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ABSTRACT 

Effective leadership is a key factor for productive organizations. In this era of 

educational accountability, starting primarily with the passage of the No Child Left 

Behind Act of 2001, there has been increased pressure on school leaders to perform a 

wide repertoire of leadership skills to increase the capacity of schools to meet or exceed 

national and state academic standards. Student accountability in Arizona began in 2002 

when the state legislature passed A.R.S. §15-241 known as Arizona LEARNS. The 

Achievement Profile, Arizona LEARNS complied with national mandates to establish a 

research-based evaluation model for school accountability and is the cornerstone of 

Arizona’s system of school accountability. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the influence of NCLB (2001) and 

Arizona LEARNS (2002) on middle-school principal leadership responsibilities and 

behavior informed by the work of Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005). In addition, the 

relationship between the academic accountability measures and adherence to the middle-

school philosophy was explored. The participants consisted of 56 Arizona middle-school 

principals. The participants completed a survey instrument. 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlations, Independent Sample t-tests, and ANOVA 

were used to investigate the effects of years of experience, annual yearly progress, Title I 

funding, and Arizona LEARNS performance label on the ability to execute specific 

leadership behaviors and responsibilities as a result of the influence of NCLB and 

Arizona LEARNS. Demographic data and responses from the open-ended questions of 

the survey provided depth to the quantitative analysis. 
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Research results indicated NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) have 

influenced the ability of middle-school principals in Arizona to execute specific 

leadership behaviors and responsibilities, such as Being a Change Agent and Being 

Visible. Research data also indicated a significant change in middle-schools as a result of 

the increased focus on academic achievement. In open-ended responses, middle-school 

principals noted multiple concerns with NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002), 

specifically a decrease in curricular offerings, less student support, and the public 

consequences of AYP and Arizona LEARNS labels.  

This study examines impact of academic accountability on middle-school 

leadership in Arizona and as such is valuable to practitioners in the current era of 

accountability.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

 This dissertation describes a research study of the influence of No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB, 2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) on middle-school principal 

leadership responsibilities and behaviors. To conduct the study, a survey was given to 

middle-school principals across Arizona. Chapter 1 presents the statement of the 

problem, purpose of the study, and research questions. It concludes with the assumptions 

and limitations of the study and definitions of key terms.  

Statement of the Problem 

Effective leadership has long been established as a key factor for productive 

activities of organizations in general and, more recently, of schools (Marzano, Waters, & 

McNulty, 2003). In this era of educational accountability, starting primarily with the 

inception of Public Law PL 107-110, the No Child Left Behind Act (2001), there has been 

increased pressure on school leaders to perform a wide repertoire of leadership skills in 

order to build the capacity of schools to meet or exceed state and national standards for 

student achievement (Leithwood, Jantzi, & Steinbach, 1999).  

Since the release of a Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in 

Education, 1983), there has been a call for effective leadership because American 

students have been compared unfavorably in key academic areas with students from other 

nations. According to the Commission, the remedy to increasing our global 

competitiveness lay in our country’s ability to improve its school system. The report 

concluded that a significant amount of school failure was due to poor teaching and 
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inappropriate and mediocre curriculum. Many educators credited the publication of A 

Nation at Risk as the “initiating event of the modern Standards Movement” (Marzano & 

Kendall, 1996p. 4). According to Marzano and Kendall, after the publication of the 

report, dialogue on educational reform began, and the national educational system 

underwent drastic change. Then and now, our students’ academic achievement levels, 

particularly in math and science, have fallen short of students’ academic achievement in 

the other G-8 nations, i.e., Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the Russian 

Federation, and the United Kingdom (Institute of Education Sciences, 2006a). To further 

illustrate the issue, on the 2003 Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study 

(TIMSS) fourth-grade mathematics assessment, students in Japan outperformed students 

in the other participating G-8 countries (Institute of Education Sciences, 2006a).  

Additionally, according to the Institute of Education Sciences, approximately one-fourth 

of 15-year-old students in the United States scored at or below the lowest proficiency 

level on the 2003 Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) combined 

mathematics literacy scale, a higher proportion of students than in Germany, France, 

Japan, and Canada.  

The reform movement beginning with A Nation at Risk (NCEE, 1983) gained 

energy in 1989 when President George H. W. Bush invited the nation’s governors to an 

educational summit in Charlottesville, Virginia to develop a set of educational goals for 

the country. Called “America 2000: The President’s Education Strategy,” the two main 

goals focused on student performance in relation to standards. America 2000 called for 

the best schools in the world, schools that would enable all students to meet “world class” 
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academic standards (Bush, 1991). Students exiting 4th, 8th, and 12th grades should show 

competence in core subjects, and the high school graduation rate should be 90%. For the 

first time, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) would collect 

student performance data on a state-by-state basis. Two groups were established to 

implement and monitor these new educational goals: The National Education Goals Panel 

(NEGP) and the National Council on Education Standards and Testing (NCEST, 

(Marzano & Kendall, 1996). To assist in the continuing reform, policy makers and 

educational groups devised a set of national curriculum standards to provide direction on 

what students should know and be able to do in each of the content areas.  

When President Bill Clinton took office in 1992, he built on the work initiated by 

America 2000. He drafted a proposal called “Goals 2000,” which further strengthened the 

call for standards by focusing on student outcomes and school accountability for 

programs (Stallings, 2002). These goals initiated the push for accountability in education 

through national testing and standards. The Standards Movement had begun. 

The results of the initiatives by Presidents George H. W. Bush and Bill Clinton 

positioned NAEP as a prime national report card on student achievement. A closer 

examination of achievement within our country today as demonstrated by student 

performance on the NAEP showed 13 year olds made no significant improvements 

between their scores in 2004 and those in 1999 in reading (Institute of Education 

Sciences, 2006b). Also in reading on the NAEP, 17 year olds showed no statistically 

significant differences between the scores in 2004 and those in 1971 or 1999. 
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No Child Left Behind 

With the 2001 reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act as 

the No Child Left Behind Act, President George W. Bush made the most concrete 

commitment to the Standards Movement in American history. NCLB drastically 

redefined what might be considered the educational success of a student. NCLB 

embodied four principles of Bush’s educational reform plan: stronger accountability for 

results, expanded flexibility and local control, expanded options for parents, and an 

emphasis on teaching methods that have been proven to work. For educational leaders, 

one of the most important aspects of this monumental legislation was accountability.  

The accountability section of NCLB (2001) has five components that lead to the 

performance designation of schools (U. S. Department of Education, 2002).  A central 

component of NCLB accountability measures focuses on the testing requirements for all 

students (U. S. Department of Education, 2002). NCLB mandates that all students in 

Grades 3-8 be tested yearly in mathematics and reading. Furthermore, students in Grades 

10-12 must be tested at least once in the same subjects. By the end of school year 2007-

2008, students must be tested in science at least once in Grades 3-5, once again between 

Grades 6-9, and a third time in Grades 10-12. Yearly testing by all states, combined with 

increased accountability for results, significantly impacted the nation’s schools (Rentner, 

Chudowsky, Fagan, Gayler, Hamilton, & Kober, 2003). Yearly disaggregation of data is 

used to determine whether schools and district made adequate yearly progress (AYP). 

The failure to demonstrate AYP in all of the various subgroups may lead to the school 

designation of “underperforming.”  
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The disaggregation of data is another important facet of NCLB (U. S. Department 

of Education, 2002). Standardized test results must be disaggregated according to gender, 

race, socioeconomic status, migrant status, disability, and school (McLeod, D'Amico, & 

Protheroe, 2003).  According to McLeod et al., the legislation regarding the 

disaggregation of data was intended to provide schools with an opportunity to improve 

and develop over time. These two dimensions, disaggregated data and using data for 

instructional decision making, led to another dimension of the Act, the publication of 

annual school report cards (McLeod et al., 2003).  

In 2003, NCLB held schools accountable to the public by requiring the 

publication of School Report Cards. Among other things, the report cards included 

student academic achievement of statewide test results disaggregated by subgroup; 

comparison data showing students at basic, proficient, and advanced levels of academic 

achievement; schools identified as needing improvement; the percentage of students not 

tested; and the professional qualifications of teachers (McLeod et al., 2003). 

 The accountability dimension of the Act embodied the concept of 100% 

proficiency and AYP. Under NCLB (2001), 100% of the students in each state are 

expected to be achieving at or above proficient levels in reading and mathematics by the 

end of the 2013-2014 year” (U. S. Department of Education, 2002). Student performance 

is determined by adequate yearly progress toward state standards as measured by 

standardized tests. States were instructed to develop expectations for making adequate 

yearly progress through a steady increase in student performance on statewide tests, 

increased achievement resulting in 100% proficiency by 2014  (McLeod et al., 2003). 
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For many schools, AYP is the bottom line of NCLB (2001); it has become a 

contentious element of the legislation (Kim & Sunderman, 2004). Schools that do not 

make AYP are faced with severe sanctions categorized into five phases that include 

notifying parents and the public of the situation, developing a school improvement plan 

to be submitted to the State Department of Education, closing the school and 

“restructuring” as a public charter, replacing all or most of the staff, contracting with a 

private management company, and turning school operations over to the State (ECS, 

2002). According to the Education Commission, a school will be removed from the list of 

“in need of improvement’ once it achieves its AYP target for two consecutive years.  

Arizona LEARNS 

In response to educational reform mandates, almost every state has developed and 

adopted standards in the core academic areas of reading, writing, mathematics, social 

studies, and science against which to measure student performance. Student 

accountability in Arizona began in November 2001, when Arizona voters approved 

Proposition 301, which provided both increased teacher pay as well as funds to the 

Arizona Department of Education (ADE) to develop a public accountability model for 

school performance. In 2002, the Arizona state legislature passed A.R.S. §15-241 

(Arizona Learns, 2002) which complied with NCLB (2001) mandates to establish a 

research-based evaluation model for school accountability. The Achievement Profile, 

Arizona LEARNS, is the cornerstone of Arizona’s system of school accountability. 

 Arizona LEARNS (2002) established the following labels for each qualifying 

public elementary and secondary school: (1) Excelling, (2) Highly Performing, (3) 
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Performing Plus, (4) Performing, (5) Underperforming, and (6) Failing to Meet Academic 

Standards. Labels are based on three academic indicators. For elementary schools (i.e., 

kindergarten through eighth grade or any combination of these grades), achievement is 

measured by student performance on AIMS, the MAP (Arizona Measure of Academic 

Progress), and an analysis of adequate yearly progress according to NCLB (2001) 

determinations (Franciosi & Regalado, 2005). Whereas NCLB relies on a one-year 

snapshot of student performance, AIMS student performance data are analyzed using a 

three-year rolling average in order to effectively measure student achievement trends. 

Recently, Arizona, Alaska, and six other states were admitted to a pilot study to use 

growth models based on cohort groups to measure student progress (Hu, 2007). By 

contrast, states adhering to the standard accountability requirements under NCLB 

compare test scores for groups of students against those of students in the same grade 

during the previous year to gauge whether they are making progress toward bringing all 

students to proficiency by the 2013-14 school year.  

Even though NCLB (2001) required state policy makers to create a single 

accountability system for all public schools, Arizona, as well as several other states, 

simply layered the federal accountability requirements on top of pre-existing plans (Kim 

& Sunderman, 2004). With two accountability measures operating (Arizona LEARNS 

and NCLB), Arizona schools received conflicting messages regarding their performance.  

As with NCLB (2001), when a school is labeled Underperforming or Failing, 

several consequences result. They include, but are not limited to, the following: 

development of a school improvement plan, public viewing of the school improvement 
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plan, notification of such to each residence within the attendance area of the school, and 

possible restructuring or alternate leadership of the school. The highly politicized nature 

of the public reporting of school achievement information as determined by Arizona 

LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001) cannot be overemphasized. Furthermore, as a 

measure of NCLB and Arizona LEARNS accountability, data must be disaggregated by 

gender, major racial or ethnic group, English proficiency status, migrant status, students 

with disabilities, and socioeconomic status (Franciosi & Regalado, 2005). In Arizona, 

students who are classified as English Language Learners (ELL) comprise a large group 

when factored into AYP determination at individual sites. Presently, as part of the 

Arizona accountability model, ELL students who have received services for fewer than 

three years are not included in the Achievement Profile calculations; however, in 2004, 

the minimum size for a group to be included in the conventional achievement profile 

calculation was lowered from 30 to 16 valid assessment scores (Franciosi & Regalado, 

2005). This decrease in minimum group size increases the likelihood that ELL student’ 

scores will affect AYP determination. Knowing that more and more ELL students are 

enrolling in Arizona’s public schools presents a potentially troublesome situation for 

educators who are already desperately trying to increase student achievement. 

Additionally, due to new tests, testing procedures, and exit standards, more ELL students 

are leaving ELL programs earlier than in the past. Consequently, there is the added 

possibility of language barriers remaining that may prohibit exited students from 

performing well on state tests. 
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Academic Accountability and Educational Leadership 

Never before has the federal government been so involved in the educational 

system of the United States (McLeod et al., 2003). The pressure placed on Arizona 

schools to meet the accountability measures of NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS 

(2002) is inescapable. That pressure is now falling on the school leader (Fullan, 2001b). 

For years, people have assumed that leadership is critical to the success of any institution 

or endeavor (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). Given the perceived importance of 

leadership, said Marzano et al., it is no surprise that an effective principal is thought to be 

a necessary precondition for an effective school. Leadership, said Marzano (2003), could 

be considered the important aspect of effective school reform. It is the researcher’s belief 

that academic accountability requirements are more likely to be achieved through 

effective school reform coupled with effective school leadership than through national 

mandates alone.   

Clearly, the role of school principals has become more complex as they attempt to 

negotiate the countless demands placed on them. Principals are expected to operate a 

school that continually makes improvement in student outcomes. To accomplish this, 

principals must supervise teachers and improve instruction while holding high 

expectations of teachers and their students; they must continually monitor curriculum 

delivery and student progress while ensuring a focus on basic skills (Petzko, Clark, 

Valentine, Hackmann, Nori, & Lucas, 2002; Valentine, Clark, Hackmann, & Petzko, 

2004). Principals of today, intent on meeting accountability responsibilities by increasing 
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student achievement, must be equipped with the necessary leadership qualities to 

accomplish this task.   

Middle-School Leadership and Academic Accountability 

The accountability structures of No Child Left Behind (2001) and Arizona 

LEARNS (2002) stipulate schools in Arizona are required to test all students in grades 3-

8 on a yearly basis. This testing, begun in Spring 2006 (Education Commission of the 

States, 2002), greatly impacts the nation’s schools, particularly middle-level schools. 

NCLB treats middle-schools like high schools some of the time, like 

elementary schools at other times, and lets individual states determine 

their status in some situations. . . .mandates [are] anything but clear. 

(Alliance for Excellent Education, 2003, p. 3) 

Given an understanding of the complexity of Arizona LEARNS (2002) and 

NCLB (2001) accountability requirements, effective leadership at the middle-level is 

necessary to maintain the middle-level concept and increase student achievement at the 

same time. The school leader is considered the key factor to implementation of middle-

school recommendations resulting in systemic change that may provide an answer to the 

question of how to improve the educational system and increase student achievement 

(National Association of Secondary School Principals, 2006; Valentine et al., 2004).  

Moreover, principal leadership, as influenced by contextual variables, might have a 

significant indirect influence on student achievement (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; 

O'Donnell & White, 2005; Quinn, 2002). Based on a review of the leadership and 

middle-school reform research, it is the researcher’s belief that the type of leadership 
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required to address current accountability issues at the middle-level cannot effectively 

reside within one theory—it must be drawn from several theories.  

Leaders of today must be visionaries, constructivists, facilitators, participatory 

instructors, and advocates, in addition to many other qualities not usually associated with 

the traditional role of principal (Anfara, Brown, Mills, Hartman, & Mahar, 2000). 

Principals cannot be expected to craft middle-school concepts into meaningful 

experiences and programs for adolescents without both the practical skills and theoretical 

knowledge determined necessary to do so (Anfara et al., 2000). Practical, performance-

based skills are critical; reflective self-analysis is vital. Although principals’ impact on 

the lives of teachers and students is extremely complex and not easily interpreted, 

research suggests that the principal’s role is at best part of a web of environmental, 

personal, and in-school relationships that combine to influence organizational outcomes 

(Hallinger & Heck, 1998). Given the indirect means by which principal leadership affects 

student achievement (e.g., school climate, school culture, and instructional organization); 

it is imperative that principals understand how they may influence these linkages. 

Middle-level reform can improve student achievement (Anfara et al., 2000). Maintaining 

the middle-school concept is the challenge. 

According to Anfara et al. (2000), “There needs to be some areas of study that 

address the specific needs of a middle-school...there have to be areas where the 

uniqueness of a middle-school is brought up and studied and discussed” (p. 34).  

This research study sought to understand how No Child Left Behind (2001) and 

Arizona LEARNS (2002) have influenced middle-school principal responsibilities and 
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behaviors. Additionally, it has sought to understand the ways middle-school principals 

balance the demands of academic accountability while maintaining the middle-school 

concept in their schools. Portraying the influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on 

established leadership practices in middle-schools permits an important view of one of 

the many consequences of these laws in public education.  

To understand the influence of NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) on 

middle-school leadership behaviors and responsibilities, the researcher conducted a pilot 

study to explore the situation in Arizona middle-schools (McKinney, 2007). One of the 

key findings pertained to the school’s public label. When considering the school’s 2006 

Arizona LEARNS label’s impact on the principal’s perception of the influence of 

Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on their leadership, an ANOVA showed a statistically 

significant difference in mean scores.  

This finding has implications for school and district leaders. Schools receiving 

poor performance labels may have principals who are regularly exhibiting certain 

behaviors, and vice versa. Both scenarios can be helpful in purposeful guiding of the 

behaviors of principals.  

However, McKinney (2007) reported that of the 24 survey responses, 18 middle-

schools met the AYP requirements for 2005-2006 and 23 middle-schools received labels 

of Performing, Highly Performing and Excelling; all very acceptable, however data 

which could have contributed to non-significant results due to lack of variance. 

Moreover, the study did not reveal significant correlations between the influence of 

NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) and principal leadership responsibilities and 
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behaviors. This could be explained by the skewed sampling. These inferences and results, 

although preliminary in nature, attempted to go beyond earlier studies on middle-school 

principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities. 

The results of the pilot study, along with the research regarding the importance 

effective principal leadership in the current era of accountability, identify a need for 

further research in this area. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study will be to investigate the influence of current 

educational mandates/reforms at the national and state levels, that is, of NCLB (2001) 

and Arizona LEARNS (2002) on middle-school principal leadership responsibilities and 

behavior that are informed by the work of Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005). When 

regularly practiced by principals, the 21 leadership behaviors and responsibilities 

identified by Marzano, Waters, and McNulty are correlated with increases in  

achievement. These 21 leadership behaviors and responsibilities are defined later in 

Appendix A. This study will examine middle-school principal perceptions of their ability 

to perform these leadership behaviors and responsibilities as a result of the influence of 

NCLB and Arizona LEARNS on their practice.  

Conceptual Framework 

It is indeed a pivotal time in education for school leaders. No Child Left Behind 

(2001) represents a significant Standards Movement in the United States; Arizona 

LEARNS (2002) is one example of the ways each state is dealing with the Act’s 

requirements. As the federal and Arizona state governments rely on NCLB and Arizona 
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LEARNS to inform practice in the schools, an analysis of the impact of the policies on 

leadership and management of the schools is especially pertinent and appropriate.  

Given NCLB’s (2001) and Arizona LEARNS’ (2002) intense focus on individual 

and group accountability based on student performance measured by standardized tests, 

the environment for principals has changed significantly since 2002 (Valentine et al., 

2004). Effective educational leadership can make a difference in improving learning 

outcomes for students (Marzano et al., 2003). Marzano et al. (2003, 2005) stated there is 

a substantial and measurable relationship between school leadership and student 

achievement. The Balanced Leadership framework of Marzano et al. (2005) provided an 

appropriate and fundamental behavioral construct through which leadership behaviors 

and responsibilities may be seen in a specific context. Elements of specific types of 

leadership models including instructional leadership, moral leadership, transformational 

leadership, and characteristics of effective leaders are within this framework (Marzano et 

al., 2005). Balanced Leadership gives clear responsibilities of leaders that are readily 

apparent and measurable, such as “focus,” “change agent,” “visibility,” and 

“relationships” (p.21).  Furthermore, the effects of NCLB and Arizona LEARNS 

manifest politically, structurally, symbolically, and in the human resource frames (which 

will be described in greater detail later in this dissertation) of Bolman and Deal (2003), 

and as such they influence the behaviors and responsibilities of middle-level principals. 

The organizational structure for the conceptual framework for the dissertation study is 

found in Figure 1.   
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Research Questions 

The following research questions were examined in this study:  

1. In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report NCLB has influenced 

their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  

2. In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report Arizona LEARNS has 

influenced their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  

3.  Which principal leadership practices do middle-school principals consider 

most important as a result of the influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on 

school effectiveness and why? 

4. Does the middle-school possess all the elements that should characterize 

present-day middle-schools? To what degree have Arizona LEARNS and 

NCLB compromised the continuation of these elements? 

5.  What is the relationship, if any, between the influence of Arizona LEARNS   

and NCLB on the leadership behaviors of middle-school principals and six 

demographic factors: principal years of experience, principal years of service at 

present school, the principal’s perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB 

requirements by 2014, whether or not the school receives Title I funding, 

whether or not the school met AYP requirements, and the school’s 2006 

Arizona LEARNS performance label? 
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The Influence of No Child Left Behind and Arizona LEARNS on Middle-School 

Principal Leadership Behaviors and Responsibilities (Conceptual Model) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 
 

  30 

Assumptions of the Study  

The following assumptions are made with regard to this study: 

1.  Middle-school principals completed the survey honestly and accurately, and 

the results were indicative of principals’ actual perceptions of their leadership 

2.  Results were not affected by any outside influence due the confidentiality and 

anonymity of the principal survey results. 

Limitations of the Study 

 This study had several limitations. The important limitation to note was the 

study’s generalizability to schools other than middle schools. This research focused 

specifically on the impact of NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) on the middle 

school principalship as seen by principals only. This study defined middle schools 

specifically as servicing students in grades 6-8 and any combination of these grades, with 

no grades below grade 6 or above grade 8. This sample was further limited by the 

selection of schools in Arizona with “Middle School” in their name rather than “Junior 

High” even though the grade configuration could have been acceptable. With the 

legislation of NCLB and Arizona LEARNS, schools in Arizona face specific, and often 

different, challenges when attempting to meet accountability goals. Generalizing this 

information beyond Arizona’s middle schools can only be done with acknowledgement 

of these limitations.  

 Further limitations were recognized. This research was meant to add to the 

growing body of literature on school leadership by looking at the responses to 

accountability measures in schools and the impact of NCLB (2001) on schools in the 
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Unites States, and the impact of Arizona LEARNS (2002) on schools in Arizona. At the 

very least, this study adds more information to the existing pool put together by 

researchers and practitioners in their efforts to build an understanding of the impact 

NCLB and Arizona LEARNS has had on their schools.  

Definitions of Key Terms 

Arizona LEARNS: Arizona’s statewide school accountability and assessment 

program. Arizona LEARNS was authorized by Arizona Revised Statutes (A.R.S.) § 15-

241 in 2001. Under Arizona LEARNS, achievement profiles are determined according to 

a compensatory model. The individual components of Arizona LEARNS predate by 

several years the official authorization of the program, including the Arizona’s 

Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) test and the Measure of Academic Progress 

(MAP). Arizona LEARNS uses the results of these measures to label schools (“Failing to 

Meet Academic Standards (Failing)”, “Underperforming”, Performing”, “Performing 

Plus”, “Highly Performing”, “Excelling”) and to provide a system of rewards and 

sanctions (Franciosi, 2007). 

 The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). NCLB, which reauthorized the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) in 2001, incorporates the principles and strategies 

proposed by President Bush.  These include increased accountability for States, school 

districts, and schools; greater choice for parents and students, particularly those attending 

low-performing schools; more flexibility for States and local educational agencies 

(LEAs) in the use of Federal education dollars; and a stronger emphasis on reading, 

especially for our youngest children (United States Department of Education, 2002). The 
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NCLB Act holds Title I schools accountable by requiring them to follow statewide 

accountability systems. The systems must be based on challenging State standards in 

reading and mathematics, annual testing for all students in grades 3-8, and annual 

statewide progress objectives ensuring that all groups of students reach proficiency by 

2014.  Assessment results and State progress objectives must be broken out by poverty, 

race, ethnicity, disability, and limited English proficiency to ensure that no group is left 

behind.  School districts and schools that fail to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) 

face multiple sanctions not excluding restructuring (U.S. Department of Education, 

2002).   

Accountability: The practice of holding educational organizations and persons 

responsible for the quality of their products—students’ knowledge, skills, behavior, 

attitudes (Stechner & Hanser, 1992).  

The list of terms used in this study and their definitions that are based on the 21 

Responsibilities of the School Leader from Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) may 

be found in Appendix A. 

Organization of the Study 

Chapter 1 includes the introduction and purpose of the study. Also provided are 

the statement of the problem, research questions, assumptions, limitations, and definitions 

of terms used in the study. Chapter 2 consists of a review of the related literature on 

educational leadership, organizational change, and middle-school reform. Chapter 3 

describes the research design and methodology, and provides information about the 

population and sample, data collection, and instrumentation. Chapter 4 includes the 
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presentations and analysis of the data. Chapter 5 consists of the summary and discussion 

of the findings, implications, and recommendations.  
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Definition of Leadership 

The current era of accountability has brought about major changes in the 

operation of schools, situated leadership practices under the microscope of public 

scrutiny, and challenged current leadership practices, thus leading to the question of what 

are now considered effective school leadership practices?  

To first approach a broad answer to this question, the researcher reviewed the 

work of notable education theorists (Burns, 1978; Bennis, 2000; Bolman & Deal, 2003; 

Fullan, 2001a; Leithwood et al., 1999; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005; Sergiovanni, 

1992) regarding leadership in times of change.   

It is important to begin the discussion with a definition of leadership. Burns 

(1978) defined leadership as the ability to induce followers to act for specific goals that 

represent the wants, needs, aspirations and expectations of both the leader and the 

follower. Relatively recent conceptions of leadership by Leithwood et al. (1999) 

compared leadership practices to acts widely distributed throughout organizations; one in 

particular is the empowerment of others.   

Related to Burn’s (1978) and Leithwood et al.’s (1999) conceptions are 

Sergiovanni’s (2000) theories of two kinds of leadership acts necessary for effective 

school principals in times of change: Leadership that encourages and enables schools to 

be more adaptive to change in their environment and leadership that seeks to change the 

environment itself. This researcher considers the accountability movement a significant 
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change in environment. Effective leadership is critical as schools within the United States 

respond to demands that are integral to accountability and standards-based reform 

(Fullan, 2001b).  

Sergiovanni (1992) also spoke of leadership that seeks to change the environment. 

One way to change the environment is to change leadership practices, particularly for 

focusing on student achievement as it relates not only to other countries and other states 

but on how student achievement is measured in terms of academic standards. How 

students measure against the national average, the standard measured by the Stanford-9, 

the Iowa Test of Basic Skills, and other norm-referenced tests, is no longer the primary 

concern of teachers, principals, and superintendents (de Vise, 2005). During the era of 

accountability, educators are more interested in broad categories of achievement: basic, 

proficient, and advanced. It is this researcher’s opinion that embracing this view of 

achievement and leading schools to meet state accountability demands of models requires 

changes in leadership practice. 

There is no doubt that providing leadership for change in today’s school settings 

is both complex and challenging (Fullan, 2001a). Principals must demonstrate leadership 

abilities that will transform their schools by increasing teachers’ impact on the academic 

success rate of students (Fullan, 2002).  Fullan (2001a, 2002) indicated that a new set of 

leadership skills is necessary, asserting that an effective leader first develops with school 

personnel a shared vision that sees a rapidly changing future for schools. Then, he or she 

leads through behaviors drawn from models of educational leadership that change the 

school environment to enable the vision to be realized (Fullan, 2002). For the purposes of 
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this dissertation study, the researcher will examine educational leadership theories as they 

pertain to instructional leadership, transformational leadership, moral leadership and 

effective characteristics of leaders.  

Instructional Leadership 

 The most popular theme in educational leadership over the past 20 years has been 

instructional leadership (Waters et al., 2005). Confirming this in their comprehensive 

review of educational leadership literature, Leithwood, et al. (1999) cited instructional 

leadership as the most referenced educational leadership concept in the United States. 

Given that A Nation at Risk’s (NCEE, 1983) recommendations to improve student 

achievement  included a focus on instructional improvement, effective school leaders 

were encouraged to practice behaviors that resulted in changes in classroom instructional 

practices or, in other words, instructional leadership (Marzano et al., 2005). 

 Effective instruction has many components (Hunter, 1982). Given the complex 

nature of instruction, the concept of instructional leadership has varied over the course of 

the last two decades. Smith and Andrews (1989) identified four dimensions, or roles, of 

an instructional leader: resource provider, instructional resource, communicator, and 

visible presence. Hallinger and Heck (1996) described this model of leadership as 

consisting of three broad categories: defining the school mission, managing the 

instructional program, and promoting positive school climate. Concurrently, Leithwood 

et al., (1999) asserted that most conceptions of instructional leadership gave authority and 

influence to formal administrative roles, usually the principal. At the turn of this century, 

instructional leadership was based on the premise that the primary focus for leaders was 
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on the behaviors of teachers as they engaged in activities directly affecting the growth of 

students (Leithwood et al., 1999). Blase and Blase (1999) explained that instructional 

leaders were able to demonstrate the following characteristics: encouraging and 

facilitating the study of teaching and learning, facilitating collaborative efforts among 

teachers, establishing coaching relationships among teachers, using instructional research 

to make decisions, and using the principle of adult learning when dealing with teachers.  

Despite the prevalence of instructional leadership in the educational literature 

since the mid 1980s, its meaning was neither well defined nor well communicated 

(Marzano et al., 2005). It is evident to the researcher the above interpretations of 

instructional leadership theory encompassed many concepts that were intended to 

improve instruction. Prior to the pervasiveness of instructional leadership in the 

educational literature, Burns (1978) proposed a theory of transformational leadership, 

which, similar to instructional leadership, heightened the interests of followers and 

helped them achieve high performance goals, such as improvement in instruction 

resulting in greater student achievement. Interestingly, instructional leadership was linked 

to transformational leadership by Leithwood (1992). Leithwood considered 

transformational leadership to be an expansion of instructional leadership because part of 

the leader’s function was to increase members’ efforts within the organization, as well as 

develop skilled practice (Leithwood, 1992; Leithwood et al., 1999).  

Transformational Leadership 

Burns (1978) built on the development of early leadership theory by suggesting a 

new form of leadership, transformational leadership, in which leaders seek to effect 
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change in ways other than relying on the negotiations of transactional ways. Burns 

proposed a transformational leadership process where “leaders and followers raise one 

another to higher levels of morality and motivation” (p. 20). It was leadership for the 

purpose of change. Bass (1990), like Burns, viewed transformational leadership as an 

expansion of transactional leadership. Transactional leadership, in its simplest form, 

relies on simple exchanges and agreements to accomplish the goals of the organization 

(Bass, 1990). Although transactional processes supported the basic needs of people in the 

organization, they did not usually result in change (Burns, 1978). For change to occur, 

members of the organization must have experienced transformational practices (Bass, 

1990). Bass described transformational leaders as having  

superior leadership performance which occurs when leaders broaden and elevate 

the interest of their employees, when they generate awareness and acceptance of 

the purposes and mission of the group, and when they stir their employees to look 

beyond their own self-interest for the good of the group. (p. 2) 

Rather than work to maintain the status quo, transformational leaders challenged 

and changed the ways organizations operated (Bass, 1990). Bass suggested that 

transformational leaders were proactive; they heightened the interests of followers and 

helped them achieve high performance targets. According to Bass and Antonakis, Avolio, 

and Sivasubramaniam, (2003) four “I’s” described the theory of transformational 

leadership: idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and 

individualized consideration.   
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Idealized influence develops trust and respect in followers and provides the basis 

for acceptance of radical and fundamental changes in the way that organizations and team 

members do their work. These leaders are committed to the importance of improving 

student performance, yet they also understand and respect the teacher viewpoint. 

 Inspirational motivation raises the expectations of group members so they are 

more likely to think that the schools goals are attainable. This motivational approach 

promotes the development of a compelling vision that helps guide the generation of goals 

and establish effective ways of operating. These leaders may rally support around 

increasing student test scores by enthusiastically networking within the community and 

the school to generate team spirit and a shared vision of what must be done. 

 Intellectual stimulation encourages and supports group members to rethink old 

ways. It enables them to look at problems from many angles and to be innovative and 

creative.  These leaders will work with teachers by providing encouragement and support 

to find new ways to interact with their students and improve student academic 

performance. 

 Individualized consideration is seen in leaders who delegate projects 

appropriately to stimulate and create learning experiences; who pay personal attention to 

followers’ needs, especially those who seem neglected; and who treat each follower as an 

individual worthy of respect. These leaders listen intently and recognize followers who 

may need extra support or are seeking ways to become more involved within the school 

setting. 
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Leithwood et al. (1999) note that the four I’s of transformational leadership 

described by Bass (1990) were necessary skills for school principals if they were to meet 

the challenges of the 21st century. What was needed for education, asserted Leithwood et 

al. (1999), was a comprehensive approach to leadership that permitted schools to respond 

proactively to the significant challenges facing them.   

Given the current era of accountability, we must expect leaders to be 

transformational leaders who communicate the need for change, develop new visions and 

foster commitment to the visions, focus on long-term goals, inspire group members to 

push aside their own interests for those of the organization, change the existing 

organization to one that will better accommodate the vision, and guide followers to take 

greater responsibility for their own growth and that of others (Bass, 1990; Leithwood et 

al., 1999).  When the researcher examined this list of behaviors and practices of 

educational leaders suggested by Bass and Leithwood et al., she noted an emphasis on 

understanding and communication of values of the organization and the subsequent 

commitment to the values. Transformational leadership, then, represents movement 

toward the realization of morals and values of an organization (Burns, 1978).  

Moral Leadership 

Burns (1978) theorized that transformational leadership embodies morals and 

values because it raises the level of human conduct and ethical aspiration of both the 

leader and the followers. Sergiovanni (1992) suggested a particular type of leadership 

was the key to improving schools. He asserted that effective leadership touched people, 

tapped their emotions, appealed to their values, and responded to their connections with 
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other people. According to Sergiovanni, effective leadership to improve schools was 

morally based leadership that served as a form of stewardship. Leithwood et al. (1999) 

echoed this concept when he stated that moral leadership assumes that the critical focus 

of leadership should be on the values and ethics of leaders themselves. A leadership 

practice with a moral dimension focused on purpose, values, and beliefs can transform a 

school from an organization to a community and therefore inspire the kinds of 

commitment, devotion, and service that can make schools great (Sergiovanni, 1992). 

Moral leadership thrives when relationships form the basis of a school setting. 

The role of the principal in the development of personal and interpersonal relationships 

within a school setting is critical (Sergiovanni, 1992). The complexity of improving 

student achievement during the accountability movement requires a leader who 

understands that he or she cannot accomplish this task alone.  Consequently, the 

importance of relationships within an organization cannot be overstated (Wheatley, 

1999). Securing and maintaining strong relationships support building capacity that 

enables purposeful interaction and problem solving, both of which are critical in 

producing mutually reinforcing positive change in schools (Fullan, 2001a). The 

development of the capacity for leadership in others is an important aspect of effective 

school leadership (Sergiovanni, 1992).  

Effective leadership can assume many paradigms; some that have been 

mentioned, for example, instructional leadership, transformational leadership, and moral 

leadership. However, these theories do not examine the personal qualities of an effective 

leader. Bennis (2003) maintained that effective leaders possess five distinct 
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characteristics. These characteristics are addressed in the following section on personal 

and interpersonal leadership. 

Personal and Interpersonal Leadership  

Bennis (2003) identified five key characteristics that embody personal and 

interpersonal leadership in a principal: guiding vision, passion, integrity, curiosity/daring, 

and trust. The personal and interpersonal leader not only has a guiding vision, a clear idea 

of what he/she wants to accomplish and why it is important, but also has the ability to 

persist in the face of setbacks, even failures. A personal and interpersonal leader 

possesses a passion for life, a very particular passion for a vocation, and a passion for 

his/her course of action. Communicating that passion inspires hope and motivates 

colleagues to action. The personal and interpersonal leader demonstrates integrity, self-

knowledge, candor, maturity, and honesty in word and deed. Bennis believed curiosity 

and daring were characteristics essential to personal and interpersonal leadership. The 

leader must want to learn about new things, be comfortable with experimentation, and be 

ready to take calculated risks. Often, the success of an organization depends on the daring 

nature of the leader. The personal and interpersonal leader inspires trust. Colleagues, 

believing in the leader’s reliability and truthfulness, rally to his/her side, ready to carry 

out the vision. 

Trust, an essential quality of the personal and interpersonal leader, bears more 

discussion. Bennis (2003) emphasized four leadership qualities that generated and 

sustained trust. The first was constancy; whatever surprises leaders themselves may face, 

they do not let it show. The second quality, congruity, is demonstrated when leaders walk 
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their talk. True leaders understand the importance of congruity, no gaps between the 

theories they hold and the behaviors they practice. Leaders, who exemplified the third 

characteristic, reliability, were there when it counted; they supported their co-workers in 

the moments that mattered. The final quality, integrity, one of the five characteristics 

noted above, generated and sustained trust. It is demonstrated when leaders honored their 

commitments and promises.  

The preceding views of leadership described specific types of leadership and 

essential characteristics of leaders. Bolman and Deal’s (2003) theory of leadership 

illustrated the importance of understanding the four frames of leadership and working 

effectively within the frames of an organization. The Four Frames of Leadership 

(Bolman & Deal, 2003) is discussed next. 

Four Frames of Leadership 

Bolman and Deal (2003) place leadership into four frames: structural, political, 

human resource, and symbolic. The first frame, the structural frame, is based upon 

theories of sociologists. It focuses on division of labor, chain of command, and systems 

of coordination and communication across the organization or school. Sociologists 

emphasize organizational goals, roles, and technology. In this role, the educational leader 

is a social engineer. In the structural frame, organizations exist to achieve established 

goals, and the structure is designed to fit the organization’s environment. The 

organizational structure is a key component of schools’ functioning. The leader analyzes 

the school environment and its capacities. The structural frame can also be described as a 

frame of systematic management. As organizations become increasingly complex, so do 
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their administrative hierarchies. Standardization then becomes a way to coordinate and 

control people who perform the main work. In one way, this standardization may be 

visible in the overwhelming focus on “standardized” assessments across the nation.  

The second frame proposed by Bolman and Deal (2003) is the human resource 

frame. This frame implies that organizations exist to fulfill human needs. Educating our 

youth is a need of human civilization. Organizational effectiveness is dependent upon the 

inter-relationships between people. Moreover, maintaining the symbiotic relationship 

between an organization and its employees must be in the forefront of the leaders’ 

thoughts. Leaders empower people through participation and openness and by making 

others feel part of the organization (Bolman & Deal, 2003). The principal’s success at 

motivating teachers to meet the demands of Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001) 

is crucial; obviously, the human resource frame may explain some principal leadership 

behaviors.   

The third frame, the political frame, emanates from political science theories in 

which the distribution of limited resources, conflict, and power are the key issues. 

Leaders operating from the political frame understand that cooperation is achieved by 

leaders who understand conflict and the use of power. One key to principal survival is the 

ability to successfully manage politics (Farkas, Johnson, & Duffett, 2003). Therefore, it is 

imperative the impact of Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001) on the principal’s 

ability to manage political situations be part of any leadership analysis.  In the political 

frame, organizational goals and decisions emerge from bargaining, negotiation, and 

jockeying for position among members of different coalitions. Scarce resources and 
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enduring differences create conflict central in organizational dynamics. In the political 

frame, power is the most important resource (Bolman & Deal, 2003). School leaders’ 

attitudes toward resource allocation, relationships with staff members, and delegation of 

power figure significantly in principal effectiveness (Farkas et al., 2003). Understanding 

the politics of leadership is essential. 

 Principals attempt to communicate vision, values, mission, and goals through 

language and symbols. The fourth frame, the symbolic frame, implies that core beliefs 

and meanings are communicated more effectively through symbols (Bolman & Deal, 

2003). The symbolic frame is based on theories of anthropologists who investigate 

problems of meaning. The symbolic behavior of organizations, said Bolman and Deal, 

attempts to comprehend culture and leadership effectiveness through diverse ideas.  

Leaders use stories and symbols to communicate vision and exemplify a culture that 

builds trust and loyalty among students, parents, teachers, staff, and the community. In 

the symbolic frame, significance exists not in what happened, but what it means; values 

are expressed through the symbols, stories, and language; every action of the principal 

says something about his/her values and consequently affect culture, whether 

intentionally or not (Bolman & Deal, 2003). In this frame leaders develop symbols to 

resolve and provide direction in order to deal with uncertainty. Principals who can 

symbolically demonstrate their belief in the overarching goals of the current era of 

accountability may be more successful at creating a positive culture that allows them to 

achieve each of their goals.  
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In summary, the concept of effective leadership has evolved over the last several 

decades. Based on the work of selective theorists, effective leadership has been thought 

of as instructional (Blase & Blase, 1999; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Smith & Andrews, 

1989), transformational (Antonakis et al., 2003; Bass, 1990; Burns, 1978; Leithwood et 

al., 1999), and moral (Sergiovanni, 1992). Additionally, effective leaders possess certain 

characteristics (Bennis, 2003) and can be more effective if they understand and manage 

the four frames of leadership (Bolman & Deal, 2003). Given the changing complexity of 

the leader’s role during the accountability movement, one leadership theory, no matter 

how compelling, is not sufficient for understanding school leadership. The influence of 

the accountability movement is pervasive in diverse educational settings, and thus 

challenges leaders to employ various leadership theories in a proportionate, integrated, or 

balanced way. 

Balanced Leadership 

With the evolution of the standards movement into the academic accountability 

measures that are part of Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001), a drastic shift has 

also taken place in the expectations of school principals. In the past, school leaders were 

expected to be managers who ensured the smooth operation of the school; currently, 

educational theory refers to the role of the multifaceted principal. As instructional 

leaders, principals focus on improving teacher pedagogy; they help teachers become 

more effective practitioners (Leithwood et al., 1999). Transformational leaders broaden 

the interests of the employees, define the purpose and mission of the group, and 

encourage employees to consider the needs of the organization above their own (Bass, 



 
 
 

  47 

1990). Moral leaders focus on purpose, values, and beliefs that can transform a school 

from an organization to a community and as a result inspire the kinds of commitment, 

devotion, and service that can improve our schools (Sergiovanni, 1992).  

The “Balanced Leadership” framework provides a composite view of leadership 

in schools (Marzano et al., 2003). After completing a meta-analysis of 70 studies 

involving 2,894 schools, approximately 1.1 million students, and 14,000 teachers, 

Marzano et al. (2003, 2005) developed the Balanced Leadership framework, noting 21 

leadership responsibilities that were “significantly associated with student achievement” 

(2003, p. 2). The 21 leadership responsibilities are described in Appendix A of this 

dissertation. This theory of leadership will be discussed in more detail later in the paper. 

Understanding Change 

 In addition to a broad understanding of leadership theories, another important 

leadership concept for principals to understand is the idea of improving schools through 

change (Fullan, 2001a). Comprehending first-order and second-order change is important 

when examining effective leadership practice (Marzano et al., 2003, 2005). If leadership 

strategies do not match with the type of change required by an innovation, the innovation 

will most likely not be successful, regardless of its overall quality. The distinction 

between first-order and second-order change is determined by the environment or overall 

consequence of the change; are individual’s paradigms involved or not? Examples of 

first-order changes include changes that occur without increasing knowledge and skills; 

they are linear, structural changes initiated by outside experts. First-order changes are 

incremental and synonymous with the prevailing beliefs of the organization (Marzano et 
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al., 2003; 2005). They refer to technical changes that happen without changing the minds 

and fundamental values of the participants. An incremental change “can be thought of as 

the next most obvious step to take in a school or a district” (Marzano et al., 2005, p. 66), 

building on what has been experienced in the past. 

 Second-order change, on the other hand, is hardly considered incremental. It 

involves divergent thinking, both in framing a problem and in arriving at a solution 

(Marzano et al., 2005). Thought of as a “fundamental change” (Fullan, 2001b) or as a 

“paradigm shift,” second-order changes are nonlinear, deep changes, systemic, emergent, 

and a break from past behavior. Whereas first-order change  

fine-tunes the system through a series of small steps that do not depart radically 

from the past, [second-order change] alters the system in fundamental ways, 

offering a dramatic shift in direction and requiring new ways of thinking and 

acting (Marzano et al., 2005, p. 66). 

According to Wheatley (1999), the failure of an organization to undergo a second-

order change will ultimately result in the death of the organization; in other words “A 

living system changes in order to preserve itself” (p. 85). Second-order change requires a 

change in the way of thinking about a system’s prevailing values and beliefs.  

It is not easy leading others through second-order change. (Marzano et al., 2005). 

Through the realization and communication that a second-order change is necessary in 

our schools, principals can help their faculty grow with the times and meet the demands 

of 21st century accountability as well as the needs of their students as they matriculate 

through the educational system (Marzano et al., 2005). Fullan (2001b) pointed to the 
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importance of shared meaning in educational change. Through effective visioning and 

communication, lack of meaning which has compromised the success of educational 

change may be avoided. The educational leader must keep in mind the values, goals, and 

consequences associated with specific educational changes, and conversely, the leader 

must understand the dynamics of educational change as a sociopolitical process involving 

all kinds of individual, classroom, school, local, regional, and national factors at work in 

interactive ways. 

Educational Leadership and Context  

Context, particularly components of the school’s socioeconomic setting, seems to 

influence the type of leadership behaviors principals utilize (Hallinger & Heck, 1996). As 

Fullan (1993) asserted, 

Learning organizations respect their environments because ideas are out there, 

politics and partners are out there, and ultimately we are all out there. Learning 

organizations neither ignore nor attempt to dominate their environments. Rather, 

they learn to live with them interactively. Continuous change is built into the 

relationship because widespread interactions under conditions of dynamic 

complexity demand constant attention and movement (p. 84). 

The socioeconomic setting of education has changed. Student demographics have 

changed—Latinos have been one of the fastest growing ethnic groups according to the 

U.S. census. The 2001 U.S. census showed that Latinos numbered 35 million or 12.5% of 

the total U.S. population (Hidalgo, Siu, & Epstein, 2004). Latino students are a group 

whose culture and/or social class affect the dynamics of schools (Auerbach, 2002). In a 
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study that examined personal stories of struggle with schools from working-class Latino 

parents Auerbach found Latinos push their children to be successful, control outside 

activities, monitor homework, encourage better grades, and make decisions to ensure that 

their children go the right way in life. However, many of the parents had experienced 

negative encounters with school staff. The staff would not return calls, denied schedule 

changes that would have enabled the Latino child to enroll in honors classes or switch 

teachers in whose classes they struggled. According to Auerbach, schools need to 

understand that many Latino parents have little flexibility in their work schedules to 

attend school meetings. Also, says Hidalgo et al. (2004), a school leader should learn 

more about families including their history and strategies for support, such as having 

bilingual support staff available to communicate with parents and ELL students.  

 The research (Auerback, 2002) and data (Hidalgo, Siu, & Epstein, 2004) 

pertaining to changing demographics in schools combined with the lowered adjustment in 

subgroup size for ELL students (currently at 16, Franciosi & Regalado, 2005) further 

compounds the principal’s role in meeting the accountability requirements. An 

understanding of change, change in the systematic operation of the school as well as 

change in the culture of the school, is paramount (Fullan, 2002).  

Cultural Change Principals display palpable energy, enthusiasm, and hope. In 

addition, five essential components characterize leaders in the knowledge society: 

moral purpose, an understanding of the change process, the ability to improve 

relationships, knowledge creation and sharing, and coherence making (Fullan, 

2002, p. 17).  
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Principals must understand the overall context of education: they must be 

conceptual thinkers who use people and teams to transform organizations (Fullan, 

2001a). Fullan (2002) asserted the power of instructional leadership as an important first 

step in increasing student learning. However, he contended that to ensure deeper learning 

for our students, we must enlist the drive and abilities of teachers. Furthermore, said 

Fullan, mobilizing teachers requires an improvement in their working conditions and 

confidence; to accomplish this, a leader is required who can initiate and carry out a 

“fundamental transformation” (p. 17) in the culture of schools. Viewing the principal 

solely as an instructional leader is myopic—the kinds of reforms that will result in the 

types of schools we need for the 21st century will take much more than an instructional 

leader. Based on the   review of the literature and research, this researcher believes it will 

take more than a moral leader, a transformational leader, or an instructional leader due to 

the overwhelming complexities of the position. 

A sweeping survey of over 1000 superintendents and 900 public school principals 

(Farkas et al., 2003) revealed what those “in the trenches” believed would take public 

education out of the humiliating scrutiny of the public eye and into the halls of success. 

According to Farkas et al., even as leaders are focusing more and more attention on 

curriculum, instruction, and effective professional development toward improving 

classroom teaching, they are restricted by bureaucracy, conflicting laws and regulations, 

and insufficient resources to meet ever-increasing requirements and directives. Overall, 

superintendents and principals are supportive of the concept of NCLB (2001); however, 
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they are unsure that the NCLB directive alone provides the means for achieving better 

public schools. 

Survey results (Farkas et al., 2003) asserted that 78% of superintendents and 58% 

of principals cited insufficient funding as the biggest challenge they faced. In contrast, 

20% of superintendents and 33% of principals chose “implementation of the No Child 

Left Behind Act” (p. 5) as their major challenge, although lack of sufficient funding 

contributes to complaints about the law.  Almost 9 in 10 labeled NCLB as “an unfunded 

mandate” (p. 12) because it required highly qualified teachers and costs associated with 

mandated testing, including computer software to disaggregate the data. It is interesting 

to note that leaders cited the lack of ability to manage politics as the main reason school 

administrators left the field (Farkas et al., 2003).  

Overwhelmingly, according to Farkas et al. (2003), school administrators believed 

that standards and the accountability movement were here to stay. Many indicated that 

they had been focusing on teacher quality, accountability, and student achievement for a 

while without the impetus of NCLB (2001). Significant numbers remarked that their 

districts were already striving to close the gap between minority and White students, 

address the learning needs of non-English speaking students, and empower teachers to 

affect student learning. When considering the rest of the findings, the most noteworthy 

was a problematic, unresolved mindset among the respondents with regard to NCLB 

(Farkas et al., 2003). Most believed that it was here to stay, but they also believed it 

would not work as currently designed. Moreover, leaders said drastic adjustments were 

needed, and many questioned the political objective surrounding the law. Generally 
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speaking, according to principals in the study, NCLB (2001) sparked many concerns; it 

relied too much on standardized testing, it was an intrusion by the federal government 

into areas conventionally left to the local government, and the consequences and 

sanctions for schools were unfair (Farkas et al., 2003). 

In the study by Farkas et al. (2003), the participants asserted that there were some 

positive things about accountability and NCLB (2001); requiring all teachers to be 

“highly qualified” was reasonable, testing students annually was useful to educators 

because the data could inform instruction, and disaggregating the test scores by groups 

forced schools to address the achievement gap (Farkas et al., 2003). There are positive 

aspects to the accountability movement, yet there are serious negatives. Under the 

accountability structure of No Child Left Behind, states are required to test all students in 

Grades 3-8 on a yearly basis. This testing places a heavy burden on the schools, 

especially middle-schools, which must provide for testing of all students (Bradley & 

Manzo, 2000). And what happens if schools do not improve? Currently, replacing 

principals and other staff is the most widely used strategy to reform schools in the 

corrective action or restructuring phase of NCLB (Center on Education Policy, 2005). 

According to data received from the United States Department of Education over 2,300 

schools are either in restructuring or are a year away and planning for such drastic action 

as removing the principal and replacing many of the teachers (as cited in Zuckerbrod, 

2007). This information reiterates the facts that practitioners, specifically principals, are 

held accountable for student performance as measured by high-stakes tests. Restructuring 

schools requires that an outside team replaces the principal, and in some cases, all of the 
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teachers must reapply for their positions (Zuckerbrod, 2007). This action assumes that it 

is the leadership and the teachers who are the problem when more often than not, they 

must be part of the solution—they know their students best and are generally better 

equipped to make the necessary changes if given enough time, support, and resources. 

Academic accountability can be a good thing; however, NCLB is often viewed as an 

unfunded mandate (Farkas et al., 2003) with the objective of eliminating public 

schooling.  

Some people in education and the media have speculated on whether the push for 

higher standards and greater accountability might unintentionally force talented 

principals from the field (Farkas et al., 2003). According to the study by Farkas et al., one 

principal remarked, “It’s a disturbing prospect, the idea that leading a school or school 

district could become so difficult that almost no one can do the job” (p. 16). Given these 

factors, it becomes improbable that even a leader focusing solely on learning or solely on 

change could contend with the pressures of high-stakes testing and increased 

accountability for student test performance.  

Few theories understand the complexity of the role and take into account the 

significance of principal leadership behaviors. Several recent studies endeavored to 

merge theory with practice in describing the principalship (Farkas et al., 2003; Marzano 

et al., 2003, 2005). These studies communicated the complexity of the role of the 

principal within a multidimensional framework for understanding effective leadership in 

schools. These studies pointed to the constructivist nature of leadership as it occurs in the 

context of the school.  
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Of the preceding educational leadership theories that have been discussed (i.e., 

instructional, transformational, moral, characteristics of leaders, Balanced Leadership, 

and frames of leadership), the researcher is particularly interested in the work of Marzano 

et al. (2003, 2005) and Bolman and Deal (2003) because of its relationship and 

applicability to accountability issues. Moreover, when these educational theories are 

combined with Fullan’s (2001a) and Marzano et al. (2005) views of educational change, 

an intriguing view of principal leadership within today’s accountability era emerges. 

According to Fullan (2001b), if educators are expected to flourish in an assessment-

driven environment, continue to increase student achievement, and meet the needs of the 

adolescent students, principal leadership is the necessary factor toward that end. Given 

the perceived importance of leadership in schools as stated by Fullan (2001a, 2001b) and 

the central role of the principal in that leadership, one might expect to find an extensive 

body of research detailing effective leadership practice, yet that is not the case (Marzano 

et al., 2005). However, when defining school effectiveness as the academic achievement 

of students, several studies during the era of accountability have linked principal practice 

with school effectiveness (Blase & Blase, 1999; Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood & 

Jantzi, 2005, 2006; O'Donnell & White, 2005; Quinn, 2002). The results of these studies 

as well as their connection to accountability as determined by student achievement will 

be shared later in this chapter.  

Recall the Balanced Leadership Framework of Marzano et al. (2005). The 21 

leadership responsibilities are operationally defined in Appendix A. This composite view 

of leadership, in the researcher’s opinion, provides the best model for understanding 
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present-day principal responsibilities and practices. Although each of the 21 

responsibilities has varying degrees of impact on student performance, they were 

recognized in the framework as the key responsibilities or behaviors of effective school 

principals.  

Moreover, many educators today view their role as more leadership than 

management; however, the practice of effective management is crucial to the operation of 

a school (Bolman & Deal, 2003). Running an organization with the appropriate balance of 

management and leadership is not a new concept; yet Arizona LEARNS (2002) and 

NCLB (2001) accountability models bring with them the essential addition of 

management principles into any leadership framework used for investigating the role of 

principal.  

Recall the four frames of leadership (Bolman & Deal, 2003). Bolman and Deal 

placed leadership practices into four “frames” for understanding and analyzing 

organizational operations. The frames of leadership that Bolman and Deal described were 

the structural frame, the human resource frame, the political frame, and the symbolic 

frame. Each of these frames reflected a different aspect of the school environment. The 

authors contended that all aspects of leadership fit into one or more of these frames. 

Bolman and Deal suggested that frames give leaders a window, or lens, through which 

they may view the organization in different ways.                                                                                              

Selective Research on Educational Leadership  

The results of selective research that follows suggest that principals who practice 

a variety of leadership behaviors can improve student achievement. These leadership 
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behaviors are diverse and part of the Balanced Leadership framework of Waters, et al. 

(2005). For instance, principals who have defined the school mission, managed the 

instructional programs, promoted the school learning climate, protected instructional 

time, maintained high visibility, provided incentives to teachers, promoted professional 

development, supported collaboration, developed coaching relationships, or encouraged 

the use of action research have affected student achievement (Blase & Blase, 1999; 

Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005, 2006; O'Donnell & White, 2005; 

Quinn, 2002).  

In an extensive review of the empirical research on principal effects related to 

school effectiveness, Hallinger and Heck (1998) focused on substantive findings from 

studies conducted between 1980 and 1995. They selected studies for review based on 

three criteria. First, the studies had to have been designed explicitly to examine the school 

principal’s beliefs and leadership behavior. The research must have conceptualized and 

measured principal leadership as an independent variable. Second, the studies had an 

unambiguous measure of school performance as a dependent variable. Most often, this 

was in terms of student achievement data. Third, the studies looked at the impact of 

principals in a variety of countries. Forty such studies were reviewed. Overall, the 

researchers concluded that, indeed, principals exercised a quantifiable, though indirect, 

effect on school effectiveness and student achievement. Hallinger and Heck conceded 

that although this indirect effect was relatively small, it was statistically significant and 

meaningful.  
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In a study that assumed the impact achieved by principals on school outcomes 

(i.e., student achievement) emanated, in part, from the principal’s interaction with and 

influence on classroom teachers, Blase and Blase (1999) investigated the principal-

teacher relationship as it related to instructional leadership. The researchers used 

qualitative analysis that explored human perceptions and meanings that people construct 

in their unique social settings. The Inventory of Strategies Used by Principals to 

Influence Classroom Teaching, an open-ended questionnaire, was designed to allow for 

free expression. The study sample consisted of males (n = 251) and females (n = 558) 

from rural (n = 275), suburban (n = 291), and urban (n = 243) school locations. 

Elementary (n = 380), middle/junior (n = 177), and high school (n = 252) teachers 

participated. Two major themes emerged in the study: principals who talk with teachers 

to promote reflection and principals who promote professional growth (Blase & Blase, 

1999). The data obtained in support of talking with teachers included principal behaviors 

of giving feedback, making suggestions, modeling, using inquiry, giving praise, and 

soliciting advice and opinions from teachers. Strategies associated with promoting 

professional growth that emerged from the data included emphasis on the study of 

teaching and learning, support for collaborations, development of coaching relationships, 

support for program redesign, application of the principles of adult learning, and use of 

action research. The researchers concluded that these principal behaviors were linked 

with effective classroom instruction.   

Operating from a similar hypothesis--with a quantitative research design, Quinn 

(2002) found that particular leadership characteristics demonstrated by the school 
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principal had a statistical impact on student achievement. Quinn observed eight 

elementary schools, eight middle-schools, and eight high schools in Missouri over a two-

year time period. Utilizing four variables of instructional leadership, (i.e., instructional 

resource, resource provider, communicator, and physical presence), Quinn found that the 

variable of instructional resource had the highest predictive value of academic 

achievement. This conclusion indicated that when the principal served as an instructional 

resource, higher levels of active learning and teaching emerged.  

In another study, O’Donnell and White (2005) reported significant findings that 

answered two questions: (1) Was there a relationship between principal instructional 

leadership behavior scores and the level of student performance? And (2) was there 

significant interaction between principal instructional leadership behavior scores, as 

perceived by principals, and student socioeconomic status (SES) in predicting student 

performance?  Three hundred twenty five middle-level Pennsylvania educators (75 

principals and 250 eighth-grade English and mathematics teachers) were randomly 

selected for this study. The participants completed the Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale (Hallinger, 1987). This instrument assessed three dimensions 

of a principal’s instructional leadership role: (1) defining the school mission, (2) 

managing the instructional programs, and (3) promoting the school learning climate. 

Pennsylvania System of School Assessment eighth-grade mathematics and reading test 

data were used to measure achievement. SES was viewed as a contextual variable. Using 

Pearson correlation coefficients to investigate principal and teacher ratings with respect 

to student achievement, the teacher ratings of principals identified each of the three 
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leadership dimensions as having significant positive relationships with both measures of 

achievement. Promoting the school learning climate was the variable that had the 

strongest relationship to reading and mathematics scores (p < .01). These findings 

postulated that higher teacher perceptions of principal instructional leadership behaviors 

related to higher student performance and vice versa (O'Donnell & White, 2005).  

Similarly, regarding the interaction between the independent variables of principal 

instructional leadership behavior scores and SES, a multivariate regression analysis 

revealed a significant interaction between defining the school mission, SES, and reading 

achievement (p < .05) (O'Donnell & White, 2005). However, this effect was only 

significant for principals’ self-ratings.  

In conclusion, the review of educational theory, models, and research led the 

researcher to conclude that effective principal leadership is multifaceted. Because it is 

through effective leadership that changes in culture and climate conducive to educational 

reform occur (Fullan, 2001a), effective educational leadership is essential to educational 

reform (Fullan, 1993). What is educational reform? When did it begin? How does it relate 

to academic accountability? 

In the next section, the researcher merges educational reform and academic 

accountability measures with principal leadership in middle-schools. To start, the roots of 

the current middle-school are explored and information is presented about middle-

schools. Additionally, principal preparation and principal leadership at the middle-level is 

examined. The section concludes with specific research linking middle-level reform, 
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concepts, and leadership with student test performance, the main component of academic 

accountability. 

Middle-School Concept 

The first middle-school was created in Bay City, Michigan in 1950 (Lounsbury, 

1996; Manning, 2000). The intent behind the creation of this school and middle-schools 

in general was to better meet the developmental needs of young adolescents in a school 

setting separate from K-8 schools, K-5 elementary schools, and high schools (George & 

Oldaker, 1985). The middle-school movement reflected the junior high school central 

curriculum, as well as the junior high school concept of guidance programs, exploratory 

education, and vocational and home arts (Manning, 2000). Middle-schools attempt to 

meet the needs of adolescents through structures such as smaller learning teams, advisory 

classes that help create a bond between each student and at least one teacher, and 

interdisciplinary teaching and learning (Manning, 2000).  

A landmark report, Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st 

Century (Carnegie Corporation of New York, 1989) changed the focus on middle grades 

education and, most importantly, promoted continued middle-level reform. The report, 

which was released with great anticipation, listed a number of elements that should 

characterize middle-schools: (1) small learning communities, (2) core academic program, 

(3) emphasis on success for all students, (4) teachers and administrators empowered to 

make decisions about middle-school students’ experiences, (5) teachers expert at teaching 

young adolescents, (6) efforts to foster the health and fitness of young adolescents, (7) re-

engagement of families in the education of their children, and (8) connection with the 
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community.  Furthermore, middle-schools should offer different types of learning, 

including discovery, inquiry, and cooperative learning (Manning, 2000). Manning 

maintains that middle-schools should also provide young adolescents with opportunities 

to participate in service learning and to learn values, citizenship, and social skills. 

Furthermore, said Manning, middle-schools should value diversity, offer activities that 

enhance students’ self-esteem, utilize heterogeneous grouping, integrate educational 

technology into learning activities, and generally promote a culture of achievement.  

By the end of the 1990s the term middle-school was understood, articulated, and 

accepted throughout the educational community (Valentine et al., 2004). Educators had 

realized the importance of creating schools that served both the academic and emotional 

needs of young adolescents (Valentine et al., 2004). The research of the 1980s and 1990s 

provided the following picture of middle-level schools: grade-level configuration of 6-8, 

and 7-8, school size between 400-800, single-subject scheduling, interdisciplinary 

teaming, guidance programs, traditional core curriculum, an exploratory curriculum, and 

ability/homogenous and tracking grouping practices (Valentine et al., 2004). However, 

even though there was agreement on the general purpose of middle-schools, schools 

chose to embrace the middle-level concept in various ways, implementing some of the 

recommendations and not others (Valentine et al., 2004).  To address this fact, a 

monumental publication by the National Association of Secondary School Principals 

(NASSP, 2006), Breaking Ranks in the Middle: Strategies for Leading Middle-level 

Reform, offered school leaders 30 recommendations aligned with various middle-level 

reform efforts, including Turning Points, Turning Points 2000, and the National Middle-
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school Association’s (NMSA, 2003) This We Believe. As part of Breaking Ranks, leaders 

were encouraged to examine their settings and determine a course of action for 

implementing specific recommendations. Middle-school reform could now be viewed as 

change. 

What do middle-schools look like during the current era of accountability? The 

typical middle-school includes grades 6-8 (and sometimes grade 5; Valentine et al., 

2004). Most importantly, the middle-schools support the education and overall well-being 

of 10- to 15-year-olds by providing developmentally appropriate and responsive curricula 

and instruction, guidance, and overall educational experiences in a violence-free 

environment (National Middle School Association, 2003, "Reform in the Middle", 2006). 

According to the National Center for Education Statistics (as cited in Sable & Garofano, 

2007), in 2005, over 11,249,000 students attended middle-schools in the United States 

with a Grade 6-8 configuration. In 2000, research indicated that 79% of middle-school 

teachers taught in departments as opposed to teaching in self-contained classrooms (Alt 

& Choy, 2000). In the same study, 33% of middle-schools and high schools reported that 

they had great difficulty filling teaching vacancies, twice the percentage found in 

elementary schools. Furthermore, teachers were slightly more likely to leave middle-

school settings than high school settings. Teacher satisfaction was lower in middle-

schools and high schools than in elementary schools (Alt & Choy, 2000). This could be 

attributed to many factors. Middle-school teachers identified physical student conflicts as 

more problematic in middle-schools compared to elementary or high schools, although 

these conflicts were not widespread (Alt & Choy, 2000). In addition, student disrespect 
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toward teachers was twice as high in middle-schools and high schools as it was in 

elementary settings. Although the differences among elementary, middle, and high 

schools tended to be small, Alt and Choy found a significantly greater amount of student 

disrespect, fewer certified teachers, and fewer teachers who remained at the same middle-

school after one year. Drawing from this research and my personal experience, teaching 

in a middle-school is not an easy task nor is being a middle-school principal.   

As indicated earlier, NCLB (2001) requires all students in middle-school to be 

tested on a yearly basis to determine if schools are demonstrating AYP. The increased 

emphasis on the academic performance of middle-school students post-NCLB seems to 

be in direct conflict with the middle-school education concept, “the focus on meeting the 

unique developmental needs of young adolescents who are undergoing tremendous 

cognitive, emotional, physical, and social changes” (Valentine et al., 2004, p. 1). What 

does educational leadership at the middle-school look like? How do educational leaders 

at the middle-school manage both goals? Should they focus on meeting the demands of 

NCLB and Arizona LEARNS (2002) or maintain the middle-level concept?  

The Middle-School Principalship  

The pressure to create and maintain an academically high performing school is 

extremely important for middle-school principals because every grade level is tested and 

scrutinized for performance accountability (Alliance for Excellent Education, 2003; 

Center on Education Policy, 2005). Moreover, schools must make annual yearly progress, 

the main component of NCLB (2001), while maintaining a focus on the cognitive, 

emotional, physical, and social needs of middle-school students (Valentine et al., 2004).  



 
 
 

  65 

With accountability in K-12 education at full-scale, what should middle-school 

principals emphasize situated as they are at the gateway between students’ experiences in 

elementary and high schools? Many phrases have been coined to describe successful 

school leadership, but one consensus is that the principalship is an ever-changing, 

complex role with unremitting tensions in leadership, “between managing and leading; 

between resources and demands; between being a leader but being dependent on others; 

and between being isolated but in a fishbowl” (Fullan, 1997, p. 2). The transition to 

educational practices designed for young adolescents continues to be the driving force of 

middle-level reform (National Middle School Association, 1995). School leaders struggle 

to shape curriculum and pedagogy to complement the educational and personal needs of 

early adolescents, utilizing a variety of strategies ranging from relying on personal 

characteristics to enlisting the help of staff (Anfara et al., 2000). Effective middle-level 

principals are positive about their work; view school problems as surmountable; are more 

teacher-oriented; are supportive of parent-community involvement in their schools; have a 

high tolerance for ambiguity and uncertainty; and are intentional in their efforts to 

assemble, develop, and maintain a staff of educators who genuinely like middle-school 

students (Anfara et al., 2000). Moreover, principals who create schools that possess the 

“ethos of caring” make the difference (George & Oldaker, 1985).  

It is unfortunate that very few studies address the middle-level principalship 

(Anfara et al., 2000); however Luizzi (2006) conducted a research study that examined 

the perceived influence of NCLB (2001) on leadership practice of middle-school 

principals in Connecticut. Using survey methodology, principals and teachers were asked 
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to report on their perceptions of the consequences of NCLB on the leadership practices in 

the middle-schools. The Balanced Leadership framework (Marzano et al., 2003, 2005) 

provided the underlying structure for the questionnaire referencing leadership behaviors 

related to NCLB. Twenty-one middle-schools in Connecticut were randomly selected for 

participation. In each school choosing to participate, 10 teachers were randomly included 

in the study. Every middle-school principal was contacted and asked to participate in the 

survey. A review of the study data indicated that principals saw more positive than 

negative influences of NCLB on their practice. Of the 21 responsibilities identified by 

Marzano et al. (2005), the ability of the principal to monitor and evaluate the 

effectiveness of school practices and their impact on student learning received the highest 

mean score. Principals also saw NCLB contributing to their ability to focus their staff by 

establishing clear goals, working toward them, and evaluating progress. Principals also 

reported the positive influence NCLB had on their knowledge of current curriculum, 

instruction, and assessment practices. Data indicated three responsibilities were 

negatively influenced by NCLB according to the principals: the ability to protect teachers 

from issues and influences that would detract them from teaching, the affirmation of the 

school community, and the ability to be comfortable with dissent (Luizzi, 2006).   

Effective middle-school principals are not managers; they must take on the role of 

“principal change agent” and create a culture of continuous improvement (Jackson & 

Davis, 2000). The changing role of the middle-school principal over the years, especially 

in the reform environment, continues to bring attention to the preparation of these leaders 
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(Ricciardi, 1999).  Educational administration preparation programs must acknowledge 

the vast change in the principal’s role in recent years (Anfara et al., 2000).  

Principal Preparation 

 Recent research has addressed and studied the preparation programs of 

administrators (Anfara et al., 2000; Farkas et al., 2003; Levine, 2005; Petzko, 2004; 

Petzko et al., 2002; Ricciardi, 1999; Valentine et al., 2004). Results indicated a disparity 

in preparation and sufficient leadership ability. In a report that examined principal and 

superintendent preparedness, even in the current state of accountability and with the 

demand for effective leadership, data showed many of the leadership programs were 

inadequate (Levine, 2005). Given the fact that over 40% of the approximately 250,000 

school- and district-level administrators currently serving public school children are 

expected to retire or leave their jobs within the next 10 years, criticism of educational 

programs has mounted as they have adapted to entice more into the profession by 

lowering entrance requirements, weakening the coursework, and granting expedient 

degree tracks (Levine, 2005). Levine found that university-based educational 

administration programs have degenerated in the following ways: curricular disarray, low 

admissions and graduation standards, weak faculty, inadequate clinical instruction, and 

inappropriate degrees.  

 Furthermore, in a study by Ricciardi (1999) devised to examine the impact of 

selected variables on the preparation needs of experienced principals, questions 

pertaining to the professional development needs of middle-school principals were 

answered. Four content domain categories established by the National Policy Board for 
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Educational Administration (NPBEA) formed the basis for the researcher-designed 

survey. The professional development needs pertained to functional (administrative 

processes and techniques), programmatic (core technologies of curriculum and 

instruction and school services that supported student learning), interpersonal (value of 

human relationships and communication), and contextual (cultural, economic, and 

political influences surrounding schools; Ricciardi, 1999). The survey was administered 

to 52 middle-level principals.  Participants reported their greatest development needs in 

the specific performance areas of curriculum design, public and media relations, and 

instruction and the learning environment. Ricciardi reported other results which indicated 

that principals with more years of work experience perceived less need for assistance in 

the contextual domain than did principals with fewer years of experience. Participants 

reported a need for professional development pertaining to public and media 

relationships, motivating others, and problem analysis. Ricciardi also remarked that 

participants desired development activities that spoke to their individual and school 

needs. Furthermore, respondents recommended that activities utilize the experience of 

current principals and have a varied pedagogical delivery (Ricciardi, 1999).  

Additionally, in a 2000 study, Anfara et al. examined what the participants 

acknowledged as the essential performance-based skills and knowledge needed for 

middle-school leadership in the 21st century. Middle-school principals were interviewed 

and surveyed about personal characteristics, job tasks and roles, and their beliefs tied to 

middle-schools and the middle-school concept. The 72 middle-level school leaders who 

completed the survey advocated for administrative preparation and personal/professional 
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development that was systematic, demanding, and relevant. Furthermore, without 

exception, the middle-school principals interviewed for this study supported this finding. 

“A high tolerance for ambiguity and uncertainty when working to effect change, 

addressing conflicting needs, and/or responding to conflicting priorities” (p. 27) are 

needed when leading a middle-school. 

Recall the unique struggle of middle-school principals to shape curriculum and 

pedagogy to complement the educational and personal needs of early adolescents (Anfara 

et al., 2000).  In another study of middle-level principals, the researchers (Petzko et al., 

2002) reached the conclusion that a large percentage of middle-school principals had not 

received appropriate academic preparation regarding the needs of developing young 

adolescents. Assuming that the mission of the middle-school is to meet the 

developmental needs of the young adolescents who are undergoing complex 

physiological change, it seems imperative that educators receive specific preparation in 

how to interact with this distinctive age, not a one-size-fits-all preparation framework 

(Anfara et al., 2000). The requirements for certifying administrators should be modified 

to include a greater emphasis on practical, hands-on experience (Farkas et al., 2003).  

Without a doubt, the purpose of most educational administration programs is to 

produce school leaders with the knowledge, skills, and commitment to assure student 

success while increasing the level of academic expectations and performance for all 

students (Anfara et al., 2000). However, the research on principal preparation indicated 

programs fall short of this goal (Farkas et al., 2003; Levine, 2005). Sadly, middle-level 

leadership preparation programs also do not adequately prepare school leaders (Anfara et 
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al., 2000; Petzko et al., 2002; Ricciardi, 1999). Without sufficient middle-level 

preparation, it can be difficult to lead middle-schools effectively in the current age of 

accountability. How can middle-school reform research assist the middle-school leader? 

Middle-School Reform and Achievement 

Unfortunately, middle-schools have been neglected as a domain of study despite 

the fact that they are a vital part of contemporary American education (Sweetland & Hoy, 

2000). The Carnegie Task Force on Adolescent Development (as cited in Jackson & 

Davis, 2000) argues that middle-schools, although potentially society’s most powerful 

force to recapture millions of youth adrift, have been neglected in the educational reform 

movement. 

The middle-school reform movement has come under increasing attack from 

critics who feel that middle-schools do not enable students to achieve academically 

(Banks, 2004). This criticism is especially true given today's standards and accountability 

environment, with some accusing middle-schools of focusing on social and emotional 

development issues at the expense of offering challenging academics (Banks, 2004).  

However, studies exist that support middle-school reform and its impact on student 

achievement (Backes, Ralston, & Ingwalson, 1999; Brown & Anfara, 2002; Felner et al., 

1997; Lee & Smith, 1993; Lee, Smith, Perry, & Smylie, 1999; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). 

Lee and Smith (1993) conducted one of the first studies to use a large-scale 

sample to address the link between the implementation of middle-school components and 

student achievement. The sample came from the base year of a general-purpose study of 

the educational status and progress of about 25,000 eighth-grade students in 1,035 
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American middle-grade schools, the National Educational Longitudinal Study (NELS) of 

1988. Their study examined the effects of school restructuring on achievement (a 

composite score combining reading and math) and engagement (derived from two 

variables): (1) the overall involvement of students in their academic work and (2) the 

number of at-risk behaviors of middle-grades students. The study considered a school 

restructured in terms of the middle-school concept if the following elements were 

present: reduced or eliminated departmental structure, heterogeneously grouped 

instruction, and team teaching.  

Results of this study (Lee & Smith, 1993) were presented in four categories: (1) 

student outcomes, (2) student backgrounds, (3) school demographics, and (4) school 

restructuring. Lee and Smith found that elements of school restructuring were positively 

associated with academic achievement and engagement. Specifically, there were modest 

increases in academic achievement (e.g., reading and mathematics), increases in student 

engagement (e.g., students completing homework and being prepared for class), and 

greater equity of student outcomes. Ultimately, their research results concluded that 

elements of restructuring were positively associated with the academic achievement and 

engagement of eighth-grade American students.  

In a similar study, Felner, et al, (1997) conducted an Illinois middle-school study 

that examined the impact of school reform on student achievement. Many critics have 

argued that structural changes that are at the core of middle-level reform may do little to 

change the basic experiences of students (Felner et al., 1997). According to Felner et al., 

critics contended structural change such as requiring teacher teams, advisory periods, and 
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implementing block schedule changes were too distant from students to truly have an 

effect on their learning. Furthermore, critics asserted that changes in structure did not 

necessarily result in changes in instruction that affected student learning. For this reason, 

Felner et al. used direct observation and assessment of changes in the teaching/learning 

process and context at several levels to structure the data. The researchers, as they 

assessed the impact of structural and implementation variables, targeted how each 

variable manifested in the eight overarching Turning Points (Carnegie Corporation of 

New York, 1989) goals. In essence, it may be inferred the study evaluated the effect of 

the Turning Points recommendations on student academic achievement, socio-emotional 

development, and behavior. Data were collected from 31 Illinois middle-schools over a 

two-year period from 1990 to 1992. Schools were categorized into one of three categories 

of implementation: low, partial, or high. The results fell into two categories: student 

achievement and other student outcomes (affective-based, behavior). Using student 

achievement scores (reading, language, and math) from the Illinois state assessment, 

Felner and co-researchers found that students in schools that were considered “high” in 

implementation scored better than students in schools at partial and low implementation 

in all subject areas. Additionally, using teacher ratings of student behavior (aggression, 

anxiety, learning-related problems), they found that students in highly implemented 

schools had lower levels of behavior problems. In addition, students in more highly 

implemented schools reported lower levels of worry and fear and higher levels of self-

esteem (Felner et al., 1997).  
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In another study, Backes et al. (1999) reported on the impact of middle-school 

reform on student achievement. Their study was part of a systems change project in 

North Dakota implemented in six middle-schools as part of a middle-level project called 

BRIDGES. Elements of middle-school reform were implemented in these schools, 

including advisor/advisee groups, team planning time, interdisciplinary teams, and other 

elements detailed in the Turning Points publication (Carnegie Corporation of New York, 

1989). Using standardized test data, researchers assessed 2,734 sixth- through eighth-

grade students’ achievement in 10 academic/cognitive areas in BRIDGES schools and 

compared them to scores of 28,626 students from non-participating middle-schools in the 

state. The authors concluded that the middle-school reforms as implemented in the 

BRIDGES schools had a positive effect on student achievement. 

In 1999, a Chicago Consortium study examined the relationships of student social 

support and academic press to gains in student achievement in 304 Chicago schools (Lee 

et al., 1999). Survey data were collected from teachers and students and achievement data 

were obtained from sixth and eighth grade students in 1997. Social support was defined 

as an average score from four composite measures of support from teachers, parents, 

peers, and the student's community. Academic press was determined by teacher self-

reports on their academic focus and student reports about challenging classroom 

instruction. Student achievement data consisted of student scores on reading and math 

portions of the 1997 Iowa Test of Basic Skills. The results of this study were significant. 

First, data analysis determined that the amount of social support was strongly related to 

one-year gains in both reading and math. In addition, high social support was correlated 



 
 
 

  74 

with greater average reading and math gains. Second, the amount of academic press was 

strongly related to one-year gains in reading and math, and as with social support, schools 

with high academic press had greater average reading and math gains. Last, and most 

significant, Lee and associates explored the combined effects by grouping schools into 

one of three categories (low, medium, or high) in terms of social support and academic 

press. They found that students in schools having both high social support and academic 

press reported the largest gains in reading. 

In another study that examined the relationship between school characteristics and 

educational outcomes, Sweetland and Hoy (2000) designed the research to frame a 

specific line of thinking. First, they wished to quantify teacher empowerment in terms of 

teachers’ power to be in charge of classroom decisions affecting student learning; second, 

they wanted to examine the relationship between school climate and teacher 

empowerment; and, finally, they hoped to determine the relationship between teacher 

empowerment and school effectiveness or student achievement. Recall that teacher 

empowerment is one of the Turning Points (Carnegie Corporation of New York, 1989) 

recommendations for middle-schools. Responses of 2,741 teachers from 86 New Jersey 

middle-schools were used. To measure the organizational climate of schools, two 

instruments were administered. The Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire, 

Revised Middle (OCDQ-RM) measures aspects of middle-school climate, and the 

Organizational Health Inventory (OHI-RM) measures the health of middle-school 

climate.   
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According to Sweetland and Hoy (2000), the important relationship between 

teacher empowerment and school effectiveness in middle-schools had been all but 

ignored in prior research. The hypotheses were initially tested using correlation 

techniques. Results showed teacher empowerment and collegial leadership were related (r 

=.55, p < .01). In addition, teacher professionalism and academic press were significantly 

correlated with teacher empowerment (r = .49, p < .01), (r = .58, p < .01), respectively. 

The final two hypotheses tested addressed SES and teacher empowerment. Both variables 

made significant and independent contributions to the reading and mathematics 

achievement of students. For reading, the adjusted R2 was .60 and r = .78 (p < .01), and 

the standardized betas were .61 (p < .01) for SES and .26 (p < .01) for empowerment. For 

math, the adjusted R2 was .62 and r = .80 (p < .01), and the standardized betas were .63 (p 

< .01) for SES and .25 (p < .01) for empowerment. To summarize, Sweetland and Hoy 

found that teacher empowerment was linked to student achievement in reading and math.  

In an exploratory study, Brown and Anfara (2002) concluded once principals and 

teachers agreed that they valued a collaborative work environment and that they wanted 

to work together to help all students learn, they could create a learning environment 

focused on student outcomes. According to Brown and Anfara, several participants in the 

study remarked that the “middle-school principal should be able to assemble, to develop, 

and to maintain a staff of dedicated educators who are able to understand the unique 

characteristics of young adolescents and work with them” (p. 42). This is also one of the 

Turning Points (Carnegie Corporation of New York, 1989) recommendations.  
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These research results clearly indicated that middle-level reform that adhered to 

the true middle-school concept positively impacted student achievement. Erb (2000) 

reported that real middle-school reform needs time, vision, and dedication to succeed. 

The challenge is to find a balance—the appropriate mix of honoring the adolescent and 

focusing on student achievement. Effective principal leadership is the key to meeting this 

challenge (Farkas et al., 2003). 

 The school leader of today deals with increased pressure from the public, policy 

makers, district administrators, and parents to improve student achievement (Farkas et al., 

2003). Theories of leadership embraced include instructional (Smith & Andrews, 1989), 

transformational (Bass, 1990; Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Burns, 1978; Leithwood & 

Jantzi, 2006), moral (Sergiovanni, 1992), and characteristics of effective leaders (Bennis, 

2003). From the review of the research, it is clear that many specific leadership behaviors 

and theories work in tandem toward meeting the demands of academic accountability. 

For example, serving as an instructional resource (Quinn, 2002), promoting a learning 

climate (O’Donnell & White, 2005), and promoting professional growth (Blase & Blase, 

1999) are all linked to increased student achievement. There is not one single model of 

educational leadership that can consistently deal effectively with the current 

accountability demands of NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002). Furthermore, 

elements of middle-level reform, such as team planning time, interdisciplinary teams and 

student social support, are positively correlated with student achievement (Backes et al., 

1999; Brown & Anfara, 2002; Felner et al., 1997; Lee & Smith, 1993; Lee et al., 1999; 

Sweetland & Hoy, 2000). 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the influence of current educational 

mandates and reforms at the national and state levels, that is, of NCLB (2001) and 

Arizona LEARNS (2002) on middle-school principal leadership responsibilities and 

behavior informed by the work of Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005). When 

regularly practiced by principals, the 21 leadership behaviors and responsibilities 

identified by Marzano, Waters, and McNulty are correlated with increases in student 

achievement. This chapter outlines the process and procedures for the research. The first 

section provides an outline of the research design. The participants’ section follows with 

a discussion of instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis. 

Research Design 

 The review of the literature revealed survey methodology (Backes et al., 1999; 

Brown & Anfara, 2002; Felner et al., 1997; Lee & Smith, 1993; Sweetland & Hoy, 2000) 

and specific quantitative analyses (Kirk, 1995) were used in the majority of relevant 

research. Therefore, for the purposes of this study, survey methodology was used to 

gather data from middle school principals and quantitative analysis will measure their 

perceptions of the influence of Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001) on their 

present leadership behaviors. Thematic analysis (Boyatzis, 1998) also was utilized to add 

depth to the principal responses.  
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The data came from a researcher-created survey. The survey was administered 

electronically to middle-school principals. The data obtained from the survey was 

compared to ascertain relationships among the responses. In addition, possible 

relationships between principal responses and other variables were examined. The 

following research questions guided the study:  

1. In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report NCLB has influenced 

their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  

2. In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report Arizona LEARNS has 

influenced their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  

3.  Which principal leadership practices do middle-school principals consider 

most important as a result of the influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on 

school effectiveness and why? 

4. Does the middle-school possess all the elements that should characterize 

present-day middle-schools? To what degree have Arizona LEARNS and 

NCLB compromised the continuation of these elements? 

5.  What is the relationship, if any, between the influence of Arizona LEARNS 

and NCLB on the leadership behaviors of middle-school principals and six 

demographic factors: principal years of experience, principal years of service at 

current site, the principal’s perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB 

requirements by 2014, whether or not the school receives Title I funding, 

whether or not the school met AYP requirements, and the school’s 2006 

Arizona LEARNS performance label?  
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Population and Sample 

The researcher surveyed Arizona middle-school principals for this study. 

Therefore, the unit of analysis was the middle school principal. According to the Arizona 

Department of Education there were 249 middle schools in Arizona in 2007. This listing 

included junior high schools as well as schools, such as academies, without the name 

“Middle School.”  Additionally, schools with grade configurations 4—8, 7—8, 5—8, and 

5—9 are part of the total. Middle schools in this study were defined as schools with a 

combination of grades 6 – 8. This study excluded schools with grades 5 and lower and 

schools with grades 9 and above. This ensured that the schools in the study had all grades 

measured for Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001) requirements. Moreover, given 

the desire to analyze the influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on “true” middle-

schools, only schools which had “Middle School” in their name were part of the sample 

of the proposed study. Consequently, after eliminating the various grade configurations 

and including only aptly named schools, the number of middle-schools in Arizona as 

defined by the researcher was 168.  

The researcher used a stratified random sampling due to findings from the pilot 

study (McKinney, 2007). Statistical results of the pilot study were questionable due to the 

imbalance of the numbers of “Underperforming” and “Failing to Meet the Standards” 

schools and “Performing” and above. Of the 24 pilot study survey responses, 23 

principals indicated their schools had received labels of Performing, Highly Performing 

and Excelling, all very acceptable. Only one school had received an Underperforming 

label. In school year 2007, the breakdown of Arizona LEARNS labels assigned to 
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middle-schools as defined in this study was as follows: 33 Excelling, 21 Highly 

Performing, 20 Performing Plus, 55 Performing, 34 Underperforming, and 5 Failing. 

Grouping Excelling and Highly Performing schools provided a subgroup of 54 “High” 

schools; similarly grouping Performing Plus and Performing schools provided a subgroup 

of 75 “Average” schools; and grouping Underperforming and Failing schools provided a 

subgroup of 39 “Low” schools. These groupings provided the stratified random sample 

necessary to obtain varied data.  

An email describing the study was sent to each principal requesting their 

participation. Once the researcher had secured their consent, an email containing an 

internet link to the survey was sent to the principal. The Informed Consent 

Documentation was contained within the email.  

Instrumentation 

The survey designed by the researcher (McKinney, 2007) was based on the 

research of Marzano et al. (2005) and the study assessing the impact of NCLB (2001) on 

principal behavior in Connecticut (Luizzi, 2006; see Appendix B). The survey was 

designed to describe the accountability measures and to obtain information on the extent 

of Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB’s influence on the practice of leadership 

behaviors by principals. One of the most common ways to evaluate a survey for 

reliability and validity is through pilot studies. With this in mind, the initial survey was 

shown for feedback to a panel of judges consisting of several University of Arizona 

professors and middle-school administrators (n = 8) who made suggestions concerning 

length, wording of questions, presentation, directionality of responses, and clarity of 
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directions. The researcher revisited the survey, incorporated the suggestions, and began 

the next stage of development—the pilot study. The pilot study survey produced data that 

had an internal reliability coefficient of .95. After the pilot study, the instrument was 

further refined based on feedback from respondents and doctoral committee members.  

The final version of the survey had seven sections: introduction, NCLB and 

leadership responsibilities and behaviors based on the Balanced Leadership framework 

(see Appendix A, Marzano et al., 2005), Arizona LEARNS and leadership 

responsibilities and behaviors based on the Balanced Leadership framework (Marzano et 

al., 2005), rating of principal leadership responsibilities, middle-school concept affected 

by federal and state accountability measures, open-ended questions, and demographics. 

The second part of the survey, after the introduction, asked middle-school 

principals to consider the influence of NCLB (2001) on their ability to execute specific 

principal leadership responsibilities and behaviors as defined by Waters, et al. (2005). For 

example, Being Visible "I am able to be in classrooms on a daily basis; I interact with 

teachers and students frequently,” Maintaining Situational Awareness "I am able to 

'read' the 'feelings' or 'energy' of my faculty and staff and respond accordingly, quickly, 

and effectively.” The principals rated their ability to execute these behaviors on a 5-point 

scale from increased greatly to decreased greatly, with no difference being the median 

choice. The influence of Arizona LEARNS (2002) on the specific leadership 

responsibilities and behaviors comprised the third section of the survey. The same format 

was used for both parts.  
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The fourth section of the survey asked middle-school principals to rate, in terms 

of importance to them, the principal leadership responsibilities and behaviors of  

Marzano, et al. (2005) in light of the influence of Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB 

(2001). The following rating choices were provided: Very Important, Important, 

Somewhat Important, and Not Important.  

The fifth section of the survey defined the middle-school concept using the eleven 

over-arching characteristics recommended by Turning Points: Preparing American Youth 

for the 21st Century, This We Believe: Successful Schools for Young Adolescents, and 

Breaking Ranks in the Middle Strategies for Leading Middle Level Reform (Carnegie 

Corporation of New York, 1989; National Association of Secondary School Principals, 

2006; National Middle School Association, 2003). Principals listed which characteristics 

currently existed at their site and answered an open-ended question to describe how both 

Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001) had compromised the middle-concept at 

their school.   

The sixth section of the survey consisted of demographic questions including 

number of years you have been a principal, years at current site, did your school meet 

AYP requirements for SY 2006-2007, what Arizona LEARNS label was assigned to your 

school for SY 2007-2008, does your school receive Title I funding, and do you think your 

school will be able to meet NCLB accountability measures as well as 100% student 

proficiency on AIMS by 2014?  

The internal reliability coefficient of the survey for this research study is .94. 
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Data Collection 

 The survey was delivered via internet to each of the principals who consented to 

participate. There was strict confidentiality. Once the principals had completed the survey 

and the investigator closed the study, the data was downloaded and analyzed via SPSS.  

After the data analysis had been completed, the data was destroyed.  

Data Analysis 

 All data was analyzed in aggregate form initially. The results of the survey was 

analyzed to determine the influence Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001) had on 

middle-school principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities, the leadership practices 

considered most important in light of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB and why, how 

middle-school principals balance accountability measures with the middle-school 

concept, and the relationship between the influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on 

the ranking of leadership behaviors and six demographic factors. Open-ended questions 

were analyzed using thematic analysis to discover if any themes emerged.  

Recall the first two research questions for the proposed study: 

1. In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report Arizona LEARNS has 

influenced their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  

2. In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report NCLB has influenced 

their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  

To answer these two questions, descriptive statistics were generated on each of the 

individual items that comprised each question. These descriptive statistics included the 

mean scores and frequency distributions of responses. Additionally, Pearson product-
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moment correlation coefficients were calculated to determine the extent of the  

relationship between principal responsibilities and behavior as influenced by NCLB 

(2001) and those influenced by Arizona LEARNS (2002). 

3.  Which principal leadership practices do middle-school principals consider 

most important as a result of the influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on 

school effectiveness and why? 

Descriptive statistics was used to evaluate the self-reported importance of 

leadership responsibilities and behavior. Thematic analysis of the open-ended question 

was used to add depth to the responses.  

4.  Does the middle-school possess all the elements that should characterize 

present-day middle-schools? To what degree have Arizona LEARNS and 

NCLB compromised the continuation of these elements? 

Simple quantitative and thematic analysis was used to answer these open-ended 

questions.  

5.  What is the relationship, if any, between the influence of Arizona LEARNS 

and NCLB on the leadership behaviors of middle-school principals and six 

demographic factors: principal years of experience, principal years of service at 

present school, the principal’s perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB 

requirements by 2014, whether or not the school receives Title I funding, the 

school’s 2006 Arizona LEARNS performance label, and whether or not the 

school met AYP requirements?  
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 This research question had six parts and required six separate analyses. The 

variables examined were: years of experience as principal, principal years of service at 

present school, principal’s perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB (2001) 

requirements by 2014, whether or not the school receives Title I funding, whether or not 

the school met AYP requirements, and the school’s 2006 Arizona LEARNS (2002) 

performance label. Because variable types differed, each statistical analysis needed to 

match. For example, to analyze the responses of the principals in relation to their years of 

experience as a principal and at the present site, a Pearson product-moment correlation 

coefficient was calculated. This statistical analysis, appropriate for analyzing continuous 

variables, provides insight into the degree of influence the years of experience as a 

principal had on each response item. To compare the mean scores of principals in relation 

to the principal’s perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB requirements by 2014, 

whether or not the school receives Title I funding, and whether or not the school met the 

AYP requirement, a t-test with independent samples was generated to analyze the 

relationship between mean scores and simple yes/no questions. Finally, a One-Way 

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistic was generated to compare mean scores of 

principals in relation to the performance label assigned to the school in 2007. An 

ANOVA identifies the relationship of mean scores between categorical groups when 

there are more than two groups; therefore, it was appropriate in this study to look at the 

six possible labels in relationship to principal responses using this statistic. Following a 

significant finding, Tukey’s HSD post hoc test was performed to determine the 

significant labels. 
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 For all appropriate analyses, both the p < .05 (95% probability) and p < .01 (99% 

probability) thresholds were reported. In this way, the significance of the relationships 

between the different variables and the responses to the survey was illustrated in the data 

analysis.   

Table 1 depicts an organizational matrix of the research study showing each 

research question, sources of data used and the statistics generated to answer questions.  
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Table 1 
 
Research Questions, Data Source, and Statistical Measures Used 

Research Questions: Sources of Data Statistics generated to 
answer question 

RQ 1: In what way, if any, do middle-
school principals report Arizona 
LEARNS has influenced their leadership 
behaviors and responsibilities?  
 

Principal survey 
item responses 

Descriptive Statistics 
using Mean Scores 
and Frequency 
Distributions 

RQ 2: In what way, if any, do middle-
school principals report NCLB has 
influenced their leadership behaviors and 
responsibilities?  
 

Principal survey 
item responses 

Descriptive Statistics 
using Mean Scores 
and Frequency 
Distributions 

RQ 3: Which principal leadership 
practices do middle-school principals 
consider most important as a result of the 
influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB 
on school effectiveness and why? 

Principal survey 
item responses and 
narrative responses 

Descriptive Statistics 
using Mean Scores 
and Frequency 
Distributions; 
Thematic Analysis 

RQ 4: Does the middle-school possess all 
the elements that should characterize 
present-day middle-schools? To what 
degree have Arizona LEARNS and NCLB 
compromised the continuation of these 
elements? 

Principal survey 
item responses and 
narrative responses 

Descriptive Statistics 
using Mean Scores 
and Frequency 
Distributions; 
Thematic Analysis 

RQ5: What is the relationship, if any, 
between the influence of Arizona 
LEARNS and NCLB on the leadership 
behaviors of middle-school principals 
and six demographic factors: principal 
years of experience, principal years of 
service at present school, the principal’s 
perception of the school’s ability to meet 
NCLB requirements by 2014, whether or 
not the school receives Title I funding, 
the school’s 2006 Arizona LEARNS 
performance label, and whether or not 
the school met AYP requirements? 

Principal survey 
item responses 

Inferential Statistics 
using Pearson 
product-moment 
correlation, ANOVA, 
Tukey’s HSD post 
hoc test, and t-test for 
independent samples 
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CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Introduction 

It is indeed a pivotal time in education for school leaders. No Child Left Behind 

(2001) represents a significant Standards Movement in the United States; Arizona 

LEARNS (2002) is one example of the ways each state is dealing with the Act’s 

requirements. As the federal and Arizona state governments rely on NCLB and Arizona 

LEARNS to inform practice in the schools, an analysis of the impact of the policies on 

leadership and management of the schools is especially pertinent and appropriate.  

Given NCLB’s (2001) and Arizona LEARNS’ (2002) intense focus on individual 

and group accountability based on student performance measured by standardized tests, 

the environment for principals has changed significantly since 2002 (Valentine et al., 

2004). Effective educational leadership can make a difference in improving learning 

outcomes for students (Marzano et al., 2003). Marzano et al. (2003, 2005) stated there is 

a substantial and measurable relationship between school leadership and student 

achievement. The Balanced Leadership framework of Marzano et al. (2005) provided an 

appropriate yet fundamental, behavioral construct through which leadership behaviors 

may be seen in a specific context. Elements of instructional leadership, moral leadership, 

transformational leadership, and characteristics of effective leaders are within this 

framework (Marzano et al., 2005). Balanced Leadership gives clear responsibilities of 

leaders that are readily apparent and measurable, such as “focus,” “change agent,” 

“visibility,” and “relationships” (p.21).  Furthermore, the effects of NCLB and Arizona 
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LEARNS manifest politically, structurally, symbolically, and in the human resource 

frames of Bolman and Deal (2003), and as such they influence the behaviors and 

responsibilities of middle-level principals.  

Purpose of the Study 

This study sought to inform current practitioners, researchers, and policy makers 

about the impact of the pressures of accountability on the performance of leadership in 

the schools. As detailed earlier, according to the literature on school leadership, a 

balanced approach to leadership is most able to promote effective school reform and 

change (Marzano et al., 2003, 2005); however, if NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS 

(2002) are seen as creating an “imbalance” in the practice of school leadership, schools 

may be unable to meet these accountability expectations and face severe sanctions as a 

result. With this in mind, it is in the best interests of practitioners, researchers, and policy 

makers to investigate and understand the realities of the situation for school leaders and 

to recommend pragmatic solutions to help improve our schools.  

Sample Description 

The survey was administered electronically to middle-school principals. All 

participants were provided with informed consent and participant’s rights documentation 

prior to completing the survey (see Appendices B and C). Middle-school principals were 

selected because of the acute pressures of NCLB (2001) accountability at that level 

(Alliance for Excellent Education, 2003). Although 168 principals were invited to 

participate, only 56 actually completed the survey (33.3% response rate) with varying 
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degrees of survey completion. The information gained from the study provides a unique 

view of present-day principal leadership in middle-schools.  

Discussion of Findings 

In the review of the literature, survey methodology and specific quantitative 

analyses were used in the majority of relevant research. Therefore, the researcher used 

survey methodology and quantitative analysis to determine perceptions of the influence 

of Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001) on present leadership behaviors according 

to principals. The researcher also utilized narrative thematic analysis to add depth to the 

principal responses to open-ended questions. The researcher designed the survey based 

on the research of Marzano et al. (2005) and the study assessing the impact of NCLB 

(2001) on principal behavior in Connecticut (Luizzi, 2006; see Appendix A). The final 

version of the survey had seven parts: introduction, NCLB and leadership responsibilities 

and behaviors based on the Balanced Leadership framework (Marzano et al., 2005), 

Arizona LEARNS and leadership responsibilities and behaviors based on the Balanced 

Leadership framework (Marzano et al., 2005), rating of principal leadership 

responsibilities, middle-school concept affected by federal and state accountability 

measures, open-ended questions, and demographics.  

The following research questions were answered in this dissertation study:  

1. In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report NCLB has influenced 

their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  

2. In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report Arizona LEARNS has 

influenced their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  
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3.  Which principal leadership practices do middle-school principals consider 

most important as a result of the influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on 

school effectiveness and why? 

4.  Does the middle-school possess all the elements that should characterize 

present-day middle-schools? To what degree have Arizona LEARNS and 

NCLB compromised the continuation of these elements? 

5.  What is the relationship, if any, between the influence of Arizona LEARNS 

and NCLB on the leadership behaviors of middle-school principals and six 

demographic factors: principal years of experience, principal years of service at 

present school, the principal’s perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB 

requirements by 2014, whether or not the school receives Title I funding, 

whether or not the school met AYP requirements and, the school’s 2006 

Arizona LEARNS performance label?  

For the purpose of clarity, each of the five research questions is restated and 

followed by descriptive analysis. In several instances, not all respondents answered each 

question; when this occurred, the researcher recoded the data into SPSS as “SYSMIS” so 

as not to impact the statistical analysis. In order to better frame the analysis, demographic 

information is presented first. 

Demographic Data 

 The survey asked respondents to identify gender; years of experience as a 

principal, number of years at the current site; whether or not the school met AYP 

requirements for school year 2005-2006; the Arizona LEARNS (2002) label assigned for 
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school year 2006-2007; whether or not the school receives Title I funding; and whether 

the school would be able to meet NCLB requirements of 100% proficiency by 2014, and 

if not, why. Tables 2-10 show the responses.  

Exactly half of respondents (28 out of 56), 50 % were males (see Table 2).  

The survey asked respondents to identify years of experience as a principal (see 

Table 3). The mean for years of experience was 6.15 years. The highest percentage of 

respondents had 2 years of experience (14.3% of the overall sample), followed by 5 or 6 

years experience (12.5% of the sample), then by 8 or 10 years experience (8.9%, see 

Table 3).  

___________________________________________________________________ 

Table 2 

Gender of Participants (N=55) 

 
 

Frequency Percent 

 
Male 

 

 
28 

 
50 

 
Female 
 

 
27 

 
48.2 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 

Table 3 

Years of Experience as Principal (N=55) 

 
Years 

 
Frequency 

 
Percent 

1 1 1.8 

2 8 14.3 

3 3 5.4 

4 3 5.4 

5 7 12.5 

6 7 12.5 

7 3 5.4 

8 5 8.9 

9 3 5.4 

10 5 8.9 

12 1 1.8 

13 1 1.8 

15 1 1.8 

18 1 1.8 

27 1 1.8 

 
Note.  Only those years cited are included.  
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The survey asked principals to identify years of experience at current site. The 

mean for years of experience at current site was 3.9 years. When asked how long they 

had been at their current site, the majority of principals, 28.6% of the group, had two 

years experience, the second largest group (21.4%) had 3 years experience and the next 

largest group (14.3%) had 4 years experience working at their present site (see Table 4). 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 4 
 
Years of Experience at Current Site (N=55) 
 
 

Years 
 

Frequency 
 

Percent 

1 1 1.8 

2 16 28.6 

3 12 21.4 

4 8 14.3 

5 2 3.6 

6 3 5.4 

7 2 3.6 

8 1 1.8 

9 5 8.9 

10 1 1.8 

11 1 1.8 

  
Note. Only those years cited are included. 
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 Respondents were asked if their school had failed to make AYP under NCLB 

(2001) standards for school year 2006-2007. Most principals were aware of the answer, 

but one did not respond concerning their school’s AYP status. Twenty-five principals, 

constituting 44.6% of the sample population, indicated that their schools did not make 

AYP under NCLB (see Table 5). 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 5 

Middle-School Met AYP Requirements for School Year 2006-2007(N=55) 
 

 
 

Frequency Percent 

 
Yes 

 
30 53.6 

 
No 

 
25 44.6 

 

The next question on the demographic section of the survey asked respondents 

what Arizona LEARNS (2002) label was assigned to their school for 2006-2007 (see 

Table 6). Four schools had been labeled “Failing”, representing 7.1% of the sample. 

Twelve schools had been labeled “Underperforming,” constituting 21.4% of the sample; 

10 had been labeled “Performing,” representing 17.9%; seven had been labeled as 

“Performing Plus,” representing 12.5%; eight had been labeled “Highly Performing”  
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 6 

Arizona LEARNS Labels for School Year 2007-2008 (N=55) 
 

 Frequency Percent 

 
Failing 
 

4 7.1 

Underperforming 12 21.4 

Performing 10 17.9 

Performing Plus 7 12.5 

Highly Performing 8 14.3 

Excelling 14 25.0 

 

constituting 14.3: of the sample; and fourteen had been labeled “Excelling,” capturing 

25.0% of the sample. 

The next question of the demographic section asked respondents whether their 

school received Title I funds due to the socioeconomic demographics of the student 

population (Table 7). Thirty-one principals answered “Yes,” constituting 55.4% of the 

schools; 42.9% of the schools did not receive Title I funds.  
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 7 

Middle-School Received Title I Funding for SY 2007-2008 (N=55) 

 
 

Frequency Percent 

 
Yes 
 

31 55.4 

 
No 
 

24 42.9 

 

The final question of the demographic section asked principals whether or not 

they believed their school could meet NCLB (2001) requirements of 100% proficiency by 

school year 2013-2014. Table 8 illustrates the responses. Overwhelmingly, most middle-

school principals (n = 45), believe that their school will not meet the target of 100% 

proficiency. 
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 8 

Middle-School Meet 100% Proficiency by School Year 2013-2014 (N=55) 
 

 
 

Frequency Percent 

 
Yes 

 
10 17.9 

 
No 

 
45 80.4 

 
 

The principals who indicated that they did not think their schools could meet 

NCLB (2001) were asked to answer two additional questions; respondents who indicated 

otherwise had completed the survey. The first question asked principals to identify the 

ways they felt their schools would be unable to meet this goal (see Table 9). They were 

able to select multiple-response options, as well as write in answers under “other.” 

Special Education Mathematics/Reading/Writing was indicated most often by principals 

(n = 39) as a constraint. English Language Learners Mathematics/Reading/Writing was 

also indicated frequently by the respondents (n = 27). Interestingly, seven principals 

wrote in similar responses under “other”. While they varied in tone, in essence four of 

them stated their opinion that 100% proficiency is an unrealistic standard arbitrarily 

assigned, in part because it fails to account for the variety of students’ needs and abilities. 

Furthermore, two principals cited mobility of students under the “other” option. 
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______________________________________________________________________ 

Table 9 

Constraints to Meeting 100% Proficiency by School Year 2013-2014 (N=55) 
 

 
 

Frequency Percent 

 
Grade level 
Mathematics/Reading/Writing 

 

19 33.9 

 
Whole school 
Mathematics/Reading/Writing 

 

17 30.4 

 
Various Ethnic group 
Mathematics/Reading/Writing 

 

22 39.3 

 
English Language Learners 
Mathematics/Reading/Writing 

 

27 48.2 

 
Special Education 
Mathematics/Reading/Writing 

 

39 69.6 

 
Minimum Percent Tested 
(95%) 

 

3 5.4 

 
Minimum Subgroup Tested 
(95%) 

 

6 10.7 
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The second question for respondents who did not think their schools could meet 

NCLB (2001) expectations in the future asked respondents to identify what other 

variables they had considered that impacted the school’s capacity to meet NCLB goals. 

Responses showed interesting trends with two limitations selected by respondents more 

often than others: Insufficient Remediation Services (46.4%) and Resource Availability 

(financial, personnel, material; 42.9%; see Table 10). 
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 10 

Additional Constraints to Meeting 100% Proficiency by SY 2013-2014 (N=55) 

 

 
 

Frequency Percent 

 
Instructional Quality 

 
7 12.5 

 
Resource Availability 

 
24 42.9 

 
Insufficient Remediation Services 

 
26 46.4 

 
Data Availability 

 
2 3.6 

 
Community Awareness and Support of 
Expectations 

 

8 14.3 

 
Staff Knowledge of Standards 

 
2 3.6 

 
Staff Commitment to NCLB (Arizona 
LEARNS) Goals 

 

6 10.7 

 
Vertical Articulation of Curriculum (from 
one grade to the next) 

 

14 25.0 

 
Horizontal Articulation of Curriculum 
(across grade level) 

 

 
9 

 
16.1 
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Having summarized the demographic data gathered through the survey, the next 

several paragraphs look at the data in relationship to the five research questions, using 

descriptive statistical techniques and inferential statistical techniques for Questions 1 and 

2, descriptive statistical techniques for Question 3, descriptive statistical techniques and 

qualitative thematic analysis for Question 4, and inferential statistical techniques for 

Question 5.  

Research Question 1 

In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report NCLB has influenced 

their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  

To answer this question, descriptive statistics were generated on each of the 

individual items that comprised each question. These descriptive statistics included the 

mean scores and standard deviations of responses (see Table 11). Recall that as principals 

reflected on the change in their behaviors and responsibilities as influenced by NCLB 

(2001), they rated their ability to perform each of the 21 specific leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities. The leadership behaviors and responsibilities come directly from the 

“Balanced Leadership” framework developed by Marzano, et al. (2003, 2005). Responses 

possible were “5 - Increased Greatly,” “4 - Increased,” “3 - No Difference,” “2 – 

Decreased,” and “1-Decreased Greatly.”  
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___________________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 11 

Influence of No Child Left Behind Accountability Measure on Principal Leadership  
 
Behaviors/Responsibilities (N=54) 
 

 
Leadership Behaviors/Responsibility 

 

 
Mean  

 
SD 

Being Visible 
  

2.89 .91 

Maintaining Situational Awareness 3.18 .57 

Allocating Resources 3.27 .88 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships 
 

3.16 .68 

Demonstrating Outreach 3.32 .87 

Maintaining and Establishing Order 3.66 .71 

Being an Optimizer 3.63 .78 

Monitoring/Evaluating 3.39 .92 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 
 

3.68 .63 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment  3.46 .87 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation 3.39 .93 

Seeking Input    3.36 .77 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs 3.38 .66 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus 3.46 .78 

Demonstrating Flexibility  3.23 .81 

Ensuring Discipline   3.25 .84 

Promoting Culture 3.34 .84 

Maintaining Communication  3.43 .78 

Providing Contingent Rewards 3.45 .78 

Being a Change Agent  3.73 .75 

Providing Affirmation  3.41 .63 
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A review of the data indicated middle-school principals report the influence of 

NCLB (2001) contributed to an increase in their ability to practice of specific leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities (see Table 11). The highest mean score was attributed to 

Being a Change Agent, with a mean score of 3.73 and a standard deviation of .75. The 

frequency charts for responses showed that approximately 66% of principals indicated 

that NCLB has increased this behavior. 

With a mean score of 3.68, middle-school principals also saw NCLB (2001) 

contributed to an increase in their responsibility of Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, 

Instruction, and Assessment. The standard deviation of .63 for the response was less than 

the range between the mean score and 3.0; looking at the frequency of the responses, 

approximately 63% of the principals responded that NCLB (2001) has influenced greatly 

their ability to perform this leadership function.  

Middle-school principals reported their ability to execute behaviors supporting 

Maintaining and Establishing Order increased given the influence of NCLB (2001) with a 

mean score of 3.66 and a standard deviation of .71. Similarly, approximately 68% of the 

middle-school principals viewed NCLB (2001) as having increased their ability to 

execute this behavior and responsibility. 

Only one leadership behavior/responsibility had a mean score below 3.0.  The 

lowest mean score was 2.89, attributed to Being Visible, which was defined as the 

principals’ ability to have quality contact and interactions with students and teachers. 

Important behaviors tied to this responsibility include making systematic and frequent 

visits to classrooms, making contact with students often, and being highly visible to 
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students, faculty and parents. This mean score was lower than the No Difference score of 

3. This indicated the middle-school principals’ belief that the influence of NCLB (2001) 

resulted in a decrease in their ability to execute this particular behavior. 

To summarize, according to responses on the middle-school principal survey, 

principals reported NCLB (2001) contributed to a slight increase in their ability to 

execute 20 of the 21 leadership behaviors/responsibilities. The behavior/responsibility 

that showed the most increase was Being a Change Agent. On the other hand, middle-

school principals responded that NCLB (2001) influenced the most decrease in their 

ability of Being Visible.  

Research Question 2 

 In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report Arizona LEARNS has 

influenced their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  

The questions in this section of the survey mirrored the questions asked in the first 

section; however, the emphasis was on the influence of Arizona LEARNS (2002) as it 

affects middle-school principals’ ability to execute leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities from the “Balanced Leadership” framework developed by Marzano, et al. 

(2003, 2005). Similar to Research Question 1, to answer this question, descriptive 

statistics were generated on each of the individual items and used to analyze and interpret 

the data. These descriptive statistics included the mean scores and standard deviations of 

responses. Again, responses ranged from “5-Increased Greatly” to “1-Decreased 

Greatly”; the middle response was “3-No Difference”.  
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As with NCLB (2001), a review of the data indicated that middle-school 

principals saw the influence of Arizona LEARNS (2002) contributed to an increase in 

their practice of specific behaviors and responsibilities (see Table 12). Similar to 

responses for Research Question 1, the data in Table 12 indicate the ability to execute the 

behavior of Maintaining and Establishing Order is increased as a result of the influence of 

Arizona LEARNS (2002). This response also had a mean score of 3.66; however, it had a 

standard deviation of .67 with 59% of the principals indicating this behavior had 

increased somewhat as a result of the influence of Arizona LEARNS. 

In the data set represented by Table 12, Arizona LEARNS (2002) was shown to 

also have an influence in the ability of Being an Optimizer (M = 3.61, SD = .79) and 

Demonstrating Outreach (M = 3.59. SD = .93).  

In these data, middle-school principals also perceived Arizona LEARNS (2002) 

contributed to a decrease in their ability to perform certain leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities. Specifically, principals identified a decrease in their ability to 

Demonstrate Flexibility, which refers to the extent to which leaders adapt their leadership 

practice to what is presently occurring and the degree to which they are at ease with 

disagreement (Marzano et al., 2003, 2005). This response had a mean score of 2.94, with 

only 26.8% of the principals indicating the behavior had increased. Additionally, as with 

NCLB (2001), middle-school principals noted Arizona LEARNS contributed to a 

decrease in the ability to Be(ing) Visible. This had a mean score of 2.93 and only 33.9% 

of the principal responses indicated an increase in this behavior. However, both of these 

mean scores had standard deviations at or above 1.00, indicating a wider spread of 
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responses when compared with other responses.  

To summarize, according to responses on the survey, middle-school principals 

indicated Arizona LEARNS (2002) influenced most an increase in the ability to Maintain 

and Establish Order. Conversely, principals reported Arizona LEARNS had most 

decreased the principals’ ability of Being Visible. When considering influence of both 

NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS, the ability to Maintain and Establish Order was 

affected equally by both accountability measures. Similarly, the practice of Being Visible 

is the most decreased behavior and responsibility as influenced by NCLB and Arizona 

LEARNS. 

The data obtained from sections 1 and 2 of the survey indicate that both NCLB 

(2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) influence middle-school leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities. The mean scores obtained are different for 19 of 21 leadership behaviors 

and responsibilities when comparing the influence of NCLB to the influence of Arizona 

LEARNS. The two that were the same for survey sections 1 and 2 were Maintaining and 

Establishing Order (M = 3.66) and Establishing and Maintaining Focus (M = 3.46). The 

ability to Demonstrate Flexibility was the leadership behavior and responsibility with the 

greatest discrepancy between the mean responses of sections 1 and 2 at .29. 
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______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 12 

Influence of Arizona LEARNS Accountability Measure on Principal Leadership  
 
Behaviors/Responsibilities (N=55) 
 

 
Leadership Behaviors/Responsibility 

 

 
Mean  

 
SD 

Being Visible 
  

2.93 1.04 

Maintaining Situational Awareness 3.41 .63 

Allocating Resources 3.13 1.06 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships 
 

3.34 .67 

Demonstrating Outreach 3.59 .93 

Maintaining and Establishing Order 3.66 .67 

Being an Optimizer 3.61 .79 

Monitoring/Evaluating 3.33 .91 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 
 

3.30 1.104 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment  
 

3.56 .88 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation 3.20 .98 

Seeking Input    3.11 .86 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs 3.20 .90 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus 3.46 .75 

Demonstrating Flexibility  2.94 1.00 

Ensuring Discipline   3.15 .71 

Promoting Culture 3.28 .76 

Maintaining Communication  3.44 .69 

Providing Contingent Rewards 3.46 .72 

Being a Change Agent  3.54 .77 

Providing Affirmation   3.30 .66 
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Research Question 3 

Which principal leadership practices do middle-school principals consider most 

important as a result of the influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on school 

effectiveness and why? 

Descriptive statistics were used to evaluate the self-rated importance of leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities. Thematic analysis was used to analyze responses to the 

open-ended question that accompanied the ratings, “If there were no accountability 

structures, laws, measures, or programs for student performance as they exist today, 

would your ratings change? If so, how?” The 4-point scale for the ratings of leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities ranged from “4-Very Important” to “1-Not Important”. 

Ratings were assigned by analyzing data—the behavior/responsibility which received the 

highest percentage of Very Important was rated as 1 (see Table 13). Three 

behaviors/responsibilities were most often rated as Very Important: Being Visible,  
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Table 13 
 
Rating of Principal Leadership Behaviors and Responsibilities (N=55)  
 

 
Leadership Behaviors and Responsibilities 

 
Rating Percent Mean  SD 

 
Being Visible 
  

1 
 

78.2 3.78 .42 

Maintaining Situational Awareness 7 61.8 3.58 .57 

Allocating Resources 4 70.9 3.67 .55 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships 
 

1 78.2 3.76 .47 

Demonstrating Outreach 15 27.3 2.96 .79 

Maintaining and Establishing Order 6 63.6 3.54 .66 

Being an Optimizer 9 58.2 3.45 .72 

Monitoring/Evaluating 3 72.7 3.71 .50 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment 
 

2 74.5 3.72 .49 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment
  

3 72.7 3.71 .50 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation 10 54.5 3.47 .66 

Seeking Input    11 52.7 3.33 .82 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs 5 65.5 3.6 .60 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus 14 34.5 3.16 .76 

Demonstrating Flexibility  12 47.3 3.36 .70 

Ensuring Discipline   1 78.2 3.69 .66 

Promoting Culture 11 52.7 3.51 .54 

Maintaining Communication  4 70.9 3.71 .46 

Providing Contingent Rewards 8 60.0 3.44 .76 

Being a Change Agent  9 58.2 3.56 .54 

Providing Affirmation  13 45.5 3.33 .72 
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Developing and Maintaining Relationships, and Ensuring Discipline. Approximately 78% 

of the middle-school principals considered these behaviors/responsibilities as Very 

Important. It is interesting to note that although Being Visible was considered Very 

Important, it was the leadership behavior that was most often executed less as a result of 

the influence of both NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002, see Tables 11 and 12). 

The second most important leadership behavior and responsibility according to 

respondents was Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment; 

74.5% considered this responsibility Very Important. Likewise, the ability to execute this 

behavior has increased as a result of the influence of NCLB (2001, see Table 11).  

The leadership behavior/responsibility rated Very Important the least was 

Demonstrating Outreach; only 27.3% of the principals considered this Very Important.  

Thematic analysis revealed several themes within responses to the open-ended 

question, “If there were no accountability structures, laws, measures, or programs for 

student performance as they exist today, would your ratings change? If so, how?” (see 

Appendix ) Of the 56 survey participants, 36 principals responded to the prompt. Of 

these, 8 principals said their ratings would change. Middle-school principals who 

indicated their ratings would change said without the accountability measures, there 

would be decreased paperwork, increased focus on relationships and community 

building, and increased flexibility and discretion in use of available funds, and increased 

in-class support for instruction. Remarked one middle-school principal,  

“Paperwork” would decrease which would allow more time to deepen 

relationships with all stakeholders. What's more important, people or data? 
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Accountability structures suggest the latter while leadership principles remind us 

to foster the former. We are in the midst of a philosophical conflict.   

Of the 28 principals who said their ratings would not change, ten explained their 

thinking. After analyzing the responses of those who said their ratings would not change, 

a theme emerged. Reflecting this theme is this response from one principal, “I do what I 

do because I want to see students and teachers succeed.” The middle-school principals in 

this survey who indicate that their ratings would not change related that accountability 

pressures have not altered their practice. They will continue to strive to meet 

accountability demands within their current leadership style.                                                                                                        

To summarize, middle-school principals in Arizona are mostly in agreement in 

the rating of the 21 leadership behaviors and responsibilities. Being Visible, Developing 

and Maintaining Relationships, and Ensuring Discipline were the three most important 

leadership behaviors and responsibilities, each receiving 78.2% of responses as Very 

Important. While the majority of principals said their ratings would not change if there 

were not accountability measures, of those who said the ratings would change, they cited 

without accountability measures, there would be decreased paperwork, increased focus 

on relationships and community building, increased flexibility and discretion in use of 

available funds, and increased in-class support for instruction.  

Research Question 4 

Does the middle-school possess all the elements that should characterize present-

day middle-schools? To what degree have Arizona LEARNS and NCLB compromised 

the continuation of these elements? 
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Simple quantitative analysis using percent and frequency distributions, as well as 

thematic analysis were used to answer these two open-ended questions. The possible 

survey responses were Is Part of Our School, Has Been Reduced, and Has Never Been a 

Part of Our School. Each principal could select only one response. The response 

frequency and percent of the sample for each middle-school component allowed the 

researcher to determine the extent to which the middle-school philosophy had been 

affected at each site given the influence of the two operating accountability measures. 

Data indicated six of the research-based concepts or characteristics of middle-

schools as defined by Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st Century, 

This We Believe: Successful Schools for Young Adolescents, and Breaking Ranks in the 

Middle: Strategies for Leading Middle Level Reform (Carnegie Corporation of New 

York, 1989; National Association of Secondary School Principals, 2006; National Middle 

school Association, 2003) were not present at principals’ unique sites (see Table 14). 

They were: balanced curriculum, arrangements permitting long term relationship 

development, comprehensive classroom-based advising and counseling, adult advocate 

for every student, interdisciplinary teams, and inviting, safe, and supportive school 

climate. Interestingly, 36 principals or 64.3% of the sample indicated that exploratory 

experiences have been reduced at their schools. Of the eleven characteristics, this is the 

component marked most frequently as reduced.  

 Question 6 of the survey asked principals how the middle-school philosophy had 

been affected by NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002). Of the 36 principals who 

responded to this narrative prompt, thematic analysis revealed several themes. Fifteen of  
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Table 14 
 
Presence of Research-based Characteristics of Middle-schools (N=55)  
 
 

Characteristic 
  

Present 
 

 
Have Been 
Reduced 

 
Never Present 

 
Balanced Curriculum  

 
Percent 64.3 32.1 1.8 
 
Frequency 36 18 1 

Knowledgeable and Committed 
Educators 

 
Percent 89.3 8.9 - 
 
Frequency 50 5 - 

Arrangements Permitting Long 
Term Relationship Development 

Percent 44.6 41.1 10.7 

Frequency 25 23 6 
 
Varied Instructional Strategies 

 
Percent 80.4 16.1 - 
 
Frequency 45 9 - 

 
Exploratory Experiences 

 
Present 32.1 64.3 - 
 
Frequency 18 36 - 

Comprehensive Classroom-based 
Advising and Counseling 

 
Percent 28.6 37.5 30.4 
 
Frequency 16 21 17 

Adult Advocate for Every Student 

 
Percent 28.6 42.9 25.0 
 
Frequency 16 24 14 

 
Interdisciplinary Teams 

 
Percent 62.5 26.8 8.9 
 
Frequency 35 15 5 

 
Inviting, Safe, and Supportive 
School Climate 

 
Percent 66.1 25.0 7.1 
 
Frequency 37 14 4 

Assessments and Evaluation that 
Promote Learning 

 
Percent 87.5 10.7 - 
 
Frequency 49 6 - 



 
 
 

  115

the principals report an emphasis on test results and standards, three cite a reduction in 

availability of exploratory experiences for students, and four say that the middle-school 

philosophy has been replaced by the junior-high philosophy. Says one principal, “Yes, 

we are moving away from the team model of educating children back towards a Junior 

High. I am forced to do this because academic achievement is the basis for all the 

decisions I make.” 

Research Question 5 

 What is the relationship, if any, between the influence of Arizona LEARNS and 

NCLB on the leadership behaviors of middle-school principals and six demographic 

factors: principal years of experience, principal years of service at present school, the 

principal’s perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB requirements by 2014, 

whether or not the school receives Title I funding, whether or not the school met AYP 

requirements for 2007, and the school’s 2007 Arizona LEARNS performance label?  

This research question had six parts and required six separate analyses. The 

variables examined were: years of experience as principal, principal years of service at 

present school, principal’s perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB (2001) 

requirements by 2014, whether or not the school receives Title I funding, whether the 

school met AYP requirements for 2007, and the school’s 2007 Arizona LEARNS (2002) 

performance label.  

Years of Experience. The purpose of this portion of the research design was to 

determine the relationship between years of experience as principal and the influence of 
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both Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001) on leadership practices. The researcher 

performed three separate Pearson Product-Moment Correlations to better analyze and 

interpret the data in regards to each accountability model. The statistical significance 

(alpha = .05) and magnitude of the relationships were examined.  

The first correlation used combined scores from principal responses addressing 

the ability to execute leadership behaviors and responsibilities as influenced by NCLB 

(2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002). Research shows both accountability measures 

affect principal leadership behaviors and practice (McKinney, 2007). To begin the 

analysis, an average of the responses for each leadership behavior and responsibility for 

questions 1 and 2 was calculated, and a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was 

performed to examine the correlation between the influence of both NCLB and Arizona 

LEARNS on the ability to execute specific leadership behaviors and years of experience.  

For example, the leadership behavior and responsibility of Being Visible as influenced by 

NCLB had a mean score of 2.89, Being Visible as influenced by Arizona LEARNS had a 

mean score of 2.93. The average of these two mean scores is 2.91, (or Being Visible 

Combined Mean). Table 15 shows the four significant correlations between the 

leadership behaviors/responsibilities and years of experience found. Years of experience 

as a principal was found to be significantly correlated to responses of four behaviors, 

Maintaining Communication (r = -.285, p= .045), Providing Contingent Rewards (r = -

.309, p = .029), Being a Change Agent (r = -.298, p =.036), and Providing Affirmation (r 

= -.287, p = .044). Therefore, these data showed principals’ years of experience was 

related to both NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS’ (2002) influence over their ability  
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Table 15 
 
Correlations of Middle-school Principals’ Combined Mean Responses and Years of Experience (N = 50) 
 

 
Leadership Behavior and Responsibility 

 

 
r 

 
p 

 
Being Visible Combined Mean 

 
.082 .570 

 
Maintaining Situational Awareness Combined Mean -.219 .126 
 
Allocating Resources Combined Mean -.008 .958 
 
Developing and Maintaining Relationships Combined Mean -.062 .670 
 
Demonstrating Outreach Combined Mean -.005 .974 
 
Maintaining and Establishing Order Combined Mean -.114 .432 
 
Being an Optimizer Combined Mean .085 .557 
 
Monitoring/Evaluating Combined Mean .134 .354 
 
Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment Combined Mean 
 

 
-.067 

 
.643 

Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment Combined Mean 
  

.024 .869 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation Combined Mean 
 

.187 .194 

Seeking Input Combined Mean   .007 .963 
 
Communicating Ideals/Beliefs Combined Mean 

 
.017 

 
.905 

 
Establishing and Maintaining Focus Combined Mean 

 
-.130 

 
.367 

 
Demonstrating Flexibility Combined Mean  

 
.033 

 
.820 

 
Ensuring Discipline Combined Mean  

 
-.189 

 
.188 

 
Promoting Culture Combined Mean 

 
-.082 

 
.570 

 
Maintaining Communication Combined Mean  

 
-.285* 

 
.045 

 
Providing Contingent Rewards Combined Mean -.309* .029 
 
Being a Change Agent Combined Mean  -.298* .036 
 
Providing Affirmation Combined  Mean 

 
-.287* 

 
.044 

 

Note. *p < .05. 
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to execute these behaviors and responsibilities. Each of the significant correlations was 

weak and negative or inversely related to years of experience of the principal. In other 

words, as the years of experience as a principal increased, the scores on these items 

decreased.  

 The second correlation used scores from principal responses addressing the ability 

to execute leadership behaviors and responsibilities as influenced by NCLB (2001). Table 

16 shows the three significant correlations between the leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities influenced by NCLB and years of experience found through the use of a 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation. Years of experience as a principal was found to be 

significantly related to responses to three behaviors, Providing Contingent Rewards (r = -

.284, p = .046), Being a Change Agent (r = -.333, p = .018), and Providing Affirmation (r 

= -.285, p = .045). Therefore, these data showed principals’ years of experience was 

related to the influence of NCLB (2001) over their ability to execute these behaviors and 

responsibilities. As with the first correlation, each significant correlations was relatively 

weak and negative, or inversely related to years of experience of the principal. In other 

words, as the years of experience as a principal increased, the scores on these items 

decreased.  

The third correlation used scores from principal responses in Section B of the 

survey. This section asked principals to consider the influence of Arizona LEARNS 

(2002) on their ability to execute leadership behaviors and responsibilities. Table 17 

shows the one significant correlation between the leadership behaviors/responsibilities  
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______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 16 

Correlations of Middle-school Principals’ Responses (NCLB) and Years of Experience (N=50) 

 
Leadership Behaviors/Responsibility 

 

 
r 

 
p 

Being Visible 
  

.129 .373 

Maintaining Situational Awareness -.106 .463 

Allocating Resources -.144 .318 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships 
 

-.016 .910 

Demonstrating Outreach .030 .836 

Maintaining and Establishing Order -.065 .653 

Being an Optimizer .097 .505 

Monitoring/Evaluating .130 .368 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 
 

-.161 .264 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment  
 

.026 .860 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation  .090 .532 

Seeking Input     .011 .942 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs  .041 .779 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus  -.090 .536 

Demonstrating Flexibility   .066 .646 

Ensuring Discipline    -.202 .159 

Promoting Culture -.074 .612 

Maintaining Communication  -.216 .132 

Providing Contingent Rewards -.284* .046 

Being a Change Agent   -.333* .018 

Providing Affirmation -.285* .045 
 
Note. *p < .05. 
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______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 17 

Correlations of Middle-school Principals’ Responses (Arizona LEARNS) and Years of Experience (N=50) 
 

 
Leadership Behaviors/Responsibility 

 

 
r 

 
p 

Being Visible 
  

.025 .865 

Maintaining Situational Awareness -.260 .069 

Allocating Resources .102 .481 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships 
 

-.100 .489 

Demonstrating Outreach -.038 .793 

Maintaining and Establishing Order -.128 .377 

Being an Optimizer .049 .741 

Monitoring/Evaluating .103 .483 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 
 

.009 .953 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment  
 

.027 .852 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation  .249 .084 

Seeking Input     .004 .977 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs  -.001 .993 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus  -.128 .380 

Demonstrating Flexibility   -.004 .977 

Ensuring Discipline    -.130 .375 

Promoting Culture -.050 .735 

Maintaining Communication  -.277 .054 

Providing Contingent Rewards -.290* .043 

Being a Change Agent   -.202 .164 

Providing Affirmation  -.229 .113 
 
Note. *p < .05. 
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and years of experience, Providing Contingent Rewards, found through the use of a 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation. 

Years of experience as a principal was found to be significantly related to one 

behavior, Providing Contingent Rewards (r = - .290, p =.043). Therefore, these data 

showed that principals’ years of experience was related Arizona LEARNS’ (2002) 

influence over their ability to execute these behaviors and responsibilities. As with the 

two previous significant correlations, this significant correlation was also negative, or 

inversely related to years of experience of the principal. In other words, as the years of 

experience as a principal increased, the ability to Provide Contingent Rewards decreased. 

 Years of Experience at Current Site. The purpose of this portion of the research 

design was to determine the relationship between years of experience as principal at 

current site and the influence of both Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001) on 

leadership practices. The researcher performed three separate Pearson Product-Moment 

Correlations to better analyze and interpret the data in regards to each accountability 

model, when viewed together and when viewed separately. The statistical significance 

(alpha = .05) and magnitude of the relationships were examined in each correlation.  

Both accountability measures influence principal leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities (McKinney, 2007). Similar to the first correlation performed in the 

previous section, this correlation used combined scores from principal responses 

addressing the ability to execute leadership behaviors and responsibilities as influenced 

by NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002). To begin the analysis, an average of the 

responses for each leadership behavior and responsibility for questions 1 and 2 was 
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calculated, and a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation was performed to examine the 

correlation between the influence of both NCLB and Arizona LEARNS on the ability to 

execute specific leadership behaviors and years of experience.  For example, the 

leadership behavior and responsibility of Being Visible as influenced by NCLB had a 

mean score of 2.89, Being Visible as influenced by Arizona LEARNS had a mean score 

of 2.93. The average of these two mean scores is 2.91, or Being Visible Combined Mean. 

Table 18 shows no significant correlations between the mean score of middle-school 

principal leadership behaviors/responsibilities and years of experience at current site 

found through the use of a Pearson Product-Moment Correlation.  

On the other hand, when exploring separately the correlation between the 

influence of each NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) on leadership behaviors 

and responsibilities, the results were different. A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation of 

NCLB between years of experience at the current site yielded no significant results (see 

Table 19), however there were two significant correlations between Arizona LEARNS 

and the ability to execute specific leadership behaviors and responsibilities (see Table 

20). Years of experience as a principal at current site was found to be significantly 

correlated to responses to two behaviors, Developing and Maintaining Relationships (r = 

-.290, p = .037) and Demonstrating Outreach (r = -.293, p = .035). These behaviors were 

inversely related to the number of years the principal served at his/her current site. In 

other words, as years of experience at current site increased, the ability to execute or 

perform these behaviors and responsibilities decreased.  
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Table 18 
 
Correlations of Middle-school Principals’ Responses Combined Means and Years of Experience at Current  
 
Site (N = 50) 

 
Leadership Behavior and Responsibility 

 

 
r 

 
p 

 
Being Visible Combined Mean .056 .694 
 
Maintaining Situational Awareness Combined Mean -.164 .245 
 
Allocating Resources Combined Mean .082 .564 
 
Developing and Maintaining Relationships Combined Mean -.242 .084 
 
Demonstrating Outreach Combined Mean -.157 .267 
 
Maintaining and Establishing Order Combined Mean -.168 .235 
 
Being an Optimizer Combined Mean -.193 .171 
 
Monitoring/Evaluating Combined Mean -.059 .677 
 
Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment Combined Mean 
 

 
    -.064 

 
.654 

Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment Combined Mean 
  

-.010 .942 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation Combined Mean -.077 .588 
 
Seeking Input Combined Mean   .028 .843 
 
Communicating Ideals/Beliefs Combined Mean -.032 .822 
 
Establishing and Maintaining Focus Combined Mean -.172 .224 
 
Demonstrating Flexibility Combined Mean  .166 .239 
 
Ensuring Discipline Combined Mean  -.051 .722 
 
Promoting Culture Combined Mean -.046 .745 
 
Maintaining Communication Combined Mean  -.199 .156 
 
Providing Contingent Rewards Combined Mean -.181 .200 
 
Being a Change Agent Combined Mean  -.138 .329 
 
Providing Affirmation Combined Mean 
 

 
-.228 

 
.104 
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_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 19 

Correlations of Middle-school Principals’ Responses (NCLB) and Years of Experience at Current Site (N =  
 
50) 
 

 
Leadership Behaviors/Responsibility 

 

 
r 

 
p 

Being Visible 
  

.069 .625 

Maintaining Situational Awareness -.032 .824 

Allocating Resources .068 .631 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships 
 

-.157 .267 

Demonstrating Outreach .027 .848 

Maintaining and Establishing Order -.046 .748 

Being an Optimizer -.129 .362 

Monitoring/Evaluating .045 .751 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 
 

-.059 .677 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment  
 

-.003 .984 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation  -.102 .470 

Seeking Input     -.018 .901 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs  .001 .996 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus  -.146 .302 

Demonstrating Flexibility   .131 .356 

Ensuring Discipline    -.100 .480 

Promoting Culture -.032 .821 

Maintaining Communication  -.225 .108 

Providing Contingent Rewards -.123 .387 

Being a Change Agent   -.115 .416 

Providing Affirmation  -.208 .139 
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______________________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 20 

Correlations of Middle-school Principals’ Responses (Arizona LEARNS) and Years of Experience at  
 
Current Site (N = 50) 
 

 
Leadership Behaviors/Responsibility 

 

 
r 

 
p 

Being Visible 
  

.033 .816 

Maintaining Situational Awareness -.235 .094 

Allocating Resources .071 .618 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships 
 

-.290* .037 

Demonstrating Outreach -.293* .035 

Maintaining and Establishing Order -.232 .098 

Being an Optimizer -.207 .144 

Monitoring/Evaluating -.147 .303 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 
 

-.054 .707 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment  
 

-.016 .909 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation  -.036 .802 

Seeking Input     .062 .665 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs  -.048 .737 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus  -.152 .286 

Demonstrating Flexibility   .150 .293 

Ensuring Discipline    .022 .879 

Promoting Culture -.053 .711 

Maintaining Communication  -.110 .444 

Providing Contingent Rewards -.210 .138 

Being a Change Agent   -.136 .340 

Providing Affirmation  -.201 .157 
Note. *p < .05. 
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Ability to Meet NCLB Requirements by 2014. The purpose of this portion of the 

research design was to determine if differences in the mean scores of principal leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities influenced by NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) 

are significant depending on whether the principal thought his school had the ability to 

meet the NCLB requirement of 100% proficiency by 2014. The researcher performed an 

independent samples t-test. This was deemed best for this analysis since the variable of 

whether the school would meet NCLB requirements by 2014 is categorical (e.g., yes or 

no) and the t-test compares mean scores for differing populations. The statistical 

significance (alpha = .05) and magnitude of the relationships were examined in each test. 

To analyze these data, the responses were given values, 1 = no, not meet NCLB 

requirements by 2014 and 2 = yes, meet NCLB requirements by 2014. 

Both accountability measures influence principal leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities (McKinney, 2007). The initial t-test used combined scores from principal 

responses addressing the ability to execute leadership behaviors and responsibilities as 

influenced by NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) from both sections A and B. 

To begin the analysis, an average of the responses for each leadership behavior and 

responsibility for questions 1 and 2 was calculated, and then the independent samples t-

test was performed. For example, the leadership behavior and responsibility of Being 

Visible as influenced by NCLB had a mean score of 2.89, Being Visible as influenced by 

Arizona LEARNS had a mean score of 2.93. The average of these two mean scores was 

2.91 and was labeled Being Visible Combined Mean. 



 
 
 

  127

The researcher next examined the difference of combined mean scores of 

principal behaviors and responsibilities and the two groups, those principals who believe 

their school would meet 100% proficiency by 2014 and those who do not believe 100% 

proficiency is possible. Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances was not significant for all 

behaviors/responsibilities. The researcher therefore assumed equal variances for each of 

the 21 principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities. Within these results, the 

researcher concluded the t-statistic was significant for two of the 21 principal leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities where equal variances may be assumed (see Table 21). 

There is a significant difference in the mean scores for Being Visible (t = -2.227, p = 

.030) and Seeking Input (t = -2.374, p = .021). Therefore, the ability to execute these 

behaviors as influenced by both accountability measures is greater for principals who 

thought his/her school would be able to meet NCLB requirements by 2014 than those 

who did not.  

To illustrate further, the descriptive statistics for these leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities in conjunction with the t-test results showed that in all areas with 

statistical differences between mean responses, the principals who believed their school 

would not be able to meet NCLB (2001) requirements by 2014, 82% of the principals, 

responded with a lower mean score than the principals who believed their school would 

be able to meet NCLB requirements by 2014. To illustrate, recall “3” represented a 

median, neutral score, the 2.80 mean score for Being Visible reported by principals in the 

“no” group implied that most principals felt that both accountability measures have 
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Table 21 
 
Independent Samples t-test For Ability to Meet NCLB Requirements: Both NCLB and Arizona LEARNS 

Influence on Middle-School Principal Leadership Scores 

 
Leadership Behavior and Responsibility* 

 

 
t-value 

 
df 

 
p-value 

 
Mean 

Difference 
 

 
Being Visible Combined Mean 
 

 
- 2.227 53 .030** - .6500 

Maintaining Situational Awareness Combined Mean  - 1.893 53 .064 - .3278 

Allocating Resources Combined Mean   -.309 53 .758 - .0889 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships Combined 
Mean 

 - 1.497 53 .140 - .3222 

Demonstrating Outreach Combined Mean  - 1.415 53 .163 - .3833 

Maintaining and Establishing Order Combined Mean  - 1.444 53 .154 - .2889 

Being an Optimizer Combined Mean  - .674 53 .503 - .1611 

Monitoring/Evaluating Combined Mean  - .874 53 .386 - .2389 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment Combined Mean 

 - .323 53 .748 - .0833 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment Combined Mean  

 - .657 53 .514 - .1833 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation Combined Mean   - 1.716 53 .092 - .5000 

Seeking Input Combined Mean     - 2.374 53 .021** - .5778 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs Combined Mean  - 1.393 53 .169 - .3278 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus Combined Mean   - .238 53 .813 - .0556 

Demonstrating Flexibility Combined Mean    -.226 53 .822 - .0611 

Ensuring Discipline Combined Mean  
  

 - 1.050 53 .299 - .2556 

Promoting Culture Combined Mean  - .786 53 .435 - .1944 

Maintaining Communication Combined Mean   - 1.522 53 .134 - .3333 
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Table 21 (continued) 
     

Providing Contingent Rewards Combined Mean  .789 53 .434 .1889 

Being a Change Agent Combined Mean    - 1.134 53 .262 - .2722 

Providing Affirmation Combined Mean  - . 74 53 .785 - .0556 

 
Note. *Equal variances assumed. **p < .05, two-tailed. 

decreased their ability to execute this specific leadership behavior and responsibility. In 

other words, middle-school principals who believed their schools would not meet NCLB 

requirements by 2014 were less able to execute the leadership behaviors/responsibilities 

of Being Visible and Seeking Input (as influenced by both accountability measures) than 

those principals who believed their schools would meet NCLB requirements, 

To determine the extent to which one accountability measure influenced middle-

school principal behavior, the researcher next examined the difference between mean 

scores of principals as influenced by NCLB (2001) alone and the two groups; one group 

believing their school would meet the goal of 100% proficiency by 2014 and the other 

group not. Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances is not significant for all except one 

behavior/responsibility, Being a Change Agent (F = 9.837, P = .003). The researcher 

therefore assumed equal variances for each of the remaining 20 principal leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities. Within these results, the researcher concluded that the t-

statistic is significant for three of the 20 principal leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities (see Table 22). There is a significant difference in the mean scores for 

Being Visible (t = -2.547, p = .014), Maintaining Situational Awareness (t = -2.131, p = 

.038), and Maintaining Communication (t = -2.219, p = .031). Therefore, the ability to  
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Table 22 
 
Independent Samples t-test For Ability to Meet NCLB Requirements: NCLB Influence and Middle-School 

Principal Leadership Score Means 

 
Leadership Behavior and Responsibility* 

 

 
t-value 

 
df 

 
p-value 

 
Mean 

Difference 
 

 
Being Visible 

 

 
- 2.500 53 .014** - .7667 

Maintaining Situational Awareness  - 2.130 53 .038** - .4111 

Allocating Resources  .360 53 .720 .1111 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships  - .794 53 .431 - .1889 

Demonstrating Outreach  - .756 53 .453 - .2333 

Maintaining and Establishing Order  - .613 53 .542 - .1556 

Being an Optimizer  .081 53 .936 .0222 

Monitoring/Evaluating  - .068 53 .946 - .0222 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment 

 - .148 53 .883 - .0333 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment  

 - .179 53 .858 - .0556 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation   - 1.19 53 .237 - .3889 

Seeking Input      - 1.62 53 .110 - .4333 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs   - 1.23 53 .225 - .2889 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus   .239 53 .812 .0667 

Demonstrating Flexibility    - .197 53 .844 - .0556 

Ensuring Discipline     -1.100 53 .275 -.3222 

Promoting Culture  -.716 53 .477 -.2111 
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Table 22 (continued)  
    

Maintaining Communication   - 2.22 53 .031** - .5889 

Providing Contingent Rewards  .601 53 .550 .1667 

Providing Affirmation   - .451 53 .654 - .1000 

 
Note.*Equal variances assumed. **p < .05, two-tailed. 

execute these behaviors as influenced by NCLB accountability measure is greater for 

principals who thought his/her school would be able to meet NCLB requirements by 

2014 than those who did not.  

The researcher next examined the difference between mean scores of principal 

behaviors as influenced by Arizona LEARNS (2002) alone and the two groups, those 

principals who believe their school will meet 100% proficiency by 2014 and those who 

do not believe 100% proficiency is possible. Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances is 

not significant for all except four behaviors/responsibilities: Demonstrating Outreach (F = 

5.964, p = .018); Being an Optimizer (F = 5.357, p = .025); Being Involved in 

Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment (F = 8.162, p = .006); and Being a Change 

Agent (F = 4.577, p = .037). The researcher therefore assumed equal variances for each 

of the remaining 17 principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities. Within these 

results, the researcher concluded the t-statistic is significant for two of the 17 principal 

leadership behaviors and responsibilities where equal variances may be assumed (see 

Table 23). There is a significant difference in the mean scores for Developing and 

Maintaining Relationships (t = -2.004, p = .050) and Seeking Input (t = -2.512, p = .015). 

Therefore, the ability to execute these behaviors as influenced by Arizona LEARNS  
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Table 23 
 
Independent Samples t-test For Ability to Meet NCLB Requirements: Arizona LEARNS Influence and 

Middle-School Principal Leadership Scores 

 
Leadership Behavior and Responsibility* 

 

 
t-value 

 
df 

 
p-value 

 
Mean 

Difference 
 

 
Being Visible 
 

 
- 1.517 53 .135 - .5333 

Maintaining Situational Awareness  - 1.119 53 .268 - .2444 

Allocating Resources  - .798 53 .428 - .2889 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships  - 2.004 53 .050** - .4556 

Maintaining and Establishing Order  - 1.834 53 .072 - .4222 

Monitoring/Evaluating  - 1.423 52 .161 - .4500 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment 

 - .347 52 .730 - .1273 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation   - 1.815 52 .075 - .6091 

Seeking Input      - 2.512 52 .015** - .7227 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs   - 1.159 52 .252 - .3636 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus   - .641 52 .525 - .1682 

Demonstrating Flexibility    - .193 52 .848 - .0682 

Ensuring Discipline     - .745 52 .460 - .1864 

Promoting Culture  - .558 52 .579 - .1500 

Maintaining Communication   -.279 52 .781 - .0682 

Providing Contingent Rewards  .791 52 .433 .2000 

Providing Affirmation   - .019 52 .985 - .0045 

 
Note. *Equal variances assumed. **p < .05, two-tailed. 
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(2002) is greater for principals who thought his/her school would be able to meet NCLB 

requirements by 2014 than those who did not. 

In summary, a t-test with independent samples found significant differences 

between the means scores of two groups of principals in regards to leadership behaviors 

and responsibilities: Being Visible (I am able to be in classroom on a daily basis; I 

interact with teachers and students frequently), Maintaining Situational Awareness (I am 

able to ‘read’ the ‘feelings’ or ‘energy’ of my faculty and staff and respond accordingly, 

quickly, and effectively), Maintaining Communication (I regularly communicate with 

teachers and students and encourage communication), Developing and Maintaining 

Relationships (I am able to interact with all faculty and staff members regularly to foster 

relationship growth and development), and Seeking Input (I have procedures in place to 

interact with teachers regularly regarding important decisions or situations concerning 

our school). Therefore, the ability to execute these behaviors as influenced by NCLB 

(2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) is greater for principals who thought his/her school 

would be able to meet NCLB requirements by 2014 than those who did not think his/her 

school would be able to meet NCLB requirements by 2014.  

Whether the school received Title I funding. The purpose of this portion of the 

research design was to determine if the differences in the mean scores of principal 

leadership behaviors and responsibilities as they are influenced by NCLB (2001) and 

Arizona LEARNS (2002) are significant depending on whether the middle-school 

receives Title 1 funding. The researcher performed an independent samples t-test as this 

was deemed best for this analysis since the variable of whether the middle-school 
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received Title 1 funding is categorical (e.g. , yes or no) and the t-test compares mean 

scores for differing populations. The statistical significance (alpha = .05) and magnitude 

of the relationships were examined in each test.  

As with the analysis of previous research questions, the researcher first examined 

the difference between mean scores of principals as influenced by both NCLB (2001) and 

Arizona LEARNS (2002) from sections A and B of the survey and the two groups; one 

group received Title 1 funding for the fiscal year and the other did not. To analyze these 

data, the responses were given values, 1 = no Title I funding and 2 = yes Title I funding. 

Both accountability measures influence principal leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities (McKinney, 2007). To begin the analysis, an average of the responses for 

each leadership behavior and responsibility for questions 1 and 2 was calculated, and then 

t-test was performed.  For example, the leadership behavior and responsibility of Being 

Visible as influenced by NCLB had a mean score of 2.89; Being Visible as influenced by 

Arizona LEARNS had a mean score of 2.93. The average of these two mean scores was 

2.91 and labeled Being Visible Combined Mean.  

The t-test was calculated to determine if the difference between the means of the 

two groups was significant. Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances is not significant for 

all except one behavior/responsibility, Being an Optimizer (F = 4.052, P = .049). The 

researcher therefore assumed equal variances for groups for each of the remaining 20 

principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities. Within these results, the researcher 

concluded that the t-statistic is not significant for any of the remaining 20 principal 

leadership behaviors and responsibilities (see Table 24). Based on this result, no further  
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Table 24 
 
Independent Samples t-test for Title 1 Funding: Both NCLB and Arizona LEARNS Influence on Middle-

School Principal Leadership Scores 

 
Leadership Behavior and Responsibility* 

 

 
t-value 

 
df 

 
p-value 

 

 
Mean 

Difference 
 

 
Being Visible Combined Mean 

  
.300 

 
53 

 
.765 

 
.0712 

 
Maintaining Situational Awareness Combined Mean 
 

 - 1.499 53 .140 - .2043 

Allocating Resources Combined Mean  - .482 53 .632 - .1075 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships Combined Mean  - .948 53 .347 - .1606 

Demonstrating Outreach Combined Mean  - .682 53 .498 - .1458 

Maintaining and Establishing Order Combined Mean  - .199 53 .843 - .0316 

Monitoring/Evaluating Combined Mean  .516 53 .608 .1102 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment Combined Mean 

 .530 53 .599 .1062 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 
Combined Mean  

 - 1.204 53 .234 - .2587 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation Combined Mean   - .312 53 .756  - .0726 

Seeking Input Combined Mean     .576 53 .567 .1142 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs Combined Mean  .094 53 .926 .0175 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus Combined Mean   .445 53 .658 .0806 

Demonstrating Flexibility Combined Mean    - .141 53 .889 - .0296 

Ensuring Discipline Combined Mean  
  

 - .613 53 .542 - .1169 

Promoting Culture Combined Mean  .390 53 .698 .0753 

Maintaining Communication Combined Mean   - .966 53 .338 - .1667 

Providing Contingent Rewards Combined Mean  - .758 53 .452 - .1411 
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Table 24 (continued)  
    

Being a Change Agent Combined Mean    - 1.416 53 .163 - .2628 

Providing Affirmation Combined Mean  - .474 53 .637 - .0746 

 
Note.*Equal variances assumed.  
 
t-tests investigating significant relationship between each accountability measure alone 

were warranted.  

In summary, a t-test with independent samples found no significant differences 

between the mean scores of principals and whether or not the school received Title I 

funding for the 2006-2007 fiscal year.  

Whether the School Met AYP Requirements for SY 2006-2007. The purpose of this 

portion of the research design was to determine if the differences in the mean scores of 

principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities as they are influenced by NCLB 

(2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) are significant depending on whether or not the 

middle-school met AYP requirements for 2007. The researcher performed an 

independent samples t-test as this was deemed best for this analysis since the variable of 

whether the middle-school met AYP requirements for 2007 is categorical (e.g. , yes or 

no) and the t-test compares mean scores for differing populations. The statistical 

significance (alpha = .05) and magnitude of the relationships were examined in each test.  

Similar to the analysis of previous research questions, the researcher first 

examined the difference between mean scores of principals as influenced by both NCLB 

(2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) from sections A and B together and the two groups; 

one group which met AYP requirements for 2007 and the other group did not. To analyze 
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these data, the responses were again given values, 1 = no, not met AYP and 2 = yes, met 

AYP. 

 Both accountability measures influence principal leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities (McKinney, 2007). Therefore, to begin the analysis, an average of the 

responses for each leadership behavior and responsibility for questions 1 and 2 was 

calculated, and then a t-test was performed. For example, the leadership behavior and 

responsibility of Being Visible as influenced by NCLB had a mean score of 2.89, Being 

Visible as influenced by Arizona LEARNS had a mean score of 2.93. The average of 

these two mean scores is 2.91, or Being Visible Combined Mean. A t-test was calculated 

to determine if the difference between the means of the two groups was significant. 

Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances is not significant for all behaviors and 

responsibilities. The researcher therefore assumed equal variances for groups for each of 

the 21 principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities. Within these results, the 

researcher concluded that the t-statistic is significant for Seeking Input (t = -2.195, p = 

.033, see Table 25). These data indicate the difference between the mean response from 

principals whose schools did not meet AYP requirements for 2007 (M = 3.000) is 

significantly different from the mean response from principals whose school did meet 

AYP requirements for 2007 (M = 3.417). In other words, principals of middle-schools 

which did not meet AYP requirements were less able to execute the leadership 

behavior/responsibility of Seeking Input than those principals of middle-schools which 

did meet AYP requirements.  
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Table 25 
 
Independent Samples t-test for Met AYP Requirements for 2007: NCLB and Arizona LEARNS Influence on 

Middle-School Principal Leadership Scores 

 
Leadership Behavior and Responsibility* 

 

 
t-value 

 
df 

 
p-value 

 
Mean 

Difference 
 

 
Being Visible Combined Mean 
 

  
- 1.408 

 
53 

 
.165 

 
- .3267 

Maintaining Situational Awareness Combined Mean  .241 53 .811 .0333 

Allocating Resources Combined Mean   - .060 53 .953 - .0133 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships Combined Mean  - 1.273 53 .209 - .2133 

Demonstrating Outreach Combined Mean  - 1.007 53 .318 - .2133 

Maintaining and Establishing Order Combined Mean  - .275 53 .785 - .0433 

Being an Optimizer Combined Mean  .812 53 .421 .1500 

Monitoring/Evaluating Combined Mean  - .297 53 .767 - .0633 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment Combined Mean 

 - .383 53 .703 - .0767 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment 
Combined Mean  

 .000 53 1.000 .0000 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation Combined Mean   - 1.210 53 .232 - .2767 

Seeking Input Combined Mean     - 2.195 53 .033** - .4167 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs Combined Mean  - 1.639 53 .107 - .2967 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus Combined Mean   - 1.389 53 .171 - .2467 

Demonstrating Flexibility Combined Mean    - 1.427 53 .159 - .2933 

Ensuring Discipline Combined Mean  
  

 - .881 53 .382 - .1667 

Promoting Culture Combined Mean  - 1.264 53 .212 - .2400 

Maintaining Communication Combined Mean   - .715 53 .478 - .1233 
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Table 25 (continued)  
    

Providing Contingent Rewards Combined Mean  - .143 53 .887 - .0267 

Being a Change Agent Combined Mean    .515 53 .609 .0967 

Providing Affirmation Combined Mean  - 1.116 53 .269 - .1733 

 
Note. *Equal variances assumed. **p < .05, two-tailed. 
 

To determine the extent to which one accountability measure or the other 

influenced middle-school principal behavior, the researcher next examined the mean 

difference between mean scores of principals as influenced by NCLB (2001) alone and 

the two groups, one group consisting of responses from principals of schools that met 

AYP requirements for 2007 and the other group which consisted of principals of schools 

that did not meet AYP requirements for 2007. Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances is 

not significant for all except three behaviors and responsibilities: Allocating Resources (F 

= 5.116, p = .028), Being an Optimizer (F = 7.898, p = .007), and Seeking Input (F = 

5.214, p = .026). The researcher therefore assumed equal variances for each of the 

remaining 18 principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities. Within these results, the 

researcher concludes that the t-statistic is significant for one of the 18 principal leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities (see Table 26). There is a significant difference in the mean 

scores for Being Visible (t = -2.449, p = .018).  Therefore, these data indicate the ability 

to execute this behavior as influenced by the NCLB accountability measure is less for 

principals of middle-schools which did not meet AYP requirements that for those of 

middle-schools which did meet AYP requirements.  
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Table 26 
 
Independent Samples t-test for Meeting AYP Requirements for 2007: NCLB Influence on Middle-School 

Principal Leadership Scores 

 
Leadership Behavior and Responsibility* 

 

 
t-value 

 
df 

 
p-value 

 
Mean 

Difference 
 

 
Being Visible  

  
- 2.449 

 
53 

 
.018** 

 
 -. 5733 

 
Maintaining Situational Awareness   - .043 53 .966 - .0067 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships   - 1.467 53 .148 - .2667 

Demonstrating Outreach   - 1.151 53 .255 - .2733 

Maintaining and Establishing Order   .440 53 .662 .0867 

Monitoring/Evaluating   .419 53 .677 .1067 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment  

 - .343 53 .733 - .0600 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment   .194 53 .847 .0467 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation   - 1.030 53 .308 - .2600 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs   - 1.243 53 .219 - .2267 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus   - 1.158 53 .252 - .2467 

Demonstrating Flexibility   - .459 53 .648  - .1000 

Ensuring Discipline   - 1.270 53 .210 - .2867 

Promoting Culture   - .700 53 .467 - .1600 

Maintaining Communication   - 1.195 53 .238 - .2533 

Providing Contingent Rewards    - .310 53 .758 - .0667 

Being a Change Agent   - .778 53 .440 - .1600 
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Table 26 (continued)  
 

 
  

Providing Affirmation   - 1.057 53 .295 - .1800 

 
Note. *Equal variances assumed. **p < .05, two-tailed. 
 

The researcher then examined the difference of mean scores of principal 

behaviors as influenced by Arizona LEARNS (2002) between two groups, one group 

consisting of responses from principals of middle-schools that met AYP requirements for 

2007 and the other group consisting of principals of middle-schools that did not meet 

AYP requirements for 2007. Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances is not significant for 

all behaviors/responsibilities. The researcher therefore assumed equal variances for each 

of 21 principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities. Within these results, the data 

indicate the t-statistic is not significant for any of the 21 principal leadership behaviors 

and responsibilities where equal variances may be assumed (see Table 27). Therefore, the 

ability to execute these behaviors and responsibilities as influenced by Arizona LEARNS 

(2002) is not significantly different for principals of middle-schools that did not meet 

AYP requirements for 2007 than those of middle-schools that did meet AYP 

requirements. However, the greatest mean difference in scores occurred with the behavior 

of Demonstrating Flexibility (MD = -.5000, p = .067). Although not a significant finding, 

the data indicate this behavior/responsibility as influenced by Arizona LEARNS (2002) is 

more difficult to execute for principals of middle-schools that did not make AYP 

requirements for 2007 than those from middle-schools that did not. 
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Table 27 
 
Independent Samples t-test for Meeting AYP Requirements for 2007: Arizona LEARNS  Influence on 

Middle-School Principal Leadership Scores 

 
Leadership Behavior and Responsibility* 

 

 
t-value 

 
df 

 
p-value 

 
Mean 

Difference 
 

 
Being Visible  
 

  
- .288 

 
53 

 
.775 

 
- .0800 

Maintaining Situational Awareness   .429 53 .670 .0733 

Allocating Resources   .236 53 .814 .0667 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships   - .882 53 .382 - .1600 

Demonstrating Outreach   - .613 53 .542 - .1533 

Maintaining and Establishing Order   - .951 53 .346 - .1733 

Being an Optimizer   .115 52 .909 .0250 

Monitoring/Evaluating   - .900 52 .372 - .2250 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment  

 - .290 52 .773 - .0833 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment  

 - .102 52 .919 - .0250 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation   -1.090 52 .281 - .2917 

Seeking Input     - 1.842 52 .071 - .4250 

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs   - 1.508 52 .137 - .3667 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus   - 1.147 52 .257 - .2333 

Demonstrating Flexibility   - 1.871 52 .067 - .5000 

Ensuring Discipline   - .212 52 .833 - .0417 

Promoting Culture   - 1.326 52 .191 - .2750 

Maintaining Communication   .131 52 .896 .0250 
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Table 27 (continued)  
 

 
  

Providing Contingent Rewards   - .042 52 .967 - .0083 

Being a Change Agent   1.859 52 .069 .3833 

Providing Affirmation   - .871 52 .388 - .1583 

 
Note. *Equal variances assumed. 
  

In summary, a t-test with independent samples found significant differences 

between the leadership behavior and responsibility mean scores of principals in two 

groups, those who led schools which met AYP requirements in 2007 and those who led 

schools which did not. Middle-school principals at schools that did not make AYP are 

less able to execute the behaviors and responsibilities of Being Visible (I am able to be in 

classrooms on a regular basis; I interact with teachers and students frequently), and 

Seeking Input (I have procedures in place to interact with teachers regularly regarding 

important decisions or situations concerning our school), given the influence of NCLB 

(2001) Arizona LEARNS (2002).  

Performance Label. The purpose of this portion of the research design was to 

investigate the possibility the public performance label had an impact on the middle-

school principal’s ability to execute specific leadership behaviors and responsibilities 

given the influence of Arizona LEARNS (2002) and NCLB (2001).  

A One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) statistic was generated to compare 

mean scores of principals in relation to the performance label assigned to the school in 

2007. An ANOVA identifies the relationship of mean scores between categorical groups 

when there are more than two groups; therefore, it was appropriate in this study to look at 
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the six possible labels in relationship to principal responses using this statistic. One 

assumption of ANOVA is that the variances of the groups are equivalent. ANOVA is 

robust to this violation when the groups are of equal or near equal size. However, in 

school year 2007, the breakdown of Arizona LEARNS labels assigned to middle-schools 

as defined in this study was as follows: 33 Excelling, 21 Highly Performing, 20 

Performing Plus, 55 Performing, 34 Underperforming, and 5 Failing. To analyze these 

data, the schools were grouped into three subgroups. Grouping Excelling and Highly 

Performing schools provided a subgroup of 54 “High” schools, value = 3; similarly 

grouping Performing Plus and Performing schools provided a subgroup of 75 “Average” 

schools, value = 2; and grouping Underperforming and Failing schools provided a 

subgroup of 39 “Low” schools, value = 1. These subgroups provided the stratified 

random sample necessary and resulted in a more equal n-size and variances of groups to 

obtain more valid statistical results. Of the middle-school principals who responded to the 

survey, 16 were principals at schools labeled Low, 17 were at schools labeled Average, 

and 22 were at schools labeled High, which provided very similar n-size for each group 

and consequently contributed to data more robust to an ANOVA. 

Both accountability measures influence principal leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities (McKinney, 2007). Therefore, to begin the analysis, an average of the 

responses for each leadership behavior and responsibility for questions 1 and 2 was 

calculated and then the ANOVA was calculated. For example, the leadership behavior 

and responsibility of Being Visible as influenced by NCLB had a mean score of 2.89, 
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Being Visible as influenced by Arizona LEARNS had a mean score of 2.93. The average 

of these two mean scores is 2.91, or Being Visible Combined Mean.  

An ANOVA of leadership behaviors and responsibilities according to school 

performance label found Seeking Input to be significant F(2, 52) = 3.489; p < .05. Thus 

there appears to be a significant difference overall in the ability of a middle-school 

principal to seek input according to performance label (see Table 28). Following this 

significant finding, Tukey’s HSD post hoc test was performed to determine the 

significant performance labels. The Tukey’s HSD test detected significant differences in 

mean scores of principals assessing their ability to execute the behavior Seeking Input 

between two performance label subgroups— principals at schools with a low 

performance label (M = 2.875) and principals at schools with a high performance label 

(M = 3.477). The remaining two possible comparisons were found to be non-significant. 

Interpreting these data suggest that principals at schools which received a low 

performance label under the current accountability measures were less likely to execute 

Seeking Input than principals at schools which received a high performance label. 

To determine which one accountability measure influenced middle-school 

principal behavior, the researcher next examined the mean difference between scores of 

principals as influenced by NCLB (2001) alone and the three performance label 

subgroups. An ANOVA of leadership behaviors and responsibilities according to school 

performance label found no significant difference among means between groups. 

Consequently, there was no need to conduct a Tukey’s HSD post hoc test. 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 

Table 28  

One-Way Analysis of Variance Summary Table: NCLB and Arizona LEARNS Influence  
 
on Principal Leadership Behavior and Responsibility, Seeking Input, Across 2007  
 
Performance Labels  
 

 
 

Group 
 

 
 

df 

 
Sums of 
squares 

 
Mean 
square 

 
 

F ratio 

 
 

F prob. 

 
Between groups 

 
2 

 
3.362 

 
1.681 

 
3.489 

 
.038* 

 
Within groups 

 
52 

 
25.047 

 
.482 

  

 
Total 

 
54 

 
28.409 

 

   

 
Note. *p < .05. 
 

The researcher then examined the difference of mean scores between scores of 

principals as influenced by Arizona LEARNS (2002) alone and the three performance 

label subgroups. As anticipated, an ANOVA of leadership behaviors and responsibilities 

according to school performance label found the behavior and leadership responsibility 

Seeking Input to be significant F(2, 51) = 4.563; p < .05 (see Table 29). Thus there 

appears to be a significant difference overall in the ability of a middle-school principal 

given the influence of Arizona LEARNS to practice Seeking Input according to 

performance label. Following this significant finding, Tukey’s HSD post hoc test was 

performed to determine the significant performance labels. As expected, the Tukey’s 

HSD test detected significant differences in mean ability of principals to Seek  
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________________________________________________________________________ 

Table 29   

One-Way Analysis of Variance Summary Table: Arizona LEARNS Influence on Principal  
 
Leadership Behavior and Responsibility, Seeking Input, Across 2007 Performance Labels  
 

 
 

Group 
 

 
 

df 

 
Sums of 
squares 

 
Mean 
square 

 
 

F ratio 

 
 

F prob. 

 
Between groups 

 
2 

 
5.970 

 
2.985 

 
4.563 

 
.015* 

 
Within groups 

 
51 

 
33.363 

 
.654 

  

 
Total 

 
53 

 
39.333 

   

 
Note. *p < .05. 
 
Input between two performance label subgroups—principals at schools receiving a low 

performance label (M = 2.625) and principals at schools receiving a high performance 

label (M = 3.427). The remaining two possible comparisons were found to be non-

significant. Interpreting these data suggest that principals at schools which received a low 

performance label, Failing or Underperforming, under the current accountability 

measures are less apt to Seek Input than principals at school which received a high 

performance label, Highly Performing or Excelling. In summary, NCLB (2001) and 

Arizona LEARNS (2002) interact to influence the ability of middle-school principals to 

exhibit specific leadership behaviors and responsibilities depending on the performance 

label their school received in 2007.  Specifically, data suggest that the ability to execute 

the behavior and responsibility of Seeking Input (I have procedures in place to interact 
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with teachers regularly regarding important decisions or situations concerning our 

school), is influenced by the Arizona LEARNS accountability measure.   

Summary 

 Throughout the research and evaluation of data, several findings were developed. 

For Research Questions 1 and 2, descriptive statistics were used to identify the highest 

and lowest reported mean scores describing the influence of NCLB (2001) and Arizona 

LEARNS (2002) on middle-school principals’ ability to execute principal leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities as described by Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2003, 

2005). Responses were given the following values: Increased Greatly = 5, Increased = 4, 

No Difference = 3, Decreased = 2, and Decreased Greatly = 1. Results showed together 

NCLB and Arizona LEARNS have influenced middle-school principals’ ability to 

execute certain leadership behaviors and responsibilities. Data indicated NCLB 

influenced a slight increase middle-school principals’ ability to execute 20 of the 21 

leadership behaviors and responsibilities.  The leadership behavior and responsibility 

with the highest mean score was Being a Change Agent (M = 3.73). Conversely, 

principals reported NCLB influenced a slight decrease in their ability to Be(ing) Visible 

(M = 2.89). When examining the influence of Arizona LEARNS on middle-school 

principal leadership behavior and responsibilities, principals reported Arizona LEARNS 

influenced a slight increase their ability to execute 19 of the 21 leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities. The behavior/responsibility most increased as a result of the influence of 

Arizona LEARNS was Maintaining Establishing Order (M = 3.66). The data indicate a 
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mean score below 3 for Being Visible (M = 2.93) and Demonstrating Flexibility (M = 

2.94). 

 Research Question 3 asked principals to rate in terms of importance the 21 

principal leadership behaviors/responsibilities. Respondents rated each on a scale from 

“4-Very Important” to “1-Not Important”. Seventy-eight percent of the principals 

consider Being Visible, Developing and Maintaining Relationships, and Ensuring 

Discipline as very important. All of the leadership behaviors and responsibilities except 

Demonstrating Outreach were considered to be at the minimum important. Only 27.3% of 

the principals considered Demonstrating Outreach as very important. An open-ended 

question in this section asked principals to indicate if their ratings would change if there 

were not accountability structures, laws, measures, or programs for student performance. 

Eight principals said their ratings would change; they would be able to focus less on 

paperwork and more on developing relationships. Twenty-eight principals said their 

ratings would not change—they cited operating from core beliefs regardless of the 

pressures of accountability measures. 

Research Question 4 asked principals to identify which middle-school 

components were part of their school, which had been reduced, or had never been part of 

their school. Data indicated six of the research-based characteristics of middle-schools as 

defined by Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st Century, This We 

Believe: Successful Schools for Young Adolescents, and Breaking Ranks in the Middle: 

Strategies for Leading Middle Level Reform (Carnegie Corporation of New York, 1989; 

National Association of Secondary School Principals, 2006; National Middle School 



 
 
 

  150

Association, 2003) were not present at principals’ unique sites: balanced curriculum (not 

present at one school), arrangements permitting long term relationship development (not 

present at six schools), comprehensive classroom-based advising and counseling (not 

present at 17 schools), adult advocate for every student (not present at 14 schools), 

interdisciplinary teams (not present at five schools), and inviting, safe, and supportive 

school climate (not present at four schools). Interestingly, 36 principals or 64.3% of the 

sample indicated that exploratory experiences have been reduced at their schools. Of the 

eleven characteristics, this is the component marked most frequently as reduced. 

Overwhelmingly, principals say that middle-school philosophy at their sites has been 

affected by NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002). Generally speaking, the 

emphasis has shifted to a focus on testing at the expense of the needs of middle-school 

students.  

 Research Question 5 looked for differences in responses in regard to six variables: 

principal years of experience, principal years of service at present school, the principal’s 

perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB (2001) requirements by 2014, whether or 

not the school receives Title I funding, whether or not the school met AYP requirements, 

and the school’s 2007 Arizona LEARNS (2002) performance label. Several significant 

findings were apparent in these analyses. The first was the relationship between years of 

experience as a principal and the principal’s ability to execute the 21 leadership behaviors 

and responsibilities as influenced by both NCLB and Arizona LEARNS. Using a Pearson 

Product-Moment Correlation, this variable was found to be inversely correlated with the 

principals’ responses and statistically significant for Maintaining Communication, 
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Providing Contingent Rewards, Being a Change Agent, and Providing Affirmation. 

When examining the influence of NCLB alone on principal behavior and the correlation 

between years of experience, data showed years of experience inversely correlated and 

statistically significant for Providing Contingent Rewards, Being a Change Agent, and 

Providing Affirmation. Upon exploring the relationship between the influence of Arizona 

LEARNS and principal years of experience, data indicated this variable to be 

significantly and inversely correlated to one behavior, Providing Contingent Rewards.  

 An exploration of the independent variable of years of experience at current site 

yielded different results. When pooling the mean scores from both NCLB (2001) and 

Arizona LEARNS (2002), no significant correlations were revealed, however, 17 of the 

21 correlations were weak negative correlations. When examining the influence of NCLB 

alone on principal behavior and the correlation between years of experience at current 

site, data showed years of experience at current site not to be statistically significant for 

any of the correlations. However, there were two significant results between Arizona 

LEARNS principal mean scores and years of experience at current site. Developing and 

Maintaining Relationships and Demonstrating Outreach were inversely correlated and 

statistically significant in this correlation.  

Multiple t-tests were performed to determine several other relationships. Of note, 

principals who believed their school would not meet NCLB (2001) requirements of 100% 

proficiency by 2014 were less able to execute the behaviors and responsibilities of Being 

Visible and Seeking Input than principals of schools who believed their school would 

meet NCLB requirements, using combined means from both sections 1 and 2 of the 
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survey. The researcher explored the influence of NCLB alone on this relationship, data 

showed Being Visible (t = -2.547, p = .014), Maintaining Situational Awareness (t = -

2.131, p = .038), and Maintaining Communication were less able to be executed by 

principals in the group who believed their school would not be able to meet NCLB 

requirements by 2014 than those in the other group. The researcher next examined the 

influence of Arizona LEARNS alone on the same relationship. Results showed 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships (t = -2.004, p = .050) and Seeking Input (t = -

2.512, p = .015) as significant. Therefore, the ability to execute these behaviors as 

influenced by Arizona LEARNS (2002) is greater for principals who thought his/her 

school would be able to meet NCLB requirements by 2014 than those who did not.  

 The next relationship examined in Research Question 5 was whether or not Title I 

funding had an impact on principal behavior as a result of the influence of NCLB (2001) 

and Arizona LEARNS (2002) accountability measures. Multiple t-tests with independent 

samples yielded no significant results.  

A t-test with independent samples was used to examine the relationship between 

principals’ ability to execute the specific leadership behaviors and responsibilities as 

influenced by NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) and the categorical variable 

whether or not their school met AYP requirements for 2007. Principals of schools that 

did not meet AYP for 2007 were less able to execute the behavior and responsibility of 

Seeking Input than principals of schools who believed their school would meet NCLB 

requirements, using combined means from both sections 1 and 2 of the survey. The 

researcher also explored the influence of NCLB alone on this relationship. Data showed 
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Being Visible (t = -2.449, p = .018) was less able to be executed by principals in the 

group who believed their school would not be able to meet NCLB requirements by 2014 

than those who believed their school would meet NCLB requirements by 2014. The 

researcher next examined the influence of Arizona LEARNS separately on the same 

relationship. Results were non-significant. 

The last relationship was identified through the use of the ANOVA statistical 

procedure; this procedure identified a relationship between the Arizona LEARNS (2002) 

performance label and the principals’ mean responses in regard to the influence of NCLB 

(2001) and Arizona LEARNS on their ability to execute specific leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities. When considering both accountability measures together, an ANOVA 

statistical procedure produced a significant result for the behavior, Seeking Input. A 

Tukey’s HSD post-hoc test determined that the significant differences in mean scores was 

between principals from schools which had received low performance labels and those 

from schools which had received high performance labels. This data suggest principals at 

schools which received a low performance label under the current accountability 

measures are less likely to practice Seeking Input than principals at schools which 

received a high performance label. An examination of the mean scores from section 1 of 

the survey, NCLB influence on principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities, the 

ANOVA produced no statistically significant results. As expected, exploring the mean 

scores from section 2 of the survey, Arizona LEARNS influence on principal leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities, the ANOVA followed by Tukey’s HSD yielded 

statistically significant result similar to the first ANOVA. Seeking Input is less likely to 
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be executed by principals when their school’s performance label is low than when their 

school’s performance label is high. 

 Chapter 5 will conclude this research with a summary, discussion, conclusions 

and implications, and recommendations for future research endeavors.  



 
 
 

  155

CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

This study presents research on the influence of NCLB (2001) and Arizona 

LEARNS (2002) on middle-school principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities 

and ties results to selective educational leadership theories associated with and applicable 

to middle-school principals in the current era of academic accountability. This final 

chapter restates the research problem and reviews the methodology used. A discussion 

follows which addresses the perceived influence of NCLB and Arizona LEARNS on 

middle-school principal leadership behaviors, as reported by Arizona middle-school 

principals. The chapter concludes with general recommendations developed from the 

literature, data, and personal recommendations from professional experience. 

Recommendations for potential future research are also incorporated.  

Research Problem and Methodology Used 

In the current accountability era, the pressures for students to perform on 

standardized tests are becoming more and more apparent as the year 2014 approaches. 

The accountability measures of the No Child Left Behind Act are centered on gauging 

student performance through yearly standardized tests in reading and mathematics for all 

students in grades 3-8; in Arizona, student performance in writing and science are part of 

the yearly standardized testing cycle. The yearly testing and accountability for improved 

scores are particularly troublesome for middle-schools (Alliance for Excellent Education, 

2003). As the recent literature shows, owing to the accountability and standards present 
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demands, the principal’s role has become more complex and has increased in scope 

(Elmore 2002; Farkas et al., 2003; Fullan, 2002). Furthermore, little research exists 

pertaining to understanding the middle-school principalship during this era (Anfara et al., 

2000).  Therefore, understanding the influence of NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS 

(2002) on the ability of middle-school principals to execute leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities can help offer added comprehension of the complexity of the principal’s 

role in the current era of accountability.  

This study was designed to investigate the perceptions of middle-school principals 

regarding the influence of NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) on leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities. Additionally, the study examined middle-school principal 

ratings of the leadership behaviors and responsibilities derived from the research of 

Marzano et al. (2003, 2005). This study looked at principal responses by years of 

experience as a principal, years experience at present site, whether or not the school 

received Title I funds, perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB’s goal of 100% 

student proficiency by 2014, and the Arizona LEARNS performance label assigned for 

school year 2007.  

This study was based on the data obtained from a survey administered to 56 

middle-school principals in Arizona. This survey used was constructed using language 

from the “Balanced Leadership” framework developed by Marzano et al. (2003, 2005) 

and the survey instrument developed by Luizzi (2006). For example, Marzano et al., 

define Being Visible for leaders as having quality contact and interactions with students 

and teachers.  
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The survey consisted of seven sections of questions relating to the principal 

investigator’s research questions. Additionally, the survey included demographic 

questions, questions regarding rating of leadership behaviors, questions regarding the 

presence of middle-school conceptual characteristics, and open-ended questions.  

The methodology used for data analyses included the use of the Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) to determine valid and cumulative percentages, mean 

scores, frequency distributions, and standard deviations. Also, the statistical tests 

including Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient analysis, t-tests for 

independent samples, and ANOVA were completed. These methods of analyses 

permitted the researcher to search for evidence of patterns and trends associated with 

each of the research questions.  

Research Questions 

The following research questions were examined in this study:  

1. In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report Arizona LEARNS has 

influenced their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  

2. In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report NCLB has influenced 

their leadership behaviors and responsibilities?  

3.  Which principal leadership practices do middle-school principals consider 

most important as a result of the influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on 

school effectiveness and why? 
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4. Does the middle-school possess all the elements that should characterize 

present-day middle-schools? To what degree have Arizona LEARNS and 

NCLB compromised the continuation of these elements? 

5.  What is the relationship, if any, between the influence of Arizona LEARNS 

and NCLB on the leadership behaviors of middle-school principals and six 

demographic factors: principal years of experience, principal years of service at 

present school, the principal’s perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB 

requirements by 2014, whether or not the school receives Title I funding, the 

school’s 2006 Arizona LEARNS performance label, and whether or not the 

school met AYP requirements?  

Discussion of Findings 

Middle-school principals self-reported their perceptions of the influence of NCLB 

(2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) on their leadership behaviors and responsibilities in 

their schools. For the purpose of analyses, the perceptions were measured using the 

“Balanced Leadership” framework of Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2003, 2005). The 

findings presented are related to each research question. Each question is restated along 

with the key findings, connections to the literature review, and implications for middle-

school leaders. A review of the respondent demographics is presented first. 

Demographics 

The participant’s gender breakdown was ideal, with an equal percentage of male 

and female principals responding (see Table 2).  

The survey asked for years of experience as a principal and years of experience in 
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current site. When compared to each other, these responses raised possible findings that 

are not related to the research questions and are similar to demographic results from 

Luizzi (2006). The mean response for years of experience as a principal at the current site 

was approximately 4 years (see Table 4). However, the mean score for overall years of 

experience as a principal was approximately 6 years (see Table 3). This difference could 

indicate a certain amount of mobility among principals in Arizona. Research into why 

this may be occurring could shed some light on the additional realities of being a middle-

school principal during the current era of accountability. 

The survey asked respondents if their school had failed to make AYP under 

NCLB (2001) standards for school year 2006-2007 (see Table 5). The responses, like 

those of the previous paragraph, raise possible findings that are unrelated to the research 

questions but may prove pertinent. Twenty-five principals, constituting 44.6% of the 

sample population indicated that their schools did not make AYP under NCLB.  

Recall NCLB (2001) requires that every student in Arizona meet state standards 

in reading/language arts and mathematics by the year 2013-2014. To reach this goal, 

Arizona LEARNS, Arizona’s response to NCLB, set annual measurable objectives 

(AMOs) for each grade and subject evaluated. The annual measurable objectives 

described the yearly growth in terms of the fraction of students passing AIMS necessary 

for Arizona to reach the 100% proficiency requirement by 2013-2014 (Franciosi & 

Regalado, 2005). The AMOs were then used to set intermediate goals. For example, for 

grade 8, the AMO for school year 2004-2005 reading was 11.5% more than the previous 

year; however, due to the growth trajectory set by Arizona, schools did not have to 



 
 
 

  160

demonstrate an increase in number of proficient students for the next two years until this 

past school year 2007-2008 when the AMO was again 11.5% more than the number in 

2004-2005. This jump in number proficient is geared toward meeting the expectation of 

100% proficiency for all students by 2014. In other words, schools had to maintain the 

previous year’s proficiency level in all subcategories to make AYP for school years 

2005-2006 and 2006-2007. 

Therefore, given the number of Arizona schools that are part of this study that did 

not make AYP for school year 2006-2007, 44.6% of the study sample, this researcher 

expects the number of schools that will not make AYP will increase this school year due 

to the leap in statistical expectations, further illustrating the difficulties principals face in 

the current educational environment. 

The next question of the demographic section of the survey asked respondents 

what Arizona LEARNS (2002) label was assigned to their school for 2006-2007 (see 

Table 6). The data indicated an interesting relationship, or lack thereof, between AYP and 

Arizona LEARNS (2002), which contributed to the conflicting messages Arizona schools 

receive (Kim & Sunderman, 2004). On one hand, specific schools in this study were 

labeled as Performing, Performing Plus, Highly Performing, or Excelling (69.7% of the 

sample population), yet data showed that 44.6 % of the schools did not make AYP. This 

means that a school can be labeled as doing a satisfactory job under Arizona LEARNS 

yet “labeled” as unsatisfactory under NCLB (2001).  

The survey also asked principals whether or not their school received Title I 

funding. The majority of schools did receive Title I funding (55.4%), corroborating the 
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research that demographics within the state of Arizona continue to depict low 

socioeconomic status and illustrate the issues associated with this (Hidalgo et al., 2004). 

The research data depict the funding inequity that continues to plague public schools and 

highlights some of the consequences of the funding inequity in terms of student 

achievement and making AYP. Podesta and Brown (2008) remark that local school 

district funding is allocated in a way that harms poor and minority students. Present 

federal legislation continues to support the funding practices. Consequently, say Podesta 

and Brown, federal education-funding requirements intensify the current inequality in 

education at the local level. The “comparability provision” (p. 32) of Title I that was 

intended to promote equality of education essentially does not. This provision contends 

that state and local funds should be equitably dispersed before federal Title I funds are 

awarded to schools with a large population of low-income students. However, insist 

Podesta and Brown, there is a loophole in the provision has resulted in the continuation of 

inequitable dispersion of funds.  

To illustrate, Podesta and Brown (2008) note that almost all large and medium-

size school districts allocate more financial resources on personnel and services in 

schools with fewer low-income students. This is so because districts have traditionally 

allocated monies to schools not by providing a dollar amount but, say Podesta and 

Brown, by allocating FTE (full-time equivalent) resources to schools. The actual 

differences in school expenses are significant because teacher salaries are based on their 

education and experience. Furthermore because high-poverty schools have many more 

less-experienced, lower-paid teachers and much more turnover than low-poverty schools, 
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the funding may appear equitable in terms of FTE’s allocated, the monetary resources are 

not. Historically, the more education and experience a teacher has the more effective the 

teacher is in increasing student achievement (Marzano, 2003). Further research in 

Arizona may illuminate the correlation between Title I funding and AYP status.  

The final questions of the demographic section asked principals whether or not 

they believed their school could meet NCLB (2001) requirements of 100% proficiency by 

2014 and if not what were some ways they would not (see Table 8). Overwhelmingly, 

80.4% of the respondents believe that 100% proficiency is not possible, similar to the 

survey results of Farkas et al. (2003).   

The follow-up questions in this section added depth to the demographic data (see 

Table 9). The principals were asked to indicate why their school would not meet NCLB 

requirements. Principals were able to indicate as many constraints as they wished. A 

large percentage of them, 69.6% cited Special Education (mathematics/reading/writing) 

as a major constraint, English language learners was a close second with 48.2% of the 

principals indicating this area as a constraint. Interestingly, these two constraints were 

also the top two constraints principals indicated in Luizzi (2006). The data suggest that 

this is not an isolated problem in Arizona, rather a situation that may occur across the 

country. 

One of the choices for principals was “other”. Seven principals wrote a response 

in the “other” section. Four of them indicated that 100% proficiency is an unrealistic 

standard arbitrarily assigned because it fails to take into account individual student 

differences. These responses again echo findings of Farkas et al. (2003), although on a 
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much smaller scale.  

The next question asked respondents to indicate what other variables they had 

considered that impacted the school’s ability capacity to meet NCLB goals. Of the 

choices available, Insufficient Remediation Services (46.4%) was most often cited. This 

also was the variable most often cited by middle-school principals in Luizzi (2006). This 

suggests while principals were focused on finding ways to increase student performance, 

they were not provided appropriate services to assist in this endeavor. This lack of 

remedial services can obviously contribute to frustration towards the expectations of 

NCLB across the country as well as in Arizona.  

Measuring students against defined state standards rather than against each other 

should change the educational experience for students (Luizzi, 2006). Based on survey 

results for this study, the current system does not consistently support this approach, yet 

NCLB and Arizona LEARNS accountability measures appear to demand it insist upon it.  

For educators to feel as though they are expected to perform at a certain level 

without receiving the resources they need to meet accountability goals, the frustration 

towards NCLB and Arizona LEARNS becomes more comprehendible. Principals 

reported Resource Availability (42.9%) as the second most difficult obstacle to 

overcome. With NCLB in place, the expectations are very high. Inferring from the data, 

resource availability has not kept pace with the school’s goals to reach 100% proficiency. 

Unless the high expectations and resources occur simultaneously, the accountability 

expectations of NCLB and Arizona LEARNS are unlikely to result in improved schools.  

Considering the potential underperformance of Special Education and ELL 
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students, it is instructive to view their funding levels. Special Education students received 

approximately 20% of the total educational funding in the United States, equivalent to 

$12,474 per student or 1.9 times the average spending per regular education student 

(Chambers, Perez, Socías, Shkolnik, & Esra, 2004). According to the Office of the 

Auditor General (2007), approximately 1 in 8 students in Arizona is an ELL student and 

one-third of them are in grades 4-8. Presently, schools receive about $320 per ELL 

student from the state in addition to desegregation funding (which varies from $405 to 

$8,410 per ELL student) and Federal Title III monies for qualifying schools (Office of 

the Auditor General, 2007). Regardless of Special Education and ELL funding levels, it is 

speculated that to principals this represents a situation in which no matter the professional 

efforts, resources available, and funding levels, special education and ELL students’ 

unique learning characteristics decreases the chances of a school to meet 100% 

proficiency levels. This study’s results corroborate the findings by Farkas et al. (2003) in 

which principals and superintendents noted the unrealistic expectation that all students 

are capable of 100% proficiency.  

Principals in this study cited ELL students as the second group that would likely 

prevent their school from meeting standards. Based on these results, it is worth 

examining the current state of ELL funding in Arizona. According to the Office of the 

Auditor General (2007), approximately 1 in 8 students in Arizona is an ELL student and 

one-third of them are in grades 4-8. Presently, schools receive about $320 per ELL 

student from the state in addition to desegregation funding (which varies from $405 to 

$8,410 per ELL student) and Federal Title III monies for qualifying schools (Office of 
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the Auditor General, 2007). The case can be made that funding is inconsistent at best for 

this group, yet according to the middle-school principals in Arizona, this group continues 

to threaten the likelihood that schools will be able to meet 100% proficiency by 2014. 

Again, this study suggests the unrealistic expectation that all students are capable of 

100% proficiency and trying to meet the overarching goals of NCLB within the current 

paradigm may ultimately lead to failure. 

Research Question 1 

In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report NCLB has influenced 

their leadership behaviors and responsibilities? 

This section of the survey provided insight on the perceived influence of NCLB 

(2001) on principal behavior in middle-schools. Using descriptive statistics, the sample of 

middle-school principals indicated the accountability measure NCLB had increased most 

the leadership behavior and responsibility of Being a Change Agent (M = 3.73, see Table 

11). This behavior/responsibility is defined by Marzano et al. as the leader’s disposition 

to challenge the status quo, to upset the school’s equilibrium (2003, 2005). Arguably, 

NCLB represents significant change in the educational arena. To improve schools, 

leaders must understand the change process (2005). Today’s school leaders must be able 

to communicate the need for change, develop new visions and foster commitment to 

those visions, enable their schools to be more adaptive to change, focus on long-term 

goals and change the existing organization to one that will support the vision (Bass, 1990; 

Leithwood et al., 1999; Sergiovanni, 2000). Consequently, it not surprising that principals 

rated this behavior/responsibility as the one most greatly increased due to the influence of 
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NCLB. 

The leadership behavior/responsibility with the second highest mean score was 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment (M = 3.68). This 

responsibility is defined as the extent to which the leader is aware of best practices in the 

areas of current curriculum, instruction, and assessment practices (Marzano et al., 2003, 

2005). Marzano (2003) spoke about the impact of effective classroom practices, 

including a coherent curriculum, effective instruction and formal and informal 

assessments on standards-based student achievement. The degree to which a school 

leader is aware of and supports best practices in these areas can be viewed as 

instructional leadership (Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Leithwood et al., 1999). Quinn (2002) 

talked about the impact instructional leadership had on student achievement. He 

examined the relationship between four variables of instructional leadership (i.e., 

instructional resource, resource provider, communicator, and physical presence) and 

student achievement and found the variable of instructional resource had the highest 

predictive value. Moreover, Anfara et al. (2000) spoke of the struggle of middle-school 

principals to shape pedagogy and curriculum to fit the educational and personal needs of 

early adolescents. Additionally, Fullan (2002) attested to the power of instructional 

leadership as an important step in improving student learning. Therefore, it is predictable 

that principals would also be greatly influenced in this area as well.  

Data showed only one leadership behavior and responsibility received a mean 

score below 3, which indicated NCLB (2001) contributed to a slight decrease in this area. 

The behavior/responsibility Being Visible had a mean score of 2.89. Marzano et al. 
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(2003, 2005) suggest that a principal should have quality contact and frequent 

interactions with students and teachers. The demands of running a school are immense as 

echoed by Fullan (1997, 2002) and Farkas et al. (2003). As stated in several of the open-

ended responses (Appendix F), increased office-type work is a recurring theme to the 

extent it may prohibit principal interaction with students and teachers. Bolman and Deal 

(2003) wrote of the importance of the human resource frame and maintaining the 

symbiotic relationship between an organization and its employees. Wheatley (1999) 

spoke about the importance of relationships in an era of change. Smith and Andrews 

(1989) identified visible presence as one of four dimensions of instructional leadership. 

In order to develop relationships that support organizational growth towards increased 

student achievement, this researcher believes it is extremely important a school principal 

is visible on a regular basis.  

Research Question 2 

In what way, if any, do middle-school principals report Arizona LEARNS has 

influenced their leadership behaviors and responsibilities? 

The study sample population perceived the influence of the two accountability 

measures NCLB (2001) Arizona LEARNS (2002) differently (see Table 12). When 

considering the influence of Arizona LEARNS on principal leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities, the one behavior most increased was Maintaining and Establishing Order 

(M = 3.66). This behavior is explained as the ability of the principal to establish and 

maintain a set of standard operating procedures for the smooth operation of the school 

that faculty and students understand and abide by (Marzano et al., 2003, 2005). This 
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behavior figures prominently in the structural frame of Bolman and Deal (2003). Bolman 

and Deal discuss in order for an organization to accomplish its goals, it must focus on 

division of labor, chain of command, and systems of coordination and communication. 

Standardization then becomes a way to efficiently accomplish the goals of the 

organization. Hence the increase in Maintaining and Establishing Order is not unexpected 

in today’s accountability environment. 

Second to Maintaining and Establishing Order, the behavior/responsibility Being 

an Optimizer was also greatly increased as a result of the influence of Arizona LEARNS 

(2002, see Table 12). This behavior had a mean score of 3.61. A leader who exhibits this 

behavior is one who inspires and leads new and challenging innovations and 

interventions, motivates teachers to accomplish tasks that might be difficult, displays a 

positive attitude regarding staff capacity for change (Marzano et al., 2003, 2005). 

According to Bass (1990) and Antonakis et al. (2003), idealized influence and 

inspirational motivation are two of the four I’s of transformational leaderships. The 

behavior/responsibility of Being an Optimizer reflects these two concepts. Moreover, 

Leithwood et al. (1999) note that the four I’s were critical skills necessary for school 

principals if they were to meet the challenges of the 21st century. Accordingly, as middle-

school principals cope with the demands of Arizona LEARNS, the increase in this 

behavior as a result is not an unexpected revelation. 

Similar to the influence of NCLB (2001), middle-school principals also felt 

Arizona LEARNS (2002) contributed to a slight decrease in Being Visible, the lowest 

mean score in Table 12 (M = 2.93). As with the influence of NCLB, even though the 
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mean score is only slightly below the median of 3, which indicates no difference, 

principals perceived a decrease in this behavior. The inferences that can be drawn from 

this result are similar to those for Research Question 1. As subsequent significant results 

of this study indicate, the decrease in the ability to perform this responsibility gives rise 

to an interesting and conflicting situation in today’s middle-schools.  

Research Question 3 

Which principal leadership practices do middle-school principals consider most 

important as a result of the influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on school 

effectiveness and why? 

The descriptive statistics revealed several leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities were considered very important by this sample of Arizona’s middle-

school principals. The three behaviors/responsibilities most often rated as very important 

were Being Visible, Developing and Maintaining Relationships, and Ensuring Discipline; 

for each, 78.2% of the principals selected these as very important (see Table 13). As 

referenced earlier, Being Visible is considered one of the most important leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities, yet both NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) have 

contributed to a decrease in this among middle-school principals in Arizona according to 

survey data.  

Also considered very important was Developing and Maintaining Relationships. 

Marzano et al. (2003, 2005) defined this as an awareness of the personal aspects of all 

faculty and staff as well as being informed about significant personal issues pertaining to 

staff, being aware of teacher needs, and maintaining personal relationships with teachers. 
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Again, organizational effectiveness is dependent upon the inter-relationships between 

people (Bolman & Deal, 2003). This researcher believes when a leader focuses on the 

importance of relationships, he or she inspires trust. Then, according to Bennis (2003), 

colleagues believe the leader is reliable, possesses integrity and truthfulness and will 

actively support his vision.  

It has been this researcher’s experience that it takes a very special person to work 

with middle-school students. Research shows that it is not an easy educational endeavor 

due to adolescent behavior (Alt & Choy, 2000). The necessity of the middle-school 

principal developing relationships with their faculty is paramount and a necessary first 

step in order to accomplish the goals of NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002). The 

survey data indicate this belief among middle-school principals.  

Ensuring Discipline, also considered most important of the 21 leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities of the Balanced Leadership framework, is defined as acts 

protecting the technical core of teaching and buffering teachers from outside interference 

that may adversely affect instructional time (Marzano et al., 2005). There exist many 

situations in which principals absorb much of what could be passed on to teachers to 

handle. For example, principals have deflected classroom interruptions, dealt with student 

misbehavior, taken care of concerned parent phone calls, handled public negative 

perception of teacher behavior, and have spoken for teachers to the media. The high 

importance of this behavior suggests that principals understand that student achievement 

begins first in the classroom; to disrupt teaching time is to disrupt the potential for 

learning to occur. Another view that may explain this response is both accountability 
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measures, even though they place extreme pressure on the backs of principals, by default 

place pressure on classroom teachers as well. According to Anfara et al. (2000), 

principals are expected to be facilitators and advocates. By protecting the technical core 

of teaching and buffering teachers from unnecessary intrusions, principals are in effect, 

advocating for teachers. In this way they have provided for teachers some of the 

necessary support to meet the demands of the current era of accountability.  

The leadership behavior and responsibility rated the fewest times as very 

important was Demonstrating Outreach (27.3% of principals rated very important). 

Demonstrating Outreach can be explained as the principal’s ability to communicate about 

and advocate for the school to all stakeholders (Marzano, et al., 2005). In addition to 

speaking positively with parents about the school, the principal also speaks highly of his 

school to central office and the community. With the immediate availability of 

information on the Internet, the public is now more informed than ever about their 

schools. The media frequently addresses student achievement post-NCLB (2001) and 

anticipates the pronouncement of Arizona LEARNS (2002) labels. Perhaps principals 

believe the media is doing all the outreach that is necessary.  

Viewing this data in another way, the political frame Bolman and Deal (2003) 

spoke of resonates with the comparable low rating of this leadership 

behavior/responsibility. Farkas et al. (2003) contend that one key to survival as a 

principal is the ability to manage the politics of education. Successful leaders working 

within the political frame understand the broad concept of conflict and the use of power. 

Conceivably principals have resigned themselves to the fact that given the already highly 
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political, and public, nature of NCLB and Arizona LEARNS, they must make a conscious 

choice to spend what limited time they have available in other areas.  

Of the 56 survey participants, 36 responded to the open-ended prompt in this 

section, “If there were no accountability structures, laws, measures, or programs for 

student performance as they exist today, would your ratings change? If so, how?” Only 8 

said their ratings would change. The responses from the remaining group, those who 

would not change their ratings, indicated a very confident mindset which communicates 

to this researcher they do what they do because they believe it is the right thing. Bennis 

(2003) identified five key characteristics that embody personal and interpersonal 

leadership in a principal: guiding vision, passion, integrity, curiosity/daring, and trust. 

Overwhelmingly, the respondents communicated a firm commitment to the purpose of 

schooling, that is, schooling for bolstering learning skills for future grades, for 

preparation for college and work, and for contributing positively to society. The 

principals in this study are passionate about what they do for students and teachers. 

Stated one principal who indicated his ratings would not change, “These characteristics 

may represent a higher degree of accountability for the actions of the principal, but none 

the less are all important in providing appropriate vision, mission, and leadership as the 

school year progresses.” Remarked another principal, “... I don’t care one bit about the 

test, I care about kids. Good leadership is servinig[sic] your population to be the best at 

learning from the staff on down.” The views from the sample population suggest that 

middle-school principals accept the fact that NCLB (2001), in whatever form, is here to 

stay and to change the way they behave as leaders would compromise their value system. 



 
 
 

  173

They possess the passion Bennis spoke of and will continue to do their best to improve 

student learning, however, they will not sacrifice their integrity. 

Research Question 4 

Does the middle-school possess all the elements that should characterize present-

day middle-schools? To what degree have Arizona LEARNS and NCLB compromised 

the continuation of these elements?  

The survey responses from this section permitted an examination of the current 

state of the middle-school philosophy in middle-schools in Arizona. According to George 

and Oldaker (1985) middle-schools were created to better support the unique 

developmental needs of young adolescents in a school setting separate from K-8 schools, 

K-5 elementary schools, and high schools. Success at implementing and maintaining the 

specific middle-school recommendations that can lead to systemic change is a primary 

goal of the middle-school principal (National Association of Secondary School 

Principals, 2006; Valentine et al., 2004). The results of this study have suggested that 

various leadership behaviors and responsibilities have been influenced by NCLB (2001) 

and Arizona LEARNS (2002).  

During the current era of accountability, principals of Arizona schools must 

contend with meeting AYP and earning respectful school labels; moreover, middle-

school principals must ensure a quality middle-school experience for their students.  The 

ability to be an effective middle-school principal has never been more essential.  

How are middle-school principals presently performing? What should be their 

focus? Meeting AYP or honoring the unique characteristics of the middle-school student? 
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Data from this study confirms this researcher’s opinion, which is based on a review of the 

leadership literature and middle-school reform research, that the type of leadership 

needed to adequately respond to current accountability issues at the middle-level is drawn 

from several theories and the Balanced Leadership concept of Marzano et al., (2003, 

2005).  

Nevertheless, ensuring continuation of an identity with the middle-school 

philosophy of old carries some value but a challenge today. This study shows that 

maintaining the middle-school concept presents a dilemma for these principals. Several 

respondents in the study reported that they would lead their school the same way with or 

without NCLB (2001) or Arizona LEARNS (2002), and that they will not change their 

leadership behaviors simply because a federal mandate is asking them to meet an 

insurmountable goal. These principals expressed a sense of empowerment. Further study 

on the correlation between the leadership behaviors and responsibilities of these 

principals and whether or not they have managed to maintain the middle-school concept 

at their site and increase student achievement at the same time may be particularly 

noteworthy for future research. 

Of the 11 research-based recommendations or concepts that define a true middle-

school, all except 6 were either present, or had been reduced (see Table 14) according to 

the principals. It is important to note that missing just one of the eleven elements that 

describe a middle-school may make it incorrect to assume that the school is a middle-

school. This would indeed result in further questions regarding the integrity of the data. 

Consequently, at most 17 schools that were considered middle-schools at the outset of the 
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study are not, further indicating the “decline” of the middle-school concept. The 6 

concepts data indicate were not present are: balanced curriculum (1 school without); 

inviting, safe, and supportive school climate (4 schools without); interdisciplinary teams 

(5 schools without); arrangements permitting long term relationship development (6 

schools without); adult advocate for every student (14 schools without), and 

comprehensive classroom-based advising and counseling (17 schools without). Of the six 

elements that study data indicate are not present, it is surprising to this researcher that the 

concept of an inviting, safe, and supportive school climate was not present at four 

schools. Yet, this finding is in support of the report of Alt and Choy (2000) which 

referred to a less-than-supportive climate in middle-schools in terms of high teacher 

vacancies, low teacher retention, a high incidence of physical student conflicts and high 

student disrespect. The single report of no balanced curriculum could be explained as 

confusion by the prompt or that the principal interpreted a balanced curriculum as one 

that is not exclusively focused on testing. However, 18 principals reported a balanced 

curriculum had been reduced at their site which corroborates the definition of a balanced 

curriculum as one that is not exclusively focused on testing. 

Two key features of true middle-schools are an adult advocate for every student 

and interdisciplinary teams. It is startling to this researcher that interdisciplinary teams 

were not present at 5 of the 56 schools represented in this study; historically, this is one 

of the most common features of present-day middle-schools. It is more understandable in 

the current context of reducing staffing allocations and higher class-sizes that an adult 

advocate for every student was not present at 14 of the schools in this study, however, the 
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importance of student advocates, as well as comprehensive classroom-based advising and 

counseling can not be understated.  

Examination of the data revealed the biggest shifts in middle-school concepts or 

recommendations that had been present, but recently have been reduced were exploratory 

experiences, comprehensive classroom-based advising and counseling, arrangements 

permitting long term relationship development, and an adult advocate for every student. 

This is contrary to Manning’s (2000) position that middle-schools should offer different 

kinds of learning like discovery, inquiry, and cooperative learning. Additionally, he 

recommended that middle-schools should also provide their students with opportunities 

to explore their interests, allow them to learn values, citizenship, and social skills. The 

data obtained from this study suggest a significant change in the middle-school structure 

in Arizona.  

 Banks (2004) reported the middle-school reform movement has come under 

increasing attack from critics who contend that middle-schools do not foster academic 

achievement. Banks further remarked the criticism is especially true given today’s intent 

focus on standards, with some accusing middle-schools of focusing on social and 

emotional development issues at the expense of providing demanding academics. Recall 

the survey data indicating the importance of the leadership behavior and responsibility of 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships. The sample population of this study has 

indicated offering or providing less of the social and emotional support middle-school 

students need. Synthesizing the study data, 25 of the 55 schools did not make AYP, 39 of 

the 55 schools achieved Arizona LEARNS (2002) performance labels that were either 
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average or high. Of the schools that did not make AYP, 14 earned respectable labels 

through Arizona LEARNS (i.e., Performing, Highly Performing, or Excelling). Middle-

schools in Arizona have reduced the amount of social support provided to their students 

and are at the same time achieving respectable labels but are not making AYP.  

 Given the importance of relationships in any leadership endeavor (Fullan, 2001a, 

2001b, 2002; Wheatley, 1999), how is the current educational leadership system helping 

our students become well-rounded, contributing members of society by reducing 

emotional support for students in middle-schools?  Felner et al. (1997) spoke about the 

benefits of socio-emotional development components in increasing student achievement 

and reducing behavior problems. Why are these research-based recommendations of 

middle-schools being made less available to middle-school students? What are the 

immediate and long-term effects of depriving students from these experiences in middle-

school, where research indicates they need it most? Would Arizona students be achieving 

at higher levels if such services were available to them as the study by Lee et al. (1999) 

indicates? To address these questions, the present study illustrates the kind of outcomes 

derived from the middle-school recommendations are not as measurable as those from 

testing in the accountability era. Further research on the relationship between middle-

school concepts and variables such as making AYP, the Arizona LEARNS performance 

label and student behavior may prove beneficial to practitioners as they make decisions 

as to what middle-school recommendations/concepts to maintain and which ones to 

reduce or eliminate entirely. 

 There is no question that the principal’s role in today’s educational environment is 
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a complex and dynamic journey into the economic, structural, and political worlds that 

continue to test the leader’s capacity (Elmore 2002; Farkas et al., 2003; Fullan, 2002). 

NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) have at best caused principals to shape their 

schools in order to meet accountability demands. The open-ended question 6 in this 

section asked “How has the middle-school philosophy at your school been affected by 

NCLB and Arizona LEARNS (organizationally, procedurally, attitudinally, 

professionally, other)?” Responses to this question provided the researcher with an in-

depth rationalization for the principal responses to Research Question 4 (see Appendix 

H). Thirty-five principals responded to the prompt. Twenty-one of the responses to this 

question indicated a definite focus on meeting “the imposed standards.” Said one middle-

school principal, “Much more focused on student achievement, not development of the 

whole child.”  Remarked another, “Yes, we are moving away from the team model of 

educating children back towards a Junior High.  I am forced to do this because academics 

are now the focus.” Erb (2000) reported that real middle-school reform needs time, 

vision, and dedication to succeed. The study data illustrated to the researcher the decline 

of true middle-schools, an educational environment to educate the “whole child.”  

Currently, because education in the United States is intensely focused on student 

achievement and that achievement is tied to money and public image, our schools will 

look less and less like places that educate the whole child and more and more like places 

where student testing is the main objective.   

I have taught middle-school students for five years, and high-school students for 

five years; I have been a middle-school assistant principal for three years and a high-
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school assistant principal for two years. Based on my experience there is a definite 

difference in student needs at the middle and high school levels. There is no doubt that 

the majority of educational leaders value some sort of accountability system (Farkas et 

al., 2003), but the accountability system should understand and take into consideration all 

that schools do today to promote the development of a contributing member of society. 

The three R’s are important, but not at the expense of other areas of student development. 

Given the situation in Arizona described by study data, there is the potential that we are 

witnessing the decline in the middle-school concept of the past decades. Unfortunately, 

this would force student anonymity and would go against what is currently known about 

the benefits of having an open, supportive, and welcoming environment for middle-

school students (Carnegie Corporation of New York, 1989; National Association of 

Secondary School Principals, 2006; National Middle School Association, 1995, 2003). 

Synthesizing the survey responses suggests that principals desire a sensible accountability 

system that values the unique life situations of young adolescents as they matriculate 

through the educational system.   

The study results illustrated that the late 20th century middle-school concepts were 

folded in and diminished in importance by the accountability and standards movement 

ushered in by NCLB (2001) at the dawn of the 21st century. I speculate that educators, 

researchers, and policy makers need to understand and examine the swift and prominent 

changes that have reshaped and redefined the middle-school concept of today. Hence, to 

begin, we need to ask what features can be combined across centuries to suggest a new 

concept of a middle-school. In other words, what does it mean to be a middle-school 
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school in the 21st century? This is a period in student’s educational experience in which 

the school system promotes their transformation from elementary to high school, from a 

time when teachers are more nurturing, more close relationships are developed between 

teacher and student, to a time in which one teacher may have as many as 150 students and 

students see as many as 7 teachers in one day.  There still exists a need for social and 

emotional support yet there must also be a major focus on academic achievement—

scholasticism. By combining the doctrines of 20th century middle-school with the 21st 

century empirical scholasticism, we could consider this middle-school phase or period in 

a student’s matriculation through traditional K-12 education as the transformational 

social and empirical scholasticism grades. A closer examination of such a phase or 

period requires additional discussions and research. 

Research Question 5 

What is the relationship, if any, between the influence of Arizona LEARNS and 

NCLB on the leadership behaviors of middle-school principals and six demographic 

factors: principal years of experience, principal years of service at current site, the 

principal’s perception of the school’s ability to meet NCLB requirements by 2014, 

whether or not the school receives Title I funding, whether or not the school met AYP 

requirements for 2007, and the school’s 2007 Arizona LEARNS performance label? 

Years of Experience. A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation analysis was 

performed to determine the relationship between years of experience and the ability to 

execute specific leadership behaviors and responsibilities as defined by Marzano et al. 

(2003, 2005) due to influence of both NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002). Four 
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significant weak, negative correlations were indicated between these two variables. The 

four leadership behaviors/relationships found to have an inverse relationship with years 

of experience were Maintaining Communication (the extent to which the school leader 

establishes strong lines of communication with and between teachers and students), 

Providing Contingent Rewards (the extent to which the school leader recognizes and 

rewards individual accomplishments), Being a Change Agent (the leader’s disposition to 

challenge the status quo), and Providing Affirmation (the extent to which a leader 

recognizes and celebrates school accomplishments and failures in a balanced and honest 

way). This indicated the variable years of experience is inversely correlated with the 

leadership behaviors and responsibilities when analyzed collectively. To explain further, 

the more “new” a principal, the more the scores on these specific leadership behaviors 

and responsibilities increased. Vice verse, the more “seasoned” the principal, the less 

they practiced these behaviors and responsibilities.  

Several factors may explain this. For one, recall the works of Petzko et al. (2002), 

Ricciardi (1999), and Anfara et al. (2000) which examined principal preparation matched 

with the performance-based skills and knowledge needed for middle-level leadership in 

the 21st century. Survey results from these three studies indicated to some degree 

principals needed professional development in the areas of public and media 

relationships, motivating others, and problem analysis. It is possible that more recent 

preparation programs have included more of the relationship-based leadership concepts 

found in Maintaining Communication, Being a Change Agent, Providing Contingent 

Rewards, and Providing Affirmation. Therefore the less-experienced principals would be 
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practicing these behaviors more than their veteran counterparts. Likewise, from the 

information gained by conducting the literature review and participating in a doctoral 

Educational Leadership Program, the focus on change is evident and would explain the 

inverse correlation to the leadership behavior/responsibility of Being a Change Agent.  

Examination of the entire set of data revealed that 11 of the 21 correlations were 

negative. The research results indicated in Arizona, as principal experience increases, 

specifically focusing on principals who have experienced the pre-NCLB era, the ability to 

execute over half of the 21 leadership behaviors and responsibilities of Marzano et al. 

(2003, 2005) has decreased. Whether this is due to a conscious choice in the vein of “this 

too shall pass” or due to the true demands of both accountability measures, the focus on 

just what it means to be a principal has been replaced by other “more important” tasks.  

Years of Experience at Current Site.  A Pearson Product-Moment Correlation 

analysis comparing years of experience at the current site with responses to and the 

ability to execute specific leadership behaviors and responsibilities as defined by 

Marzano et al. (2003, 2005) due to influence of both NCLB (2001) and Arizona 

LEARNS (2002). Examining the influence of both accountability measures 

simultaneously showed no significant correlations. However 17 of the 21 correlations 

were weak negative correlations suggesting that as years of experience at current site 

increased, the ability to execute the leadership behaviors and responsibilities decreased. 

Upon reexamination of the demographic data, the average years experience at current site 

was 4.17 and total years of experience was 6.76. Given what is known about change 

through the work of Fullan (1993, 2001a, 2001b) and through personal experience, the 
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demands in transitioning to a new school can be overwhelming. The majority of the study 

sample had been at their current site for three years or less (29 out of 55). Change is 

difficult; the initiation, implementation and integration of the change process can take 

three to five years (Fullan, 2001a). Middle-school principals in the first few years at a site 

may execute many of the leadership behaviors and responsibilities examined in this 

study. However, it could be the case that as the principals’ years, time, and talent increase 

at a school site, they responsibly refine, share systematically and proportionately those 

leadership behaviors more effectively for the benefit of the staff and site. Thus, the staff 

gains the ability to trust the principal’s leadership and begins to manage themselves in 

response to that leadership. The assumption is that principals’ years of stewardship at a 

site may transcend the leadership behaviors examined in this study. Therefore, it is 

surmised that the study result of a negative correlation between years of experience at 

current site and specific principal leadership behaviors and responsibilities, could be 

attributed to veteran principals abilities to refine and allow leadership behaviors to evolve 

in a more effective and appropriate manner for their staff and site. Of course, it is 

conjecture that in this case seasoned or veteran principals could demonstrate leadership 

behaviors dissimilar than those examined in this study and perhaps practiced by novice 

principals. 

 
Ability to Meet NCLB Requirements by 2014. An independent samples t-test was 

performed to determine if the differences in the mean scores of principal leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities influenced by NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) 

are significant depending on whether the principal thought his/her school would meet the 
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NCLB requirement of 100% student proficiency by 2014. The initial t-test was performed 

using the combined mean scores from both sections 1 and 2 of the survey. This test 

indicated two significant relationships, Being Visible (the ability of principals to have 

quality contact and interactions with students and teachers) and Seeking Input (the extent 

that leaders involve teachers in the operations and decisions tied to the overall 

functioning of the school, including policy decisions and review; see Table 21). When 

considering the influence of Arizona LEARNS alone, a t-test indicated two significant 

relationships, too. Developing and Maintaining Relationships (the principal demonstrates 

an awareness of the personal aspects of all faculty and staff and strives to foster positive 

relationships) and Seeking Input. Therefore, principals who believed their school would 

not meet NCLB requirements were less able to execute these two behaviors due to 

influence of both accountability measures, one of these behaviors was also affected when 

examining the influence of Arizona LEARNS alone. Synthesizing previously presented 

study data, recall the rating of leadership behaviors and responsibilities. Being Visible 

and Developing and Maintaining Relationships were rated as two of the top three most 

important behaviors and responsibilities. Moreover, recall that 80% of the middle-school 

principals surveyed did not believe their school would meet NCLB requirements by 

2014. Yet, here in this analysis, due to the influence of NCLB and Arizona LEARNS, it 

is more difficult for a school leader to practice these behaviors when the leader is in fear 

of his school not meeting NCLB requirements. Ideally, if the intent of NCLB is to 

increase student achievement and of the 21 leadership behaviors and responsibilities 

deemed by Marzano et al. (2003, 2005) as necessary in the current educational 
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environment, Being Visible and Developing and Maintaining Relationships are 

considered two of the most important behaviors by middle-level principals, the present 

educational situation should support these behaviors as means to an end, rather than 

foster an environment where practicing these behaviors is not possible. This presents an 

interesting situation wherein the presence of NCLB and Arizona LEARNS is reducing 

the likelihood that principals will be able to meet high standards due to the accountability 

measures’ effect on practice.  

Whether the School Received Title I Funds. An independent samples t-test was 

performed to determine if the differences in the mean scores of principal leadership 

behaviors and responsibilities influenced by NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) 

are significant depending on whether the middle school receives Title I funding. The 

initial t-test was performed using the combined mean scores from both sections 1 and 2 

of the survey. The test did not reveal any statistical significant relationships. The 

inference may be made that it did not matter if the school received Title I funding or not; 

the responses to the survey were similar and had similar mean scores for most of the 

leadership behaviors. Apparently, the accountability measures had a similar impact on the 

principal’s ability to execute leadership behaviors and responsibilities, regardless whether 

their school is in a low socioeconomic community or not. Due to the political and public 

nature of both NCLB and Arizona LEARNS combined with the funding issues associated 

with NCLB, this researcher expected this study to reveal principals of schools which did 

receive Title I funding would be unable to execute specific leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities due to the accountability measures’ influence on practice. However, this 
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was not the case. 

Whether the School Met AYP Requirements for SY 2007. An independent samples 

t-test was performed to determine if the differences in the mean scores of principal 

leadership behaviors and responsibilities influenced by NCLB (2001) and Arizona 

LEARNS (2002) are significant depending on whether the middle school met AYP 

requirements for 2007. Recall that 44.6% of the respondents indicated their school did 

not make AYP for school year 2006-2007 (see Table 5). The initial t-test was performed 

using the combined mean scores from both sections 1 and 2 of the survey. Within these 

results, the t-statistic was significant for Seeking Input (the extent that leaders involve 

teachers in the operations and decisions tied to the overall functioning of the school, 

including policy decisions and review; see Table 27). Also recall that this behavior was 

found to be significant in reference to the ability to meet NCLB requirements by 2014. 

The principals of middle-schools that did not make AYP were less able to execute the 

leadership behavior and responsibility of Seeking Input than those principals of middle-

schools which did meet requirements. There could be multiple reasons for this. Kim & 

Sunderman (2004) spoke of AYP as the bottom line of NCLB. Farkas et al. (2003) 

reported principals considered the consequences and sanctions for schools not making 

AYP were unfair. The consequences of not making AYP escalate in complexity and 

potential implications depending on the number of consecutive years not making AYP; 

for example, from notifying parents and the public of the situation to replacing all or most 

of the staff (Education Commission of the States, 2002; Center on Education Policy, 

2005; Zuckerbrod, 2007). According to Farkas, et al., as principals have tried to focus 
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more on effective teaching, sound assessment practices and quality professional 

development, they are more constrained by bureaucracy, clashing laws and regulations, 

and inadequate resources to meet the high demands of accountability. Based on this 

researcher’s first-hand experience, not making AYP presents additional responsibilities 

for principals, including extensive office and committee work and communicating with 

district leaders. The results here suggest that when a school did not make AYP, a time 

when leaders should be able to turn to their faculty for assistance and advice as they 

know the students best, principals were less able to perform in this area and as a result, 

may continue to not make AYP (Zuckerbrod, 2007).  

Performance Label. Using the three Arizona LEARNS (2002) performance label 

groups described in Chapter 3 (low, average, high), a One-Way ANOVA statistic was 

generated to compare mean leadership behavior and responsibility scores of principals in 

response to both NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) in relation to the 

performance label assigned to the school in 2007. The test statistic indicated the 

leadership behavior and responsibility of Seeking Input to be significant. Tukey’s HSD 

post hoc test detected significant differences in mean scores of principals from two 

performance label subgroups—principals at schools with a low performance label and 

principals at schools with a high performance label. The One-Way ANOVA using 

Arizona LEARNS performance labels and mean scores in response to Arizona LEARNS 

alone also indicated a significant difference assigned to the leadership behavior and 

responsibility of Seeking Input. Again Tukey’s HSD post hoc test detected the significant 

difference between mean scores in the low and high subgroups. This research suggests 
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the influence separately of Arizona LEARNS and not NCLB contributed to the 

significant result. Arizona LEARNS is responsible for school performance labels; 

principals at schools which received low performance labels were less able to execute the 

leadership behavior and responsibility of Seeking Input than principals at schools which 

received high performance labels. Recall previous statistical results from this study. 

Differences in mean scores from principals regarding Seeking Input were also found to 

be statistically significant in the context of meeting NCLB requirements by 2014 and 

whether the school met AYP for school 2006-2007.  There appears to be a mismatch 

here. It is as though when principals need to rely on others for assistance most, the 

structure of the current paradigm prevents this, further spiraling middle-schools towards 

not achieving accountability goals. 

Implications for Practice 

This study presents several implications for the educational field. The data 

suggest that both NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) impact and affect middle-

school leadership. These effects are best examined through convergence of effects as well 

as divergence of effects.  

How do NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) converge to support or 

undermine middle-schools and their leadership? To answer this question, it is important 

to synthesize the results from this research. Recall from Research Question 3, middle-

school principals in this study rated Being Visible, Developing and Maintaining 

Relationships, and Ensuring Discipline as most important in today’s accountability 

environment.  Responses given to Research Question 4 indicate both NCLB and Arizona 
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LEARNS have supported the continuation of several of the middle-school 

recommendations, for example, knowledgeable and committed educators and varied 

instructional strategies. Also, most middle-schools in this study met AYP indicating an 

increase in student achievement. Consequently, it may be said that together NCLB and 

Arizona LEARNS have contributed to an increase in student achievement, but at what 

expense? 

The divergence between the two accountability measures, NCLB (2001) and 

Arizona LEARNS (2002), and the middle-school concept is apparent. According to study 

data, many middle-school concepts have been reduced. For example, six research-based 

middle-school recommendations had never been present at various sites. The six noted 

were: balanced curriculum, arrangements permitting long term relationship development, 

comprehensive classroom-based advising and counseling, adult advocate for every 

student, interdisciplinary teams, and inviting, safe, and supportive school climate. Study 

data illustrate that exploratory experiences have been mostly eliminated at 64.3% of the 

schools in the sample. This key indicator of a middle-school, that separates this form of 

schooling from elementary schools, enhances the psychological development of a 

middle-school student. The idea of experimentation is core to adolescent development 

(Carnegie Corporation of New York, 1989). The fact that data obtained from this study 

indicate this integral feature of middle-schools has been greatly reduced is alarming. The 

middle-school leader and key district officials must explore innovative ways to bring 

back more of the exploratory experiences for middle-school student within the context of 

accountability.  
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Moreover, study data showed that when both NCLB (2001) and Arizona 

LEARNS (2002) are considered together, if the principal believes their school would not 

be able to meet NCLB requirements by 2014, the behaviors Being Visible and Seeking 

Input are less likely to be executed—recall Being Visible was considered one of the three 

most important behaviors and responsibilities according to middle-school principals. 

This study suggests NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) interact to affect 

middle-schools and their leadership during the era of accountability in a multitude of 

ways. Leaders are in a balancing act of attempting to maintain the middle-school concept 

while meeting the stringent demands of NCLB. The implications for practitioners are 

clear. It is up to the middle-school principal to re-examine their focus for their students 

and their schools. Given the shifts in the educational environments over the past decades, 

a leader who can be creative in ways to manage the office-side of the principalship and 

still be the principal who can develop relationships and remain visible to the staff and 

student body is necessary.  

What does leadership in the middle-school of today look like? What should it 

look like? The study data indicated the leadership focus for middle-school principals is 

shifting, moving from ideal to a new reality. The new reality, as this study’s results 

suggest, implies that modifications in administrative certification and training must 

reflect the current situation. Such modifications would involve a re-examination of the 

continuous professional development requirements for middle-school principals. 

Ultimately, the vision of what a middle-school should look like versus what it 

does look like poses new issues for middle-schools and their leaders. As stated earlier, a 
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new definition of middle-schools in the current accountability era is suggested. Given the 

results of this research, the middle-schools of today must contend with the educational 

environmental pressures that, based on the study data, appeared to have altered the 

landscape we have known as true middle-schools as defined by the 11 elements of the 

middle-school concept from Turning Points: Preparing American Youth for the 21st 

Century, This We Believe: Successful Schools for Young Adolescents, and Breaking 

Ranks in the Middle Strategies for Leading Middle Level Reform (Carnegie Corporation 

of New York, 1989; National Association of Secondary School Principals, 2006; 

National Middle School Association, 2003) . They have responded to the increased 

testing requirements, trying to meet AYP, and earning a respectable label by eliminating 

or reducing exploratory experiences for students, reducing interdisciplinary teaming, 

reducing provisions for an adult advocate for every student, reduced providing a balanced 

curriculum, etc. How can middle-schools still provide the nurturing environment and 

contend with academic pressures that are apparently not going to go away? Study data 

indicate a definite focus for leaders in several of the leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities of Marzano et al. (2003, 2005).  

Recommendations for Further Research 

The findings in this study suggest the following recommendations for further 

research. 

1. In this study, the sample was Arizona middle-schools principals. 

Middle-school principals across the nation could gain a better 

understanding of the influence of NCLB (2001) on their leadership 
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behaviors. This could be obtained with a larger sample from all 

levels of school principals, in Arizona and in the nation at large.  

2. Realistic performance expectations of the two population 

constraints identified by principals in this study (Special Education 

and ELL) should be identified. Research into what constitutes 

academic proficiency for students who do not speak, read, or write 

at grade level in English and/or who may not possess grade level 

intelligence is suggested. Definition of these performance 

expectations in the current accountability environment for the two 

groups of students may be informative. 

3. Being Visible as an important leadership behavior and 

responsibility was evident. Further investigation into the impact of 

this leadership behavior on middle-school student behavior and 

achievement would be informative owing to the demands of the 

school principal. 

4. In this study, it was apparent that the accountability measures 

operating in Arizona influenced leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities to varying degrees. Research into the decrease in 

ability to execute specific behaviors such as Being Visible, 

Developing and Maintaining Relationships, and Seeking Input 

when the context indicates they would be most beneficial would 

provide useful information for practitioners.  
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5. The decline of the middle-school philosophy as evidenced by the 

presence of specific characteristics is evident in this research. A 

new and bold definition of the accountability era middle-school 

should be defined and vetted. 

6. Further study connected to the effects of this new middle-school 

philosophy on middle-school students as they are educated in a 

more junior-high like setting may provide informative data for 

middle-school advocates. Additionally, the relation between the 

presence of a middle-school philosophy and meeting AYP 

requirements and the Arizona LEARNS performance label may 

also provide useful information.  

Conclusion 

This dissertation study presented research on the influence of NCLB (2001) and 

Arizona LEARNS (2002) accountability measures on the leadership behaviors and 

responsibilities of middle-school principals.  

This study was meant to add meaningful dialogue to the current discussions about 

accountability in terms of NCLB (2001) and Arizona LEARNS (2002) as well as 

describe the role of the middle-school principalship. Through the exploration of middle-

school principalship as it exists post-NCLB and Arizona LEARNS accountability 

programs, this dissertation study attempted to add new information to the expected and 

unexpected consequences of NCLB and Arizona LEARNS. By examining qualitative 

responses as well as quantitative responses, data were generated on the influence of 
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NCLB and Arizona LEARNS on the middle-school principalship and current perceptions 

of middle-school principals about their schools’ academic future under both 

accountability measures.  

 This research study suggests that factors of years of experience, experience at 

current site, whether the school met AYP, whether the principal expects the school will 

meet NCLB 100% proficiency requirements by 2014, whether the school receives Title I 

funding, and what Arizona LEARNS performance label the school received affect 

specific leadership behaviors and responsibilities and exhibit multiple statistically 

significant results in varying degrees. Additionally, study results indicate components of 

NCLB and Arizona LEARNS have influenced the ability to execute several of the 

leadership behaviors and responsibilities of the Balanced Leadership framework 

(Marzano et al., 2003, 2005). This study also suggests that the accountability measures 

have caused principals to make difficult choices in how they structure their time. 

Moreover, the study data indicated the dilemma of maintaining the middle-school 

concept.  The continuation of the middle-school philosophy in current educational 

settings is a real concern.  

 In Arizona, the standards-based accountability environment has drastically altered 

public education. Where once, schools, districts, and state departments of education 

operated as entities unto themselves, NCLB (2001) has redirected schools across the 

nation to place high achievement for all students front and center. At the forefront of this 

challenge is the school principal. This research study has shown that the middle-school 

principal must understand their role is multifaceted and demanding, fraught with 
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structural, political, relational, and economic issues that become more problematic as the 

year 2014 approaches (Farkas et al., 2003; Fullan, 2002). Choices will have to be made. 

Without a doubt, this is a very interesting time for middle-schools, their students, and 

their leaders. 
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Providing Affirmation: The extent to which a leader recognizes and celebrates 

school accomplishments and failures in a balanced and honest way. Affirmation is 

demonstrated when the principal announces at a faculty meeting that members of the 

math department presented information on their implementation of effective problem-

solving at a national workshop. The principal exhibits Affirmation when he announces to 

the faculty that they have not met their goal of reducing student absences. 

Being a Change Agent: Change Agent refers to the leader’s disposition to 

challenge the status quo. Imperative in this responsibility of acting as a Change Agent is 

the principal’s willingness to briefly upset the school’s equilibrium. The responsibility of 

Change Agent is applied when the leader asks a question such as: Is our truancy policy 

really keeping kids in school, or is it indirectly affecting those students who do not have 

the parental support? The responsibility of Change Agent is apparent when the principal 

commits two years to the new writing program. 

Providing Contingent Rewards: This responsibility refers to the extent to which 

the school leader recognizes and rewards individual accomplishments. Some specific 

behaviors and characteristics are using hard work and results as the basis for rewards and 

recognition; as well as focusing on performance versus seniority as a primary measure for 

rewards and recognition.  

Maintaining Communication: This refers to the extent to which the school leader 

establishes strong lines of communication with and between teachers and students. The 

specific behaviors and characteristics associated with this responsibility are developing 

effective means for teachers to communicate among each other, being accessible to 
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faculty, and maintaining an effective “open door” policy.  

Promoting Culture: Culture is implicit or explicit. It is a natural by-product of 

people working together; it can be a positive or negative influence on the work of the 

school. An effective leader fosters a culture that positively influences teachers who in 

turn positively influence student behavior. The following behaviors are associated with a 

leader who develops a positive culture: promoting cohesion among the staff, fostering a 

sense of well-being among faculty, developing an understanding of purpose and a shared 

vision of what the school can be.  

Ensuring Discipline: The acts of protecting the technical core of teaching and 

buffering teachers from outside interference that may affect instructional time or focus. 

Specific behaviors and characteristics that are tied to this responsibility include protecting 

instructional time from interruptions, and protecting teachers from internal and external 

distractions. 

Demonstrating Flexibility: This refers to the extent to which leaders adapt their 

leadership practice to what is presently occurring and the degree to which they are at ease 

with disagreement. Specific behaviors tied to this responsibility modeling the leadership 

style to the needs of the current situation, being either directive or nondirective depending 

on the situation, encouraging the sharing of dissenting opinions, and being comfortable 

with making substantial changes in how things are done. 

Establishing and Maintaining Focus: This responsibility pertains to the ability of 

the leader to establish goals and manage to keep the goals in the forefront; maintaining 

purpose and direction over time. Behaviors that relate to focus include establishing 
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concrete goals for curriculum, instruction, and assessment practices, establishing goals 

for the general functioning of the school, establishing high expectations for students and 

setting goals so that students meet the expectations, and consistently attending to goals.  

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs: Being aware of one’s own ideals and beliefs and 

consistently operating from them as a basis for decision-making. Specific behaviors and 

characteristics associated with this responsibility include possessing well-defined beliefs 

about schools, teaching and learning, sharing those beliefs with the faculty, and ensuring 

that behaviors are consistent with those beliefs. 

Seeking Input: Refers to the extent that leaders involve teachers in the operations 

and decisions tied to the overall functioning of the school, including policy decisions and 

review. Specific behaviors and characteristics associated with the responsibility are 

providing opportunities for staff to be involved in developing school policies, providing 

opportunities for staff input on all important decisions, and using leadership teams in 

decision making. 

Providing Intellectual Stimulation: Principals make certain that faculty and staff 

are exposed to the most current educational theories and incorporate the discussion 

regularly as part of the school culture. Specific behaviors tied to this responsibility are 

continually sharing with the staff cutting-edge research and theory and fostering dialogue 

about the current literature on effective schooling. 

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment: Leaders should be 

directly involved in the design and implementation of curriculum, instruction, and 

assessment practices in the school. Behaviors supporting this responsibility include being 



 
 
 

  200

directly involved in helping teachers design curricular activities and addressing 

instructional and assessment issues. 

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment: The extent to 

which the leader is aware of best practices in the areas of current curriculum, instruction, 

and assessment practices. Behaviors and characteristics of effective leaders in this area 

include possessing extensive knowledge about effective instructional, curricular, and 

assessment practices and guiding teachers in creating effective classrooms. 

Monitoring/Evaluating: Refers to the principal’s ability to monitor and adjust 

appropriately the school processes and how they impact student learning. Specific 

behaviors associated with this include monitoring the effectiveness of school practices 

and their impact on student achievement. 

Being an Optimizer: A principal who will inspire and lead new and challenging 

innovations and interventions. Specific behaviors include inspiring teachers to 

accomplish things that might be beyond their grasp, initiating and continually supporting 

major changes, and displaying a positive attitude regarding staff ability to accomplish 

significant things.  

Maintaining and Establishing Order: Refers to establishing and maintaining a set 

of standard operating procedures. The responsibility of order involves behaviors such as 

establishing routines for the smooth operation of the school that faculty understand and 

abide by, and providing and reinforcing clear structures, rules, and procedures for staff 

and students. 

Demonstrating Outreach: Refers to communicating about and advocating for the 
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school to all stakeholders. Specific behaviors associated with this responsibility include 

ensuring compliance with all district and state mandates, advocating for the school to 

parents, central office and the community at large.  

Developing and Maintaining Relationships: This principal demonstrates an 

awareness of the personal aspects of all faculty and staff and strives to foster positive 

relationships. Specific behaviors and characteristics tied to this responsibility include 

being informed about significant personal issues pertaining to staff, being aware of 

teacher needs, acknowledging significant events in the faculty’s lives, and maintaining 

personal relationships with teachers. 

Allocating Resources: Refers to the leader’s ability to provide teachers with the 

necessary resources – time, training, materials – to effectively perform their duties. 

Behaviors associated with this responsibility are ensuring that teachers have the 

necessary training, materials, and equipment to enhance their teaching. 

Being Visible: Principals should have quality contact and interactions with 

students and teachers. Important behaviors tied to this responsibility include making 

systematic and frequent visits to classrooms, making contact with students often, and 

being highly visible to students, faculty and parents. 

   Maintaining Situational Awareness: The responsibility refers to the ability to 

assess the overall culture and climate of the school towards addressing potential and/or 

current problems. Specific characteristics include accurately predicting possible 

problems, being aware of informal groups and relationships among the staff, and being 

cognizant of potential situations that could cause problems.  
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MIDDLE-SCHOOL PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIORS AND 

RESPONSIBILITIES SURVEY 
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Academic Accountability in Arizona: An Analysis of the Influence of Arizona 
LEARNS and NCLB on Middle-School Principal Behaviors and Responsibilities 

 
The intersection of Arizona LEARNS and No Child Left Behind presents an interesting 
accountability landscape in Arizona. Your perceptions and opinions about how they have 
together impacted middle-school leadership are important and helpful towards 
understanding preparation and practice. This survey is estimated to take approximately 10 
minutes to complete. The answers you provide will in no way be used for identification. 
Absolute confidentiality will be maintained throughout this research study. Thank you in 
advance for your participation. 
2. Section A: NCLB and Middle PrincResponsibilities and... 
Section A: The accountability measures Arizona LEARNS and NCLB require schools 
demonstrate certain levels and increases in student achievement to maintain 
accountability. 
 
Let’s first consider the influence of NCLB on your leadership behaviors/responsibilities: 
 
*NCLB is a conjunctive model; that is the performance targets for every academic 
indicator must be met independently. Failure to meet one performance target results in 
failure of the school to meet AYP requirements. 
 
*Currently, NCLB requires that all students in grades three through eight achieve 
proficiency in reading and mathematics by 2013-2014. 
 
*Student performance is measured through a one-year snapshot. 
 
*The components of the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) evaluation in Arizona are 
AIMS scores, the percent of students assessed, and attendance rates. 
 
*Schools are labeled on a yes/no system. 
 
*All (non-mobile, ELL, Special Education) students are included in the achievement. 
 
*Data is disaggregated by gender, racial or ethnic group, English proficiency status, 
migrant status, students with disabilities and socioeconomic status. 
 
*Sanctions apply to Title I districts and schools unable to meet AYP for two or more 
consecutive years and grow increasingly more prescriptive the longer the district/school 
is unable to meet annual benchmarks. 
 
*States, districts, and schools are required to make annual reports cards available. These 
report cards include data on student achievement for all students and for subgroups, 
Measure of Academic Progress (MAP), AYP status for each school, and professional 
qualifications of teachers (highly qualified). 
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1. For each item below, please indicate your perception of the influence the 
accountability measure NCLB has had on your ability to execute the following 
leadership behaviors/responsibilities: 
 
Academic Accountability in Arizona 
 

Inc
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eat
ly 
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No 
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De
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ase
d 
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eat
ly 

Being Visible "I am able to be in classrooms on 
a daily basis; I interact with teachers and 
students frequently" 
 

     

Maintaining Situational Awareness "I am able 
to 'read' the 'feelings' or 'energy' of my faculty 
and staff and respond accordingly, quickly, and 
effectively" 
 

     

Allocating Resources "I am able to provide what 
tools teachers need to effectively teach their 
students (time, training, materials)" 
 

     

Developing and Maintaining Relationships "I 
am able to interact with all faculty and staff 
members regularly to foster relationship growth 
and development" 
 

     

Demonstrating Outreach "I am able to provide 
information about and in support of our school 
in various community settings" 
 

     

Maintaining and Establishing Order "I am able 
to maintain, communicate, evaluate, and change 
the 'way we do things around here' to ensure we 
are constantly focusing on increasing student 
achievement" 
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Being an Optimizer "I am able to bring new 
information and ways of learning to my faculty 
and staff to increase productivity" 
 

     

Monitoring/Evaluating "I am able to analyze 
each of our school processes regularly, 
including classroom instruction, and adjust them 
to positively impact student learning" 
 

     

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, 
Instruction, and Assessment "I have a deep 
understanding of current curriculum, effective 
instruction, and assessment practices to better 
assist my faculty" 
 

     

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment "I am able to be an integral part of 
the curriculum design, instructional practices, 
and assessment models that we use in our 
school" 
 

     

Providing Intellectual Stimulation "I am 
regularly able to provide my faculty and staff 
with timely and relevant information, theories 
and practice to improve student achievement" 
 

     

Seeking Input "I have procedures in place to 
interact with teachers regularly regarding 
important decisions or situations concerning our 
school" 
 

     

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs "I regularly 
communicate my educational beliefs and my 
actions demonstrate my thinking" 
 

     

Establishing and Maintaining Focus "I regularly 
communicate our school goals to various 
stakeholders" 
 

     

Demonstrating Flexibility "I am comfortable 
with dissent and welcome it; I am able to adapt 
my leadership style accordingly" 
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Ensuring Discipline "I am integrally involved in 
maintaining school discipline and promoting a 
safe campus" 
 

     

Promoting Culture "I am able to improve the 
culture and climate of our school and increase 
community involvement" 
 

     

Maintaining Communication "I regularly 
communicate with teachers and students and 
encourage communication" 
 

     

Providing Contingent Rewards "I make a point 
to recognize the accomplishments of individuals 
at my school" 
 

     

Being a Change Agent "I understand the change 
process and provide opportunities for my faculty 
to experience change in a positive way" 
 

     

Providing Affirmation "I am a realist- I let 
faculty and students know when one of them 
have done a great job and when one of us has 
made a drastic mistake" 

     

 
... 
Section B: Recall that the accountability measures Arizona LEARNS and NCLB require 
schools demonstrate certain levels and increases in student achievement to maintain 
accountability. 
 
Now let’s consider the influence of Arizona LEARNS on your leadership 
behavior/responsibilities: 
 
*Arizona LEARNS is a compensatory model; that is the academic indicators 
counterbalance each other. Higher performance on one academic indicator can make up 
for lower performance on another indicator. 
 
*The accountability model requires a longitudinal examination of student performance. 
 
*The components of evaluation for Arizona middle schools include AIMS scores from 
the most recent three years, Measure of Academic Progress (MAP), and AYP. 
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*Arizona LEARNS labels schools on a graded scale: Failing to Meet Academic 
Standards, Underperforming, Performing, Performing Plus, Highly Performing, or 
Excelling. 
 
*Presently, only valid scores (of non-mobile students) are included in the Arizona 
LEARNS profile. 
 
*Not included are students who have taken the AIMS with non-standards modifications; 
and English Language Learner (ELL) who have been in the Sheltered English Immersion 
(SEI) program for three years or less. However, the results of the English language 
assessment (AZELLA) are used in the achievement profile. 
Furthermore, the minimum group size of ELL students school-wide is now 16.  
 
*Consequences associated with classifications of Underperforming or Failing to Meet 
Academic Standards include, but are not limited to the following: development of a 
school improvement plan (SIP); presentation of the SIP to the public; development and 
dissemination of written notice to each residence within the attendance area of the school; 
and possible restructuring of the school. 
 
 
2. For each item below, please indicate the influence the accountability measure 
Arizona LEARNS has had on your ability to execute the following leadership 
behaviors/responsibilities: 
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Being Visible "I am able to be in classrooms on 
a daily basis; I interact with teachers and 
students frequently" 
 

     

Maintaining Situational Awareness "I am able 
to 'read' the 'feelings' or 'energy' of my faculty 
and staff and respond accordingly, quickly, and 
effectively" 
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Allocating Resources "I am able to provide what 
tools teachers need to effectively teach their 
students (time, training, materials)" 
 

     

Developing and Maintaining Relationships "I 
am able to interact with all faculty and staff 
members regularly to foster relationship growth 
and development" 
 

     

Demonstrating Outreach "I am able to provide 
information about and in support of our school 
in various community settings" 
 

     

Maintaining and Establishing Order "I am able 
to maintain, communicate, evaluate, and change 
the 'way we do things around here' to ensure we 
are constantly focusing on increasing student 
achievement" 
 

     

Being an Optimizer "I am able to bring new 
information and ways of learning to my faculty 
and staff to increase productivity" 
 

     

Monitoring/Evaluating "I am able to analyze 
each of our school processes regularly, 
including classroom instruction, and adjust them 
to positively impact student learning" 
 

     

Having a Knowledge of Curriculum, 
Instruction, and Assessment "I have a deep 
understanding of current curriculum, effective 
instruction, and assessment practices to better 
assist my faculty" 
 

     

Being Involved in Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment "I am able to be an integral part of 
the curriculum design, instructional practices, 
and assessment models that we use in our 
school" 
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Providing Intellectual Stimulation "I am 
regularly able to provide my faculty and staff 
with timely and relevant information, theories 
and practice to improve student achievement" 
 

     

Seeking Input "I have procedures in place to 
interact with teachers regularly regarding 
important decisions or situations concerning our 
school" 
 

     

Communicating Ideals/Beliefs "I regularly 
communicate my educational beliefs and my 
actions demonstrate my thinking" 
 

     

Establishing and Maintaining Focus "I regularly 
communicate our school goals to various 
stakeholders" 
 

     

Demonstrating Flexibility "I am comfortable 
with dissent and welcome it; I am able to adapt 
my leadership style accordingly" 
 

     

Ensuring Discipline "I am integrally involved in 
maintaining school discipline and promoting a 
safe campus" 
 

     

Promoting Culture "I am able to improve the 
culture and climate of our school and increase 
community involvement" 
 

     

Maintaining Communication "I regularly 
communicate with teachers and students and 
encourage communication" 
 

     

Providing Contingent Rewards "I make a point 
to recognize the accomplishments of individuals 
at my school" 
 

     

Being a Change Agent "I understand the change 
process and provide opportunities for my faculty 
to experience change in a positive way" 
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Providing Affirmation "I am a realist- I let 
faculty and students know when one of them 
have done a great job and when one of us has 
made a drastic mistake" 

     

king of Principal Leadership Responsibilities 
Section C: Ultimately, principal leadership behavior should result in increased student 
achievement. However, due to the influence of the interaction of Arizona LEARNS and 
NCLB, pressure is placed upon middle school principals to produce results and still 
maintain the middle school concept at their site. As a result, some leadership 
responsibilities become more important and some less important, some regularly 
practiced, some rarely practiced. 
 
3. Given the necessity to make AYP and reach the goals of Arizona LEARNS and 
NCLB, please rate, in terms of importance to you, the following principal leadership 
behaviors and responsibilities: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Culture (promotes shared beliefs and 
appreciation of community and cooperation) 
  
Situational Awareness (ability to assess the 
overall culture and climate of the school 
towards addressing potential and/or current 
problems) 
 

 

Monitoring/Evaluating (monitor and adjust 
appropriately the school processes and how 
they impact student learning) 
 

 

Resources (ability to provide teachers with 
the necessary resources – time, training, 
materials – to effectively perform their 
duties) 
 

 

Involvement in Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment (be directly involved in the 
design and implementation of curriculum, 
instruction, and assessment practices in the  

Very 
Importa

nt 

Impor
tant 

Somewh
at 

Importa
nt 

Not  
Importa

nt 
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school) 
 
Relationships (demonstrate an awareness of 
the personal aspects of all faculty and staff) 
  
Visibility (have quality contact and 
interactions with students and teachers) 
  
Change Agent (challenge and actively 
question the status quo) 
 

 

Outreach (communicates about and 
advocate for the school to all stakeholders) 
  
Order (establish and maintain a set of 
standard operating procedures) 
  
Optimizer (inspire and lead new and 
challenging innovations and interventions) 

 
Knowledge of Curriculum, Instruction, and 
Assessment (knowledge of current 
curriculum, instruction, and assessment 
practices) 
 

 

Ideals/Beliefs (communicate and operate 
based on strong principles and beliefs about 
schooling) 
 

 

Intellectual Stimulation (make certain that 
faculty and staff are exposed to the most 
current educational theories and incorporate 
the discussion regularly as part of the school 
culture) 
 

 

Input (regularly seek contributions from 
teachers in the creation and implementation 
of significant decisions and practices) 
  
Focus (set clear goals and constantly 
reference them publicly) 
  

Flexibility (adapt leadership behavior to 
current situation and be comfortable with 
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dissent) 
 
Discipline (guard teachers from issues and 
influences that would detract from the 
teaching time) 
 

 

Affirmation (recognizes and communicates 
the positive accomplishments and negative 
setbacks of the school community) 
  

Communication (provides for and supports 
strong lines of communication among 
students and teachers) 
 

 

Contingent Rewards (recognizes and 
rewards individual accomplishments) 
  
 
 
4. If there were no accountability structures, laws, measures, or programs for 
student performance as they exist today, would your ratings change? If, so, 
how? 
Academic Accountabilection D: A Balancing Act: The Middle School Conceptand e... 
Section D: Traditionally, middle schools have the following components: a balanced 
curriculum based on the needs of young adolescents; educators knowledgeable about and 
committed to young adolescents; organizational arrangements which permit the 
development of longer-term relationships between teachers and students; varied 
instructional strategies that consider the characteristics of the learner; a wide range of 
exploratory experiences; comprehensive classroom-based advising and counseling; 
continuous progress for students; an adult advocate for every student; interdisciplinary 
teams responsible for the same group of children; cooperative planning and flexible use 
of time; an inviting, safe, and supportive school climate; and assessment and evaluation 
programs that promote quality learning. 
 
5. In the current era of accountability of NCLB and Arizona LEARNS, which of the 
following components are a part of your school, which have been reduced, or have 
never been a part of your school?  
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A balanced curriculum based on the needs of 
young adolescents 
 

 

Educators knowledgeable about and committed to 
young adolescents 
  
Organizational arrangements which permit the 
development of longer-term relationships between 
teachers and students 
 

 

Varied instructional strategies that consider the 
characteristics of the learner 
  

A wide range of exploratory experiences 
 

 
Comprehensive classroom-based advising and 
counseling 
  

An adult advocate for every student 
 

 
Interdisciplinary teams responsible for the same 
group of children 
  

Cooperative planning and flexible use of time 
 

 
An inviting, safe, and supportive school climate 
 

 
Assessment and evaluation programs that 
promote quality learning 
  
 
6. How has the middle school philosophy at your school been affected by NCLB and 
Arizona LEARNS (organizational, procedural, attitudinal, other)? 
Academic Accountability in Arizona: The Infl6. Section Earrative Response Questions 
Section E: In order to increase the richness of your overall responses, please answer the 
following open-ended questions. 
 
7. What are the major changes in your leadership practice as a result of Arizona 
LEARNS and NCLB? 
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8. What else would you like to share about the influence of Arizona LEARNS and 
NCLB that has not been addressed in this survey? 
 
Section E: Demographics 
 
The items in this section are for data-gathering purposes only. The answers provided will 
in no way be used for identification. Please recall that absolute confidentiality will be 
maintained throughout this research study. 
 
9. Number of years you have been a principal? 
<1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 30> 
 
10. Number of years you have been a principal at your current site? 
<1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 30> 
 
11. Gender 
Female 
Male 
 
12. Did your school meet AYP requirements for school 2005 – 2006?  
Yes 
No 
I don’t know 
 
13. What Arizona LEARNS label was assigned to your school for school year 2006 – 
2007? 
Failing 
Underperforming 
Performing 
Performing Plus 
Highly performing 
Excelling 
 
14. Does your school receive federal Title I funds due to the socioeconomic 
demographics of your student population? 
Yes 
No 
15. When considering current policy, do you think your school will be able to meet 
NCLB accountability measures (i.e., Adequate Yearly Progress), as well as 100% student 
proficiency on AIMS by 2014? 
No 
Yes (Survey is complete) 
 
16. You indicate that your school will be unable to meet AYP (& AZ LEARNS) in the 
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future. What will contribute to this inability? 
Grade level Mathematics/Reading/Writing 
Whole school Mathematics/Reading/Writing 
Various ethnic group Mathematics/Reading/Writing 
English Language Learners Mathematics/Reading/Writing 
Special Education Mathematics/Reading/Writing 
Minimum Percent Tested (95%) 
Minimum Subgroup Tested (95%) 
Other: 
 
17. You listed some ways in which your school will not have the capacity to meet AYP in 
the future. Which variables do you believe impact your school’s ability to meet NCLB 
demands? 
Instructional Quality 
Resource Availability (financial, personnel, material) 
Insufficient Remediation Services 
Data Availability 
Community Awareness and Support of Expectations 
Staff Knowledge of Standards 
Staff Commitment to NCLB (Arizona LEARNS) Goals 
Vertical Articulation of Curriculum (from one grade to the next) 
Horizontal Articulation of Curriculum (across grade level) 
Other: 
 
Thank you for completing my dissertation study survey!  
Please click “submit" only once for your responses to be recorded. 
 
 
 



 
 
 

  216

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 

SUBJECT’S CONSENT FORM 



 
 
 

  217

Subject’s Consent Form 

Title: An Analysis of the Influence of No Child Left Behind and Arizona LEARNS on 

Middle-School Principal Leadership Behaviors and Responsibilities 

 
RESEARCH DESCRIPTION: 
 
Your school is one of 168 middle schools to be selected from the 245 middle schools in 
Arizona to participate in a research study investigating the influence of Arizona LEARNS 
and No Child Left Behind (NCLB) accountability measures on middle school principal 
leadership responsibilities and practices. For this study, you are being are asked to 
complete an on-line survey designed for this purpose. 
 
It is anticipated that completing the survey will take approximately 10 minutes. Data 
collected will be used for the sole purpose of a doctoral dissertation. Additionally, by 
participating in the study you will be adding to a growing body of knowledge 
surrounding the impact of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on Arizona public education. In 
so doing, your participation will increase the likelihood that policymakers will be able to 
improve various components of both laws.  
 
RISKS AND BENEFITS: 
 
There are no risks or benefits associated with your participation in this study. If you 
choose to participate in the study, you can do so by completing the survey and clicking 
“submit” on the on-line version. If you choose not to participate, you do not have to 
complete the survey. By completing the survey, you are giving your consent to 
participate in the study. There is no right or wrong answers to the questions presented; 
thus, please feel comfortable responding with your perceptions to key issues. 
 
PAYMENTS: 
 
I deeply appreciate your voluntary participation in this study as it will be adding to a 
growing body of knowledge surrounding the impact of Arizona LEARNS and No Child 
Left Behind legislation in our schools. Due to the voluntary nature of this study, there is 
no payment provided or implied for your participation. 
 
DATA STORAGE TO PROTECT CONFIDENTIALITY: 
 
Participants elect to complete an on-line survey; the confidentiality of the data will be 
held via a secure connection and data destroyed/deleted upon expiration of the on-line 
subscription and completion of the study. The record of participation will be kept in a 
locked cabinet inside the Principal Investigator’s office. It will not be released to anyone 
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nor will it be used for any other purposes. Following the final acceptance of the doctoral 
dissertation by the dissertation committee, the record of participation from the pilot study 
and all data will be destroyed. 
 
TIME INVOLVEMENT: 
 
It is expected that completing the survey will take between 10 minutes. The survey has 6 
sections and includes 7 demographic questions, 4 open-ended questions, and closed-
ended questions based on individual perceptions.  
 
HOW THE RESULTS WILL BE USED: 
 
The results will be used for a doctoral dissertation, a part of the requirements for the 
Educational Doctorate (Ed. D.) degree. After using the research for the dissertation, the 
resulting summative information may be distributed in the future, via Internet, journal, 
article, or lecture, for the purpose of expanding the research literature pertaining to the 
influence of Arizona LEARNS and NCLB on educational leadership responsibilities and 
practice. The information may become part of a conference presentation, professional 
meeting or for other varied educational purposes. At all times the confidentiality of all 
participants will be strictly maintained. 
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Participant’s Rights 
 
 
The Principal Investigator in this study is Shannon McKinney, a Doctoral Student in the 
Department of Educational Leadership at the University of Arizona in Tucson, Arizona. 
 

• I have read the Research Description provided by the researcher. 
 

• My participation in this study is purely voluntary. I may refuse to participate 
without jeopardy to employment or other entitlements. 

 
• If, during the course of the study, significant new information that has been 

developed becomes available which may relate to my willingness to continue to 
participate, the investigator will provide this information to me. 

 
• Any information derived from the research project that personally identifies me 

will not be voluntarily released of disclosed without my separate consent, except 
as specifically required by law. 

 
• If at any time I have any questions regarding the research or my participation, I 

can contact the principal investigator. The investigator’s contact information is: 
Work (520) 696-6732, Home (520) 248-0730, or Fax (520) 696-5075. 

 
• By completing this survey, I am giving my consent to participate in this study. 

There will be no negative consequences associated with not participating. 
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Dear Principal ____________________________ 
 
I am writing to ask you to please fill out a 10-minute survey investigating the influence of 
AZ LEARNS and No Child Left Behind on middle-school leadership, the topic for my 
dissertation study. As one of over 100 middle-schools invited to participate in this study, 
your participation will greatly increase the study’s meaning and validity. I hope you will 
agree to participate.  
 
Presently a doctoral candidate at the University of Arizona and a middle-school assistant 
principal, I have developed this study as a timely and important contribution to current 
dialogue about Arizona LEARNS and NCLB in Arizona as it pertains to the middle-
school leader. 
 
As an administrator, I know your time is precious; therefore, I have constructed this 
survey to be a minimal time commitment on your part. Please be assured that 
confidentiality will be maintained at all times. 
 
If you agree, please review the informed consent and participant’s rights literature below 
prior to beginning the survey. This is the link that will lead you directly to a secure on-
line survey website: 
 
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=or31%2f%2fG9ytEG65S%2bLn4TwQ%3d%
3d   
 
The webpage you will be taken to contains the survey. Information pertaining to Arizona 
LEARNS and NCLB will be included in the body of the survey. Follow the directions to 
complete the survey. After reviewing the webpage, participants should click on the 
appropriate link at the bottom of the page to submit the survey responses. After 
completing the survey, your participation is finished.  
 
The results of study will be used for the development of my dissertation. Given the strict 
accountability measures that middle school principals must meet, I hope you will agree 
that this research is timely and relevant in today’s educational environment and help 
describe the current landscape of being a middle-school principal.  
 
Again, this survey should take no more than 10 minutes to complete. Thank you in 
advance for your consideration and time. 
 
 
Shannon McKinney 
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Reminder Email 
 
 
Dear Principal 
 
Wait! Wait! Please don’t delete this email! I need your help by March 31st! Please! 
 
Recently, you received an email requesting your participation in a study investigating the 
influence of Arizona LEARNS and No Child Left Behind on middle-school principal 
leadership behaviors and responsibilities. This study is intended to further explore the 
ways these two accountability measures presently operating in Arizona continue to shape 
principal responsibilities and practice in our schools. Additionally, this study will mark 
the culmination of my years of study at the University of Arizona in pursuit of my Ed. D. 
degree in Educational Leadership.  
 
Please consider participating in this study; your participation should take no more than 10 
minutes and is strictly confidential. 
 
As a middle school administrator and student, my goal is to contribute to the leadership 
of our school through this research. I can accomplish this only with your help. I know 
this is an extremely busy time of year for us – I hope your school year has been a great 
one! 
 
Thank you in advance for giving your valuable time and completing the survey. If you 
agree to participate, simply click the link below and you will be taken to the survey. 
 
(Link will be placed here)   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Shannon McKinney 
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IF THERE WERE NO ACCOUNTABILITY STRUCTURES, LAWS, MEASURES, OR 

PROGRAMS FOR STUDENT PERFORMANCE AS THEY EXIST TODAY, WOULD 

YOUR RANKING CHANGE? IF SO, HOW? 

NO                                                                                                                                                                                                
NO                                                                                                                                                                                               
Yes.  I would spend more time doing the things that support sound instruction practices in the classroom.                    
Probalby[sic] not.                                                                                                                                                                             
NO                                                                                                                                                                                       
No. These characteristics may represent a higher degree of accountability for the actions of the principal, 
but none the less are all important in providing appropriate vision, mission, and leadership as the school 
year progresses.                         
No                                                                                                                                                                                     
No, I don't care one bit about the test, I care about kids.  Good leadership is servinig[sic] your population to 
be the best at learning from the staff on down.                                                                                                     
No                                                                                                                                                                              
My rankings would not change but I would bet that many kids we now work hard to help would be 
discarded and left behind. They were before NCLB and AZ Learns made it difficult to ignore them. They 
will be again if the accountability components are taken a  
no                                                                                                                                                                            
NO                                                                                                                                                                           
no                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
They would not.  I am a believer in accountability and data driven decision making.                                          
I don't believe they would change.                                                                                                                                        
I would be able to spend more time on the culture of the school regarding success not being just based on 
test scores.                                                                                                                                          
no                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
No, absolutely not.  I do what I do because I want to see students and teachers succeed.                                     
They would change minimally since our district is very data driven and accountability is a requirement of 
the position. However, the one element that would change would be more flexibility in the use of available 
funds and more discretion in how those fu  
No                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
no.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
No                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
NO Child Left Behind and AZLEARNS are unfunded mandates - at the very least they are grossly 
underfunded mandates.  Funding must be provided to turn around the negative impact NCLB and 
AZLEARNS is having on the capacity of public schools to meet the incr  
Yes, time allotments would be rearranged to allow more time in classrooms and for training for staff.                        
from my readings on school change and my belief system I would say no.                                                                                          
No. My focus would be to help students to reach their potential in education and to ensure that the teachers 
they have are there for the benefit of that student and not just a paycheck.                                                                     
no                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
Paperwork would decrease which would allow more time to deepen relationships with all stakeholders. 
What's more important, people or data? Accountability structures suggest the latter while leadership 
principles remind us to foster the former. We are m  
No - this is just how I did business at my school.  Our district has very high expectations.  We have 
operated in this fashion for some time.                                                                                                                  
Philosophically there would be no change, but realistically I cannot meet all of the priorities that are 
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necessary to fulfill the NCLB/AZ Learns mandates while providing the personalized leadership needed to 
nurture a school community.                     
Not really - we are an excelling school and have been from day 1. Our District promotes and supports high 
achievement and it is an expectation that students do well, by their parents, teachers and themselves. Our 
community is unique - highly educated and  
My rankings would not change at all on questions 2 - 4. NCLB and AZ Learns has not affected personal 
behaviors. The behaviors outlined in the survey are 'expected' behaviors, are independent of NCLB and the 
State of AZ, and have caused no change in my be  
Yes. I would be focusing more on each student myself. With the mandates we are under, I feel it is my job 
to advocate for the adults so they can do the best job possible. All the research tells us it is the teacher that 
makes the difference.               
The necessity to pay attention to details would lessen                                                                                                    
No                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
NO                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
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HOW HAS THE MIDDLE-SCHOOL PHILOSOPHY AT YOUR SCHOOL BEEN 

AFFECTED BY NCLB AND ARIZONA LEANRS (ORGANIZATIONALLY, 

PROCEDURALLY, ATTITUDINALLY, PROFESSIONALLY, OTHER)?  

Much has change so we can meet the imposed "standards"                                                                                                                                    
The focus on testing has resulted in changing what we do “for” kids. 
There has been a greater focus on content related to test results.                                                                                                                                                                              
More emphasis has been placed on testing.                                                                                                                                                                                                      
It has made us leave some of our creative projects behind to focus on passing state tests.                                                                                                                                                    
The total focus on the bottom line – test scores – has changed many middle-school educators from enjoying 
the work they do with their students to one that is more business-like 
NCLB and AZLEARNS are accountability components that can fit with any model of instruction provided 
to students. These assessment processes simply reflect the outcomes of student performance, teacher 
capability, community values, and execution of a school  
The staff feels that they have lost a measure of control.                                                                                                                                   
we had to give up team planning time.                                                                                                                                                      
Decisions are made for us. 
It has been strengthened and institutionalized. NCLB and AZ learns requires those components of the 
middle school concept to be put into place and actually used daily rather than just talked about.                                                          
District-wide focus on state standards                                                                                                                       
Things have changed so we can focus on the state standards. 
it has made us more focused on what we teach.                                                                                                                                                                               
Student achievement is a central focus.  However, I believe that students can achieve academically in a data 
driven accountability system.  I also believe that a balance can be maintained.  It is a struggle, however, to 
balance all of the mandates of language learners  
For several years, the requirements of highly qualified teachers posed difficulty for us as we tried to create 
teams.  However, now we have people who are middle school teachers, appropriately certified to teach 
what they are teaching.                     
Yes, we are moving away from the team model of educating children back towards a Junior High.  I am 
forced to do this because academics are now the focus.                                                                                                     
It only give those that need it, accountability.                                                                                                                                                          
No change.                                                                                                                                                                                               
The biggest impact has been the need to put remedial programs in place to assist the FFB or Approaches 
students causing a reduction in the exploratories we offer to these students. We have developed and "AIMS 
Academy" for the under performing students an  
The MS philosophy has become more focused on student achievement and academic rigor.                                                                                                                   
NCLB/AZLErNS[sic] requirements have validated the efforts our school has made in maintaining the MS 
philosophy.                                                                                                                                                      
Both accountability systems put a large amount on teachers that sometimes it takes all the energy and 
creativity out of them. I find teachers spend most of their efforts teaching the performance objectives that 
the relationship component, vital to middle  
There is more emphasis on remediation. More emphasis on test results.                                                                                                                                  
Lack of funding has greatly harmed our ability to continue offering robust elective courses to meet the 
increased unfunded mandates.                                                                                                                            
The pressure of working with students that come to us at risk compound the need to assure that the labels 
and goals set by NCLB and Arizona LEARNS are met.  Without meeting the requirements for the labels 
and scores, the school will not be able to contin  
Many individuals believe that we have to do nothing but test prep instead of looking at real learning that is 
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deep and transferable.                                                                                                                            
The concept or belief that all students can reach their grade level by 2013/14 is fiction. There are variables 
that schools cannot control, i.e. home life, missing parental involvement and parents with adversarial 
attitudes toward schools. It is not to b  
Teaching the "whole child" is now limited due to time constraints. For example, if a child is placed in the 
ELL Program, he/she is unable to take Spanish, PE, art, music, or Advisory (homeroom). The mandates are 
just too limiting.                          
NO, but we are hanging on for dear life.  It is very costly to run this type of structure, so the decreased 
funding is not helping our cause.                                                                                                                   
Student opportunities for exploring different topics of interest have had to decrease.  Opportunities for 
looping and advisor programs have also had to be decreased in order to direct more resources for our 
student groups not making AYP.                   
Absolutely - we reduced the number of exploratory choices 3 years ago to increase time in core classes and 
to save money.  Middle school programs, while GREAT for the kids, are much more expensive to operate = 
more staff needed.  Not as much focus on kid  
The changes at our middle school that have caused us to drift away from the middle school philosophy 
were initiated by reductions in budget, not NCLB and/or AZ LEARNS.                                                                                        
More emphasis on basics and a tendacy[sic] to abandon fine arts and CTE. More emphasis on content 
instead of students.                                                                                                                                               
HQ has reduced the flexibility and ability to team. It forces a junior high model and does not support the 
middle school philosophy. It's focus is solely content driven - not student                                                                         
There is something wrong with this part of the survey; I was unable to select choices for each item.                                                                                  
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WHAT ARE THE MAJOR CHANGES IN YOUR LEADERSHIP PRACTICE AS A 

RESULT OF NCLB AND ARIZONA LEARNS?  

I have had to put more time and effort into making sure we meet government mandates and less time on the 
depth of education                                                                                                                                     
I've hard to become more aware of best practices and the quality of teaching.                                                                              
More focus on testing, less on quality and depth of instruction. 
Good leadership is good leadership so I don't think that these items are responsible for changes in schools.                                                                                                          
I'm a relatively new administrator and this has been in place since I have been doing this.                                                                                                                         
Since I am a new administrator (2 years) my focus has been on creating an environment that centered 
around NCLB and AZ learns.  They have been the center of all learning activities.                                            
I have had to dedicate more time to making sure we meet government mandates and have had to give up 
time focusing less on the depth of education                                                                                                                                    
While data has always driven a desire to increase student scores for me as a principal[sic], bringing 
professional knowledge of data analysis and having teachers become partners in the change process has 
driven a change in my leadership to make faculty genuine  
A more time checking that we meet the technical requirements[sic] of AZ Learns and NCLB.                                                                                                     
My professional development days for my staff are more test driven.                                                                                                            
Intense focus on whether or not we meet the technical requirements of AZ Learns and NCLB. 
The ability to gather data, distribute data and use data to impact decision making.                                                                                                                                  
Less time (patience) to work with some staff.                                                                                                                                                                       
Using good assessment and data effectively and at intervals to plan for instruction and remediation.                         
I don't think there were many.  I've been a principal for many years and have a pretty good idea of how 
curriculum, communication, change, staffing, student needs, and community needs interweave.                                                            
more focus on data based on philosophy of test scores being the ultimate indicator of learning.                              
more accountability                                                                                                                                                                                              
Much more focused on student achievement, not development of the whole child.                                                
Again, for those that need the answer to "why" we do what we do...it gives that accountability component.                    
Paperwork, paperwork, paperwork                                                                                                                                                                               
More focus on the mission and vision of the District and a direct focus on Student Achievement.                              
1. Increased staff development relating to best practices. 2. More staff input into curriculum development 
and course offerings to meet the needs of the under achieveing[sic] students. 3. Discretionary funding has 
been designated more for intervention strateg  
I was hired to into this position to make a change.  I believe my leadership style was why I was hired.  
There has been no change.                                                                                                                              
A strong focus on re-teaching of the state standards, reinforcing the concepts during bellwork.  
Additionally, a focus on mastery learning.                                                                                                                    
Increasing my knowledge of aligned standards based curriculum development.  Need for skills to be a 
positive change agent.                                                                                                                                      
I wouldn't say that I've had a change in my leadership practice, rather I would say that there is more 
pressure to do certain things to create a better learning environment for children. I find that when I need to 
make a change I can use the accountabili  
Not able to get into classrooms enough.  Trying to juggle more than is humanly possible, failure to do a 
good job. The quality and depth and focus is gone. We are trying to do too much in a mediocre way. That is 
unacceptable to me. The focus is more on sco  
The resources and time required for increased reporting has not been accompanied by increased staff and/or 
increased days in the school year.  We are being asked to do much  more with fewer resources, and the 
trend continues to rise without anything ever  
Less time in the classrooms to assist the teachers with instruction and personal professional development 
with leadership training.                                                                                                                             
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more attuned to the individual needs of students and current literature                                                                                                                      
I am new as a principal. My style and belief is that all need to have a say in the business of the school and 
that I need to push the decision making to the lowest level in order to make changes. The teachers have to 
buy in as well as the students and p  
none                                                                                                                                                                                        
Since I have been a principal for a few years only, accountability measures based on NCLB and AZ Learns 
are all I know. What I know for sure (thanks, Oprah) is that students thrive academically and socially when 
a teacher motivates them to do so. Externa  
Not really any changes.                                                                                                                                                                   
I spend most of my time being a reporting agent instead of an educator                                                                                                                   
My practices are more restrained and focused on the academic data.  I have a lot less opportunity to develop 
and support personalized relationships with members of the school community.                                                                      
Accountability, time on highly qualified paperwork for teachers, counting AIMS tests and making sure all 
kids have taken the test, lots of "administrivia" related to testing, which takes away time to focus on 
learning and instruction!!                      
I have definitely seen an increase in the stress level of some teachers and the school overall. Of course 
some teachers "handle" it better than others but the restraints that many teachers feel are placed on them by 
the process is a cause of frustration   
Communicating results, evaluating using data, incorporating more data driven decision making into daily 
processes and future planning                                                                                                                           
There were no major changes in my leadership practice as a result of AZ LEARNS and NCLB. All changes 
in my actions and philosophy happened because they are best for a school leader and NOT because of any 
mandated law.                                       
I am focusing on teachers instead of students. I feel if I support the adults to do the best job they can, they 
will, in turn, provide a quality education for the students. In a round about way, I am looking out for the 
students but not as direct as it u  
Focus on assessment and accountability; increased awareness of student growth and achievement; focus on 
specific group of student not achieving success                                                                                                        
I feel so focused on academics that the fun and connections needed in middle school fall take a back seat 
(the trunk!).                                                                                                                                         
More focus on data and test results than student learning.                                                                                                                     
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WHAT ELSE WOULD YOU LIKE TO SHARE ABOUT THE INFLUENCE OF NCLB 

AND ARIZONA LEARNS THAT HAS NOT BEEN ADDRESSED IN THIS SURVEY?  

nada                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Community members make decisions about the quality of our schools. That public perception has increased 
a level of scrutiny that holds educators accountable and increases the pressure to be more productive with 
time, curriculum, and instruction.           
It inhibits a more broad based approach to education.  Limits options for electives.                                                                                                                                                                 
Labels hurt.  My teachers all work very hard to take care of the whole child.  Test scores don't always 
reflect the successes.                                                                                                                                  
There is less of a broad base from which to draw an education from – we can’t offer the electives we want. 
While not perfect, both of these programs are critical to the overall and continued success of public 
education in the 21st Century.                                                                                                                            
has created an atmosphere of focusing more on standards than children.  it is harder to balance now.                         
The truth is, sadly, that I believe it was set up to see us (all public schools) ultimately "fail" when not all 
children make the yearly growth mandated.  Hopefully, calmer heads will prevail when the act is 
restructured.                                   
Positively, the focus is on students achievement on the standards.  The negative is the loss of other valuable 
areas such as the arts.                                                                                                                          
n/a                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
Many expectations to fill, little money to do it with.                                                                                                                                                                                                         
My biggest complaint is that Federal regulations are not in line with other Federal or state procedures. For 
example, we have specific medications[sic] or accommodations that are included in IEPs that are not 
recognized by NCLB, causing us to either not follo  
For me the most problematic issue is dealing with ADE.  There are two separate departments that address 
NCLB AYP and AZ Learns.  Additionally, for AZ Learns there are two separate offices which do not seem 
to communicate.  The NCLB AYP and AZ Learns do   
Increase accountability to support and maintain teacher shared leadership for the school community.                        
I think having an accountability system is good. However, they should be looked at in a realistic manner. 
No one can expect to have all children at 100% competency by 2014 if the educational system has not been 
reformed for many, many years. Although hav  
We have to use a variety of assessments to determine each students growth over time. We treat students like 
losers if they are not meeting the standards as prescribed by legislators. We are going about reducing the 
achievement gap the wrong way. Students   
I have firmly advocated for an educational[sic] equivalent of a "Boston Tea Party" against AIMS and 
AZLEARNS.  While I do not disagree with the need for standards-based instruction nor the need for 
accountability, the fundamental[sic] philosophy of 100% without all  
accountability is great. over testing is not and one test does not tell what a student has learned                                                                                                                                      
We need to be accountable, and the past system failed to provide a positive direction. AZ learns and NCLB 
are the result of a system that failed to improve itself as well as a reflection on the failure of the government 
to support the system.              
I've probably said enough already. Good luck on your dissertation!!!                                                                                                                                                                  
None.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
With the state testing and District testing, we loose close to 3 weeks of instructional time!!                                                                                                                                      
the HQ issue at the middle level has created a problem in hiring practices.  We now must hire more 
secondary minded teachers, rather than elementary teachers with a focus on the middle school learner.                           
Nothing else has labeled schools negatively, put pressure on students negatively, and put such unattainable 
high stakes on achievement more than NCLB and AZ LEARNS. The research that has been done on 
schools that have been 'taken over' by a state shows t  
I think there have been very positive results from both. It is not the "Dream" way but it beats every school, 
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or even, every teacher doing it their way.                                                                                                        
Additional funds were and have been made available due to AZ Learns and NCLB                                                                                                                                                    
The importance of the elective and exploratory curriculum has died                                                                                                                                                             
Some accountability is good.  However, we have become too focused on test scores from tests that may not 
be that good to begin with.                                                                                                                            
nada                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
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