was the only 

function found to be significant by Wilks’ lambda, the variates (Function 1) offers the 

only important explanatory effect in determining classification of cases.  As non 

significant, the other two functions were not considered. 

 The canonical correlation, R* found in the last column of Table 4.13 is a measure 

of the association between the groups formed by the criterion variable and the given 

discriminant function.  It is important to note that this statistic is not correlated to the 

relative percentage of a discriminant function.  When reporting the importance of 

canonical correlation the “rule of thumb” for R* applied is as follows: The closer to one 
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for R*, the more useful in determining group differences.  This standard applies because 

a score of one for R* indicates the strongest relationship possible between the groups and 

the function, or all (100%) variance explained. 

 For this study, the eigenvalue of Function 1 was relatively small.  Function 1 had 

the discriminant scores of .349, while Functions 2 and 3 represented a total of .251.  

These test statistics indicated only one of the discriminant functions was useful in 

determining group differences and that the relation between the groups and the function 

was much closer to zero than to one. 

 Usually a dimension is of interest if its canonical correlation is .30 or higher, 

which corresponds to about 10% of the variance explained.  This is used to assess the 

extent to which one set of variables can be predicted or explained by the other set.  The 

data suggests the first discriminant function does determine a limited amount of the group 

differences at .349%.  This finding is important.  This study can infer the value of the 

survey in measuring school community leadership competencies to predict school rating 

is of interest, but limited as it corresponds to about 10% of the variance explained. 

 Examining structure coefficients as pooled within-groups correlations between the 

predictor variables and the standardized canonical discriminant functions allows 

meaningful labels to be assigned to the discriminant functions.  (See Table 4.14)  The 

correlations serve like factor loadings in factor analysis.  For multiple discriminant 

analysis, the structure coefficients reveal the relative importance of each predictor 

variable on each dimension.  These are whole coefficients and reflect the uncontrolled 

association of the discriminating variables (scores derived from school community 
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leadership competencies) with the criterion variable (school rating).  As Function 1 is the 

only function found to be significant, for this study all three of the predictor variables 

have relative importance to this dimension.  The whole coefficients of .959 for predictor 

variable COMP2, .797 for predictor variable COMP3, and .694 for predictor variable 

COMP1 suggest all of the variables have a strong association with the criterion variable 

of school rating. 

Table 4.14 

Structure Matrix 

 Function 

 1 2 3 

COMP2 .959* .283 .014 

COMP3 .797* .303 .523 

COMP1 .694 .696* .184 

Pooled within-groups correlations between 
discriminating variables and standardized 
canonical discriminant functions.  Variables 
ordered by absolute size of correlation within 
function. 
* Largest absolute correlation between each 

variable and any discriminant function. 

 Calculating variance explained in a set of original variables is done by taking the 

sum of the squared structure correlations divided by the number of original variables in a 

set to obtain the average percent of variance which the covariance accounts for in the raw 

variables in its set.  For Function 1, the average percent of variance which the covariance 

accounts for is near 7%-10%.  The overall amount of variance explained in a dependent 

variable by all independent variable is the effect size variance. 

Methodology:  Classification Results 

 When multivariate discriminant function analysis is effective for a set of data, the 

classification table of correct and incorrect estimates yields a high percentage correct.  
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This table paints the substantive significance of the predictive value of the school 

community leadership survey in predicting school rating.  Theoretical, the better the 

MDA work, the more the cases will all be on the diagonal.  Off diagonal spaces will be 

zero or near to zero.  Visual inspection of this table indicates most cases are not on the 

diagonal for this study.  The data for the study reports only 32.4 of the original grouped 

cases are correctly classified.  Only 45 of the 136 respondents participating in this study 

answered the survey as predicted to be placed in the classification the state reported for 

their campus.  (See Table 4.15) 

Table 4.15 Classification Results 

10 3 2 2 17

17 9 15 24 65

7 5 12 10 34

4 0 3 13 20

58.8 17.6 11.8 11.8 100.0

26.2 13.8 23.1 36.9 100.0

20.6 14.7 35.3 29.4 100.0

20.0 .0 15.0 65.0 100.0

RATING

1.00  unacceptable

2.00  academically acceptable

3.00  recognized

4.00  exemplary

1.00  unacceptable

2.00  academically acceptable

3.00  recognized

4.00  exemplary

Count

%

Original

1.00 

unacceptable

2.00 

academically

acceptable 3.00  recognized 4.00  exemplary

Predicted Group Membership

Total

32.4% of original grouped cases correctly classified.a. 

 

This research reports the percentage of “unacceptable” and “exemplary” that were 

correctly classified (called the hit ratio) hovers near 60% (unacceptable-58.8% and 

exemplary-65%) while “academically acceptable” campuses were only correctly 

classified 13.8% of the time.  “Recognized” campuses were correctly classified 35.3% of 

the time. 
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Functions at Group Centroids 

 Close inspection of Table 4.16 entitled Functions at Group Centroids reports that 

both the “unacceptable” and “exemplary” categories have means that are further apart.  

The “recognized” and “academically acceptable” categories have means closer together.  

This statistical test indicates that is much more likely to correctly classify cases into the 

“exemplary” or “unacceptable” categories than into the categories of “recognized” or 

“academically acceptable”. 

 

Functions at group centroids are the mean discriminant scores for each of the dependent 

variable categories for each of the discriminant functions.  When the means are well apart 

it shows the discriminant function is clearly discriminating.  However, the closer the 

means, the more errors of classification there likely are.  Overall, it is evident, the 

majority of the mean discriminant scores hover closely near the group centroids for the 

“recognized” and “academically acceptable” categories.  This indicates that the 

discrimination function is clearly discriminating for the “exemplary” and “Academically 

Unacceptable” classifications, but the mean discriminant scores hover too closely near 

Table 4.16 Functions at Group Centroids 

-.934 .106 3.066E-02

6.980E-02 -3.515E-02 -7.993E-02

.115 -.192 .102

.371 .350 6.078E-02

RATING 
1.00  unacceptable

2.00  academically acceptable 

3.00  recognized

4.00  exemplary 

1 2 3

Function

Unstandardized canonical discriminant functions evaluated at group 
means 
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the group centroids for the “recognized” and “academically acceptable” categories to be 

helpful in correctly classifying these campuses’ ratings. 

Canonical Discriminant Functions 

Examining the canonical plots below visually portray the same information.  The farther 

apart one point is from another on the plots, the more the dimension represented by the 

axis differentiates those groups. 
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Canonical Discriminant Functions
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Figure 4.2 Canonical Discriminant Functions 
 
It is important to note that the group centroids for the “Exemplary” and “Academically 

Unacceptable” campuses are much farther apart than the group centroids for the 

“Recognized” and “Academically Acceptable” campuses.  This is also evident when 

examining the range of difference from the centroids for all the categories in one graph. 
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Methodology Summary 

 To summarize the findings of this study, the most important implication of the 

research determined the survey instrument could predict campus classifications with 

some degree of accuracy.  The results were significant.  This was determined, using the 

test statistic, Wilks’ lambda .009 (p<0.05) (See Table 4.9). 

 A second test to reconfirm the model as a whole as significant utilized a one-way 

ANOVA on individual variables.  The between groups statistic reported was .002 

(p<0.05), indicating the overall model differentiates discriminant scores between groups 

significantly better than chance. 

 These finding of significance imply the survey scores from a campus have some 

predictive strength to classify a campus into a predicted group for this sample, using the 

school community leadership survey as a whole. 

 This finding supports the primary question (hypothesis) of this research.  For this 

research, a relationship was established between the domain of school community 

leadership and the campus accountability rating received each year from the Texas state 

accreditation agency. 

 Findings in the research indicated that none of the competencies individually had 

sufficient predictive strength to classify a campus into a predicted group for this sample.  

This finding addresses the secondary questions (hypotheses) of the research which asked, 

what are the associations or relationships, if any, that exist between school community 

leadership competency 001, school community leadership competency 002, school 
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community leadership competency 003, or a combination of the three to the campus 

accountability rating received each year from the Texas education accreditation agency.  

 The research findings suggest limited combination of the variables resulted in non 

significance as a predictive variable.  The competencies, only in tandem, identified as 

Function 1, and as was reported in the Table 4.11 Test of Functions(s) using the Wilks’ 

Lambda, were considered significant.  The significance level reported was .009.  

Function 1 is described as 1 through 3 or as inclusive of all three variates, COMP1, 

COMP2, and COMP3. 

 The subsidiary research question asks if the school community leadership survey 

was a significant predictor of the school’s accountability rating in schools of poverty 

(high SES rates).  The findings suggest that there was no significant difference of correct 

classification of cases for schools with high SES rates than with those having lower SES 

rates.  In fact, using the descriptive statistics collected, the findings suggest poverty is a 

mediating factor, but not a determining factor for classification.  The statistics found 

numerous Title I campuses were classified in the different categories of academic rating 

within a period of two years, while the SES rate of the student body did not change 

during that time period. 

Study Limitations 

 Certainly, no correlational research “proves” a relationship; rather it indicates an 

association between two or more variables.  Hence, the inferences suggested from this 

inquiry are limited to schools in Texas for this sample.  It is important to remember the 

results cannot be generalized across populations or time.  This is an important limitation.  
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 There are other limitations for this study.  Response bias may be considered a 

limitation due to the smaller population sample of schools rated “unacceptable” or 

“exemplary” status versus the large number of schools receiving “academically 

acceptable” and “recognized” accountability rating.  The sample responses do not closely 

mirror the distribution of case classifications for Texas.  This concern of dissimilar 

sample size is magnified when doing a survey of limited size. 

 Another limitation of the study was the location.  Stakeholders did self-administer 

the instrument, and the conditions in which self-administration occurred were not 

controlled.  While inquiry through stakeholder perception is proven to be a valid measure 

of school climate (Halpin & Croft, 1962), in a sense leader behaviors may be inflated or 

deflated perceptions as the result of personality or position.  

 Additional limitations include the need to clarify the concept of stakeholders more 

precisely, the need for more stability of classification standards which hampered the 

research especially in regard to the accountability rating for the categories of 

“academically acceptable” and “recognized”, and the need for more research specific to 

school community leadership. 

 A final limitation for the study was the measurement of similar constructs which 

seem to overlap.  While this is typical in survey research, all questions on the survey dealt 

with the latent variable of school community leadership as one entity.  The numbers of 

specific questions over each identified subconstruct or variable were so small that the 

results did not produce discriminating results in this study.  Further investigations are 
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needed to provide more in-depth and richness about the specific subconstruct variables, 

both manifest and latent, for school community leadership. 

Purposes Met in Research 

 Based on the results obtained, it is felt that the purposes of this research study 

were met.  The hypotheses were tested by observing whether cases were classified as 

predicted.  It was found in the classification table, (Table 4.15), that fewer that 32.4 % of 

the original cases were properly classified. 

 A second purpose was to determine if the instrument had validity to classify cases 

into groups.  This was determined by the Wilks’ Lambda statistic test which found the 

survey significant; indicating the model (SCLS survey instrument findings) would 

classify cases into the correct groups at a higher percentage than was probable by chance. 

 A third purpose of the research investigated if there were differences between the 

groups or among groups with different school ratings.  Inspection of the Table of Group 

Means, (Table 4.1) indicated there were differences between and among the group 

means.  The data showed there was high correlation between these means. 

 A fourth purpose of the research determined the percent of variance in the 

dependent variable explained by the independents variables as near 80%.  This finding 

was determined by the statistic test determining eigenvalues and the percent of Variance. 

 A fifth purpose of the research identified, using discriminant analysis which 

variables had little importance in determining group distinctions.  In fact, each 

subconstruct, taken alone, was found to be not (non) significant, using the Wilks’ 

Lambda test procedure.  Each competency which included two variables or 
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subconstructs, taken alone, was found to be not (non) significant.  The research found the 

six subconstructs which composed the domain of school community leadership were 

necessary to be considered significant. 

 A sixth purpose of the research assessed the relative importance of the 

independent variables in classifying the dependent variable.  This finding reported high 

structure coefficients which revealed the relative importance of each predictor variable on 

the one significant dimension.  This function was comprised of all the variates, 1 through 

3. 

 Overall, the findings of this research indicate that the reliability of using the 

school community leadership competencies to correctly predict classification of school 

ratings is limited.  The classification system appears to be very fluid and difficult to 

predict as less than 32.4% of the campuses were classified as would be statistically 

predicted from the responses of stakeholders.  

 Typically, one of the most common indices found in research literature is the 

percent of variance that is “regressed onto” the predictor variable.  If the percent of 

variance or a canonical correlation is .30 or higher, it indicates that the dimension is of 

interest as this correlation normally corresponds to about 10% of the variance explained.  

Knowing that the canonical correlation found in this study exceeded .30, it can be 

inferred that the percent of variance or the relationship between scores obtained from the 

Hannel School Community Leadership Survey (H-SCL) explains about ten percent (10%) 

of the variance of the total variance of school rating 
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 While this research did document the high reliability of the survey instrument in 

measuring the constructs of school community leadership, the substantive significance or 

the practical use of this instrument needs further development. 

Research Questions Findings  

 The primary question asked what relationship, if any, would exist between the 

domain of school community leadership as defined by the State Board for Educator 

Certification (SBEC) and the campus accountability rating received each year from the 

Texas state accreditation agency.  Using the Hannel School Community Leadership 

Survey, the study found a significant relationship exists between the domain scores of 

school community leadership and the campus accountability rating of the middle schools 

in the sample study.  Almost ten percent (10%) of the variance in the rating was 

explained by this relationship. 

 The secondary research questions asked what relationship, if any, existed between 

the specific school community leadership competencies, individually or in tandem, and 

the campus accountability rating.  The study found no significance for the competencies 

individually, but only in tandem.  In tandem, the ten percent (10%) was explained. 

 The subsidiary research questions asked two different questions.  The first 

subsidiary question explored if the stakeholders’ perceptions total score would be a 

significant predictor of the school’s TEA accountability rating in schools of high poverty 

(Title I), using the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey.  Using descriptive 

data, the study found that the high poverty rate, otherwise known the SES, of a campus, 

was a mediating variable, but not a determining variable as forty-seven percent of the 
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Title I campuses were classified as “recognized”.  In fact, there were many campuses 

with a high poverty rate that received the “recognized” or “academically acceptable” 

rating in this study.  Also, even when the SES did not change, the accountability rating 

varied in over 47% of the campuses from year to year. 

 A second subsidiary research question asked, “Using the Hannel School 

Community Leadership survey, will the stakeholders’ perceptions total score on items 

measuring subconstructs meet the standards for the psychometric properties of reliability 

and validity deemed accepted for scientifically-based research?”  The answer to this 

question is yes.  This instrument met the standards of desirable psychometric properties 

and compared favorably to the two nationally recognized instruments used to cross-

validate the results received.   
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TABLE 4.17 

Summarization of Research Questions 

 
Primary Research Question 

 

 
Research Findings 

What are the relationships, if any, that exist between the domain of school 
community leadership domain as defined by the State Board for Educator 

Certification (SBEC) and the campus accountability rating received each year 
from the Texas state accreditation agency? 

Significant, explaining 
about 10 % of the 

variance in classification 

Second Questions   
Second Research Questions 

 

 
Research Findings 

(1)  What are the relationships, if any, that exists between the school 
community leadership competency 001 and the campus accountability rating 
received each year from the Texas education accreditation agency; 

Not Significant as an 
individual function 

(2) What are the relationships, if any, that exist between the school 
community leadership competency 002 and the campus accountability rating 
received each year from the Texas education accreditation agency; 

Not Significant as an 
individual function 

(3) What are the relationships, if any, that exist between the school 
community leadership competency 003 and the campus accountability rating 
received each year from the Texas education accreditation agency; 

Not Significant as an 
individual function 

(4) Is there a combination of the stakeholders’ perceptions of school 
community leadership competencies that predicts campus accountability 
rating better than any one of them alone, combined, or in concert. 

Significant, in tandem, 
explains about 10 % of 

the variance in 
classification 

 
Subsidiary Research Question 

 

 
Research Findings 

(5) On the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey (HSCLS) will the 
stakeholders’ perceptions total score be a significant predictor of the school’s 
TEA accountability rating in Title I schools of high poverty rate? 

 

SES is a mediating 
variable, but not a 

determining variable 

(6) On the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey (HSCLS) will the 
stakeholders’ perceptions total score on items measuring subconstructs be at 
the level that meets the standards for the psychometric properties of reliability 
and validity measures deemed acceptable for scientifically-based research? 

This instrument met the 
standards of desirable 

psychometric properties 
and was comparable to 

the two nationally 
recognized instruments 
used to cross-validate 
the results received. 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
 

There was a time when the only numbers that needed 

careful attention were those in budget, personnel, and enrollment 
projections.  In any case, those days are gone.  Statistics are vital 

for informed leaders... 

Gerald W. Bracey 

 
Introduction 

 This chapter provides the primary conclusions that are suggested from this study.  

Observations and implications for further investigation are given.  The chapter will 

conclude with the final thoughts about this research. 

Research Questions 

 This study was initiated to research if one could successfully predict a campus 

academic accountability rating using scores obtained from a survey instrument measuring 

school community leadership competencies.  The hypothesis was based upon the 

assumption that a higher score on the survey would allow one to correctly classify a 

campus at a higher rating, thus inferring higher academic achievement. 

 This hypothesis was validated.  The research reported significance at the level of 

.002 when measuring the perceptions of stakeholders about school community leadership 

competencies in relation to predicting campus accountability rating.  The study was 

completed using a random sample of some forty Texas middle schools. 

  Using the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey, this significance 

implies that the survey scores from a campus have moderately predictive strength to 

classify a campus into the correct group.  The ranges of scores are most predictive for 

campuses receiving the rating of “exemplary” and “academically unacceptable” rating.   
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 The scores were less successful in predicting the classification of a campus into 

the “recognized” or “acceptable” rating categories.  This research reports the percentage 

of “unacceptable” and “exemplary” ratings that were correctly classified (called the hit 

ratio) hovers near 60% (unacceptable-58.8% and exemplary-65%) while rating 

predictions for “academically acceptable” campuses were only correctly classified 13.8% 

of the time. 

Conclusions 

 Several important conclusions about school community leadership can be drawn 

from this study for the educational community.  Descriptive data was recorded for the 

following variables: Respondent ID, Age, Gender, Ethnicity, TEA Campus Number, 

Name, Rating, Rating Change, Size, SES%, ESC (region), Principal Age and Experience. 

The most important finding from this study, in the opinion of the researcher, is the data 

that documented strong school community leadership at the middle school campuses is 

pivotal.  At this junction or time of life, researchers can identify those students at risk to 

not graduate from high school 

 The school community leadership competencies of building school culture, 

sharing the school vision,  having high expectations,  providing excellent communication, 

maintaining good resource management and  demonstrating professional behavior as a 

competent leader are all elements that help students, campuses, and communities reverse 

the prospect of failure for those identified at-risk middle age students. 

 The inferential statistical data from this study found that a high score on the 

Hannel School Community Leadership Survey indicates a higher academic accountability 
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rating for a school campus.  The study found that a significant relationship does exist 

between stakeholders’ perceptions of school community leadership and annual state 

ranking on campuses.  

Local and District Level 

 In fact, it is important to note that this study indicates school community 

leadership variables explain as least ten percent (10%) of the variance in academic 

achievement.  This compares favorably to the ten to twenty  percent (10-20 %) variance 

in the academic achievement explained by classroom instruction as presented in the well-

known Coleman Report (1966), reexamined by Jencks, et al.  (1972) and revised by 

Marzano (2005). 

 In addition, the study provides better understanding of “best practices” for school 

leaders who desire to reach out to families and communities in sustainable ways.  In this 

study, schools  that “beat the odds”, those ranked as “exemplary” or “recognized”,  had 

higher average mean scores on every key variable or construct than those that were 

ranked as “academically unacceptable” (See Table 4.6) 

 The instrument allows local and district leaders to use the survey as a diagnostic 

tool.  Leaders can use the survey results to pinpoint important elements of the school 

community leadership that are perceived by stakeholders as inadequate.  Leaders can then 

actively address the concerns noted and, in turn, impact academic achievement at the 

local and district level. 
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 Seeking input from key stakeholders such as parents and community leaders 

allows a more holistic approach to building community vibrancy through increased 

academic achievement. 

 An equally important goal of local and district educational leaders is to locate 

“best practices” by documenting beneficial competencies that meet the daunting task of 

engaging the stakeholders of staff, student, family, and community.  Leaders need to 

identify what “works “to meet the challenge of improving student achievement.  Using 

this instrument district-wide allows leaders to use a prescriptive tool to identify the 

positive “affective” perceptions of key stakeholders across the district.  These affective 

elements are normally more difficult to measure and this instrument can assist with this 

assessment.  

 Ideally, the district leadership can identify patterns of scores derived from the 

various subconstructs that differ significantly among the variously ranked campus groups 

within a district, specifically the “Exemplary”, “Recognized”, Academically Acceptable” 

and “Academically Unacceptable” categories.  The specificity of information gleamed 

would be helpful in addressing the perceptions of stakeholders within each ranked 

category.  

State Level 

 At the state level, several conclusions of this study should be considered as 

pertinent.  The findings of the study supported the primary hypothesis.  That is, a 

significant relationship exists between the scores of the school community leadership 
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domain and the campus accountability rating received by campuses each year.  Affective 

elements impact academic achievement. 

 It is important to note this study represents the first research, or at least of which 

this researcher is aware, to study the relationship between TExES school community 

leadership competencies and the Texas state awarded academic accountability rating.  As 

this study examines the domain which constitutes one-third of the competencies expected 

of leaders of Texas schools, the research contributes to the literature in the field.  It 

impacts over 20,000 Texas administrators, serving over 8,000 schools which lead over 

300,000 teachers with a student population of over 4,500,000. 

 The study gathered sufficient descriptive data concerning mediating variables of 

size, experience, ethnicity, poverty (low SES) or geographic difference to report that 

none of these variables had undue influence on the classification of cases for school 

ratings.  This finding does not support the stereotype held by many that poverty is a 

“determining” factor in predicting academic failure. 

 This study found other causal factors are more predictive of the academic 

achievement rating for campuses than the mediating variables of size, leadership 

experience, ethnicity rate, low SES or geographic differences.  This does suggest that the 

schools are being identified largely on student performance on the Texas Assessment of 

Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) performance measures. 

 Yet, the data revealed over forty-seven percent (47) of the campuses receive a 

different rating each year without significant changes in leadership, socioeconomic 

factors, size, or population composition.  (See Table 4.8)  
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 The large percent of annual change in rating for campuses all across the state is 

noteworthy.  Statewide, the study pinpoints a salient issue concerning the TExES 

accountability rating system for campuses.  The data reported less than thirty-three 

percent (32%) of original grouped cases were correctly classified.   

 Statistically, this classification rate is very low.  This is also true of the forty-

seven percent (47%) of annual change in campus accountability rating among campuses 

participating in the study.  These rates do not compare favorably to rates accepted for 

nationally recognized testing instruments. 

 This serious “disconnect” presents the possibility that the TExES is, in actuality, a 

“high stakes” examination for individuals pursuing their principalship certification since 

one third of the questions cover school community leadership competencies. 

 State educational leaders need to ask about this serious “disconnect”.  They need 

to investigate the “high stakes” aspects of the statewide testing being done to determine 

campus ratings.  Following are examples of such questions:   Does the annual change in 

rating of forty-seven percent (47%) meet the standards for the psychometric properties of 

reliability and validity deemed accepted for scientifically-based research?  Do these 

statewide tests, the ones being used to determine the campus accountability ratings, meet 

the standards of desirable psychometric properties?  Have these tests been cross-validated 

with other nationally recognized instruments measuring the same constructs? 

Educational researchers and University Education Preparation Programs 

 The study is timely and pertinent.  The findings impact all areas of Texas 

education, including the more than 100 approved Texas educator preparation programs 
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and more than 8,000 Texas school campuses.  When “best practices” in academic 

instruction (within the classroom) account for less than twenty (20%) of the variance for 

significant student achievement, the variance of 10% found in this study in the affective 

area in regard to school community leadership indicates the relationship(s), that exist 

between the school community leadership competencies and the school accountability 

rating in Texas is part of the equation of successful school leadership. 

 At a minimum, since one-third of the competencies required of Texas educational 

leaders are related to school community leadership, stakeholders need to know how to 

identify the behaviors of effective school leaders on effective campuses in school 

community leadership. 

 For the educational researchers and for educational leadership preparation 

programs, the HSCLS provides a diagnostic tool to investigate the broader environment 

of the middle school campus and community.  Knowing that the instrument had been 

cross-validated with other nationally accepted instruments allows others to attempt 

replication of the study. 

 As a survey instrument, the HSCLS is suitable for exploratory purposes, having 

internal consistency construct validity above the range of .80, well above the .60 accepted 

as the cutoff standard for exploratory purposes.  This reveals that the variables of each 

segment of the survey are closely aligned to the competences as identified by the Texas 

Examinations of Educator Standards.  The study also shows the instrument is a viable 

tool to help principals understand how stakeholders’ perceive the school and its degree of 

success in increasing academic achievement. 



Texas Tech University, Ann Hannel, December 2007 

 162  

National Level 

 Yet, in a larger sense, since this study cross-validated nationally and state required 

assessment standards in relation to school community leadership, the findings are 

germane to educational leaders throughout the nation. 

 At the national level, this study should be of interest as it met all the statistical 

assumptions to be considered valid scientifically-based research.  The study has external 

validity.  The “systematic sampling” of stakeholder perceptions made the information 

more timely and relevant in regard to each of the competencies. 

 In particular, the Hannel School Community Leadership Survey is an instrument 

created to investigate school community leadership.  It was found to have moderate to 

high levels of internal consistency and provided ample evidence of construct validity.  In 

addition, the construct validity was established by correlating the instrument items with 

other instruments known and accepted by professionals in the field for high consistency 

of items measuring similar constructs.  Unique to this instrument is the standard with 

which it was developed.  This instrument used the statewide standard recognized to 

classify academic achievement and success as the standard to determine if the instrument 

measured the constructs it intended.  This statewide standard provided a consistency for 

the instrument development which is rare in educational research. 

Implications 

 Overall, this study contributes foundational scientifically-based data in the 

relatively new, sparsely researched area of school community leadership.  This study 

contributes to the literature in this field. 
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 Several implications of this study are evident.  There is a need to identify 

concepts more precisely, to establish more precise outcome measurement standards, and 

to isolate the more critical areas for research while advancing the knowledge base 

concerning school community leadership competencies. 

 Presently, data suggests much of the variance of student achievement has still not 

been fully explained in light of home and community factors.  However, existing research 

does report that family and community connections with school can make a significant 

contribution to improving schools and student success. 

 If, as researchers believe, over 80% of school achievement is related to 

community and home level factors (Marzano, 2005), understanding school community 

leadership better has great social consequences for educators, and in fact, society in 

general. 

 Having strong leadership competencies in this area is a way to successfully tap 

the tremendous potential that lies within the school home community.  Strong school 

community leadership competencies are a known resource to build community vibrancy, 

nationwide.  Thus, the goal of this study is to provide a valuable instrument to be used as 

a “springboard”, or as the “impetus” to assist leaders and stakeholders as they evaluate 

their campuses in the areas of school community leadership  
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APPENDIX A 

INSTRUMENT:  HANNEL SCHOOL COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP SURVEY 
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APPENDIX B 

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS TABLES: 

School Culture 

Shared Vision 

High Expectations 

Communication 

Resource Management 

Professional Leadership 
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APPENDIX C 

ASSIGNED VALUES FOR EACH SUBGROUP 

Each campus was coded as to location with the value of 3 being assigned to 

urban, 2 = to suburban, and 1= to rural.  Socioeconomic status was coded as 

Non Title I=2 and Title I =1.  Size was coded as 4= Very large (over 1200), 3 

= large (over 700), 2 = Medium (between 699-450) and 1 = Small (below 449).  

Stakeholders were coded as administrators = 4, Staff = 3, Parents = 2, and 

Community leaders = 1.  Gender groups were coded as male (m=1) and female 

(f=2).  Years of experiences of administration were labeled as over ten = 3, 4-

10 = 2, and under 4= 1.  Ethnicity was labeled as Anglo =1, Hispanic =2, 

African American = 3, and Other = 4. 


