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ABSTRACT 

In Texas high schools, low student TAKS scores may contribute to the high Hispanic 
dropout rate. A pre-experimental static group comparison was conducted at two high schools that 
are labeled Academically Acceptable (AA) and Academically Unacceptable (AU) by the Texas 
Education Agency (TEA) under the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB). The study 
explored differences in teacher perception of leadership styles and administrator self-perception 
of leadership styles in the south Texas region to determine if these factors affected the academic 
acceptability of schools. The schools selected had a socioeconomic status (SES) of at least 65% 
and a Hispanic-student population of at least 80%. Leadership Practices Inventory—Other (LPI) 
was utilized to measure the teachers’ perceptions of their administrators. Administrators were 
given the Leadership Practices Inventory—Self (LPI). A Multivariate Analysis of Variance 
(MANOVA) was used in analyses. Findings indicated that there was a significant difference 
between Academically Acceptable and Academically Unacceptable high schools on teacher 
perceptions of administrative leadership styles. There was no significant difference between 
Academically Acceptable and Academically Unacceptable schools on administrator self-
perceptions of administrative styles.. 

 

Introduction 
 

 Historically, an achievement gap has existed between races (Barton & Coley, 2010) 
though it could be argued that academic progress has been made by minorities and people of 
color (Gamoran, 2001). For example, in some predominately Hispanic schools, education leaders 
have reduced the achievement gap between Hispanic and non-Hispanic white students using 
increased parental involvement and establishing school-community partnerships (Gandara, 
2010). Although this method of reducing the achievement gap is promising, it does not guarantee 
success in all schools. Researchers have documented the presence of an achievement gap that has 
widened between Hispanic and non-Hispanic white students in recent years (Gamoran, 2001; 
Barton & Coley, 2010). Educators are still searching for the most effective methods of closing 
the achievement gap, and there is a significant amount of work needed in the future to continue 
these efforts.  

The United States’ population is growing by an estimated 2.9 million people a year (U.S. 
Census Bureau, 2000), and the nation’s population is projected to increase from 301 million in 
2000 to 468 million in 2060 (Camarota, 2007). California and Texas have the largest 
concentrated population in the U.S. with 38 million and 25 million people respectively, and over 



52% of all Hispanic students are enrolled in these two states (Fry & Gonzalez, 2008). 
Demographers believe that the Hispanic population in these states is expected to increase. In 
2009, the Hispanic population in the United States was estimated at 48 million. By 2050, the 
Hispanic population is projected to have 132 million people constituting 30% of the nation’s 
population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). It is anticipated that the Hispanic population in Texas 
will grow from 10.2 million in 2011 to 26 million by 2040 (Potter, 2010; Eschbach, 2009; 
Murdock, 2009; Murdock et al., 2002; Fix & Capps, 2005; Fix & Passel, 2003; Fry, 2007). In 
addition to this, public school enrollment trends are expected to change significantly in the next 
thirty years. Contemporary research predicts that by 2020, one out of four U.S. students will be 
Hispanic (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010; Fry & Gonzalez, 2008).  

Researchers are concerned with the dropout rate and current level of educational 
attainment of Hispanic students and question the potential outcome of a high percentage of 
Hispanic students not graduating from high school (Gandara, 2010; Fry, 2005, Murdock, 2009; 
Camarota, 2007; Capps et al., 2005; Gamoran, 2001; Stamps & Bohon, 2006; Smith, Stern, & 
Shatrova, 2008). With the projected increase of the Hispanic population, if the educational 
attainment does not improve, research suggests that this could result in a generation of 
undereducated students (Garcia & Jensen, 2009).  

Advocates who argue for social justice, morality, and equity point at low-socioeconomic 
status (SES) as a possible reason for underachievement in public schools. In addition, researchers 
maintain that Hispanic students are undereducated, tend to have low SES, and lack basic 
resources (Camarota, 2007; Murdock et al., 2002; Murdock, 2009; Garcia & Jensen, 2009). 
Sanchez and Sanchez (2008) questioned the degree to which teachers accommodate the 
educational needs of Hispanic students, while other studies have focused on segregation between 
non-Hispanic white students, Hispanic students, and African American students due to different 
SES levels (Frankenberg, 2009; Wells, 2009). Moreover, research suggests that the high dropout 
rate for Hispanic students means that the current educational system has failed to meet their 
needs (Boden et al., 2009). 

 
Statement of the Problem 
 

 Low student scores on standardized tests such as the Texas Assessment of Knowledge 
and Skills (TAKS) is a major problem in Texas high schools affecting the education system 
(McNeil et al., 2008). Experts believe that Hispanic students have been underserved in the 
classroom due to the socioeconomic inequality between Hispanic students and non-Hispanic 
white students as well as educational inequality (Gandara, 2010; Sanchez & Sanchez, 2008; & 
Gamoran, 2001). With the projected increase of the Hispanic population, unless educators can 
both solve the dropout rate problem and find a way to increase standardized test scores for 
Hispanic students, a significant percentage of the Texas population will be undereducated. 
According to Yates’s (2008), the future demographic shift suggests that the majority of the 
population of Texas will be Hispanic American, of low socioeconomic status (SES), 
undereducated, with a high dropout rate. This could well impact the state of the economy in 
Texas. 
  

Purpose of the Study 



The purpose of this pre experimental static group comparison study was to explore the 
differences in self-perceptions of administrative styles and teacher perceptions of administrative 
style between Academically Acceptable and Academically Unacceptable high schools with a 
large Hispanic student population. The high schools that were selected for this study have a No 
Child Left Behind 2001 academic rating which is based in part on pupil performance of the 
Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) and State of Texas Assessments of 
Academic Readiness (STAAR) standardized test scores. TAKS transitioned to a new 
standardized test called STAAR in 2012 for the purpose of making the test more rigorous. This 
rating served as the independent variable. The dependent variables included self-perceptions of 
administrative styles and teacher perceptions of administrative style. The variables helped 
determine what contributes to effective schools in selected south Texas schools that have a 
significant Hispanic student population.  

 
Research Questions 

 
This study was guided by the following research questions: 
1. Will Academically Acceptable and Academically Unacceptable high schools   

differ on teacher perceptions of administrative leadership styles as measured by the 
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI)? 

2. Will Academically Acceptable and Academically Unacceptable high schools  
differ on administrator self-perceptions of administrative styles as measured by 
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI)? 

It should be noted that the two high schools in the study are located in the south Texas 
region and thus generalizations can only be made to other schools with similar demographics. In 
addition, it cannot be inferred that Hispanic students in the southern regions of Texas are equally 
encultured or accultured.  

Theoretical Framework 
          
The singular leadership model has been left in favor of shared leadership model in recent years 
(Hulpia, Devos, & Rosseel, 2009). Once stakeholders, teachers, administrators, and community 
members’ are committed to a collective collaboration of school success, the principal tends to 
become a transformational leader of change (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2009). According to Yukl 
(1994), teachers, staff, and community members are inspired and intrinsically motivated by a 
transformational leader to excel above and beyond their required duties and responsibilities. 
Smith and Bell (2011) noted that transformational leaders inspire others to feel optimistic about 
the vision and goals of the school which increases communication and fosters a safe working 
environment. Essentially, researchers are stating that transformational leadership empowers 
teachers to carry out organizational goals through personal commitment and collaboration of 
colleagues. Once teachers feel they are being empowered by administrators, teachers can change 
the practice—teachers are entrusted to make decisions to better the students and organization 
(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006).  

Effective Schools 

 Creemers and Reezigt (2005) reported that school effectiveness highlights characteristics 
that are essential in understanding the areas of effectiveness: student engagement, leadership 
styles, and professional development. The authors postulated that a school improves if it has 



sustained measurable growth in the form of standardized test scores. If the aggregate score 
increases by five percent, a school has made progress. In essence, an effective school shows 
sustained growth in testable areas and does not regress over time (Brookover & Lezotte, 1979).  
 Research that was conducted by Back and Monroe (2001) maintained that most schools 
are classified as effective based on standardized test scores as the singular determinant factor. 
The importance of students successfully passing standardized tests such as TAKS and STARR is 
important to understanding if students have achieved mastery in the pedagogical domain. Current 
research concludes that schools that score very high on standardized tests are viewed publicly by 
teachers, community members, and the media as effective schools, and consequently pressure is 
put on administrators and teachers to achieve high scores (Fertig, 2000; Sammons & Luyten, 
2009). In addition, Griffith (2004) concurred when he postulated that a fundamental definition of 
an effective school is based on the number of students who successfully pass standardized tests. 
Effective schools can be measured by cross-comparing achievement scores or achievement 
levels of school districts that are similar in size, demographics, and socioeconomic status 
(Bennett & Harris, 1999). In essence, using standardized achievement scores is a strong indicator 
of school effectiveness. Conversely, low standardized achievement scores suggest that a school 
has largely been ineffective. Since schools are required to meet achievement score standards, 
school districts set goals in order to stay in compliance with yearly accountability mandates 
known as Annual Yearly Progress (AYP). AYP is measured in schools based on No Child Left 
Behind (NCLB) 2001 in three areas: attendance rates, completion rates, and performance on 
English Language Arts and mathematics standardized tests. All public schools are held to the 
standards of AYP (TEA, 2007a). 
  

No Child Left Behind and School Effectiveness 
 

The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 brings some clarity to what an effective 
school is in a contextual sense because of the accountability system that was created. According 
to the accountability rating of NCLB, an Exemplary rating suggests that a school has met 
specific guidelines, scores, and has achieved academic success. An Exemplary school is the 
highest accountability rating on the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act scale. A school is rated 
Exemplary when all students including subgroups achieve mastery of 90% in English, social 
studies, mathematics, and science portions of TAKS. In addition, an Exemplary school has at 
least 95% of the freshman cohort graduate four years later (TEA, 2008a). The rating below 
Exemplary is Recognized. In a Recognized school, all students including subgroups achieve 
mastery of 75% or more in English, social studies, mathematics, and science portions of TAKS. 
In addition, 85% of the freshmen cohort will graduate in four years (TEA, 2008c). The third 
rating is an Academically Acceptable (AA) school or campus where all students including 
subgroups achieve mastery of 70% in English, 65% pass social studies, 50% pass mathematics, 
and 45% pass science portions of TAKS. The high school campus needs 75% graduation rate to 
be considered Academically Acceptable (TEA, 2008d). An Academically Unacceptable (AU) 
school is the lowest accountability rating and schools receiving this ranking have failed to meet 
the minimum requirements.  Schools are also rated on subgroup performance. Subgroups are 
students who are classified as special education students, English Language Learner (ELL) 
students, and economically disadvantaged students. NCLB mandates that subgroups perform at 
the recommended standard, and if schools fail to help these students, the school’s accountability 
rating will be adversely affected. 



 
Leadership 

 
   
 Schools have always had people who are leaders within the organization. Over the last 
several years, a significant amount of research has focused on leadership styles and their effects 
on schools. There are many leadership styles including servant leadership, democratic leadership, 
transformational leadership, autocratic leadership, situational leadership, and laissez-faire 
leadership. Leadership plays a crucial role in supporting school improvement (Nicolaidou & 
Ainsow, 2004). Recent research has suggested the importance of a principal’s leadership style in 
increasing education and educational achievement within a school (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; 
Zainal, 2008). Though this is true, the consensus among researchers is that there is not one 
particular leadership style that will necessarily equal success or failure within a school (Shoupe 
& Pate, 2010; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Nicolaidou & Ainscow, 2005). 

 Effective school leaders demonstrate a passion for education and instruction and 
demonstrate leadership that inspires and motivates teachers and students to do their very best 
(Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, & Lee 1982; Pepper, 2010). Effective leaders create unity in 
organizations based on trust, respect, and local school policy. In addition, monitoring student 
progress, conducting classroom walkthroughs, and making decisions based on data is central to 
quality leadership in effective schools (Hofman Hofman, & Guldemond; 2001). Researchers 
maintain that both effective and ineffective schools need leadership where a leader can serve in 
three different capacities: personal, group, and organization (Nicolaidou & Ainsow, 2004). 
Schein (1992) added that the purpose of a leader remaining flexible in three capacities is to allow 
the leader to reward various types of school behavior and inspire innovation and learning. In 
essence, a good leader can adapt to all three capacities when necessary in order to foster a culture 
of learning (Nicolaidou & Ainsow, 2004). An effective leader maintains flexibility, commitment, 
and possesses the type of leadership where he or she can foster growth and development for 
individuals, formal and informal groups, and carry on the vision of the school (Kelley, Thornton, 
& Daugherty, 2005).  

Burns (1978) is credited with devising transformational leadership theory although Bass 
(1985) is recognized with offering a substantial amount of work in the area (Leithwood & Jantzi, 
2005). According to Bass (1990), transformational leadership occurs when there is a cognitive 
awareness to accomplish the mission of the group and organization. Research by Leithwood and 
Poplin (1992) stated that there are three underlining goals of transformational leadership: 1) aid 
staff in devising a successful school culture; 2) promote teacher development; and 3) solve 
problems collectively with all stakeholders. An organization that has transformational leadership 
embraces diversity, allows for planning and goal setting amongst teachers and administrators, 
encourages professional development that is both meaningful and central to accomplishing the 
school’s mission, and opens communication routes to solve problems (Leithwood & Poplin, 
1992). According to Yukl (1994), teachers, staff, and community members are inspired and 
intrinsically motivated by a transformational leader to excel above and beyond their required 
duties and responsibilities. Smith and Bell (2011) noted that transformational leaders inspire 
others to feel optimistic about the vision and goals of the school. Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) 
explained that this leadership practice provides a paradigm for teacher motivation and a capacity 
to carry out tasks in work settings allowing for teacher flexibility. In addition, it allows teachers 
to have direct input in decision making.  



Methodology  

A pre-experimental static group comparison was used to compare high schools that were 
labeled Academically Acceptable (AA) and Academically Unacceptable (AU) on self-
perceptions of administrative styles and teacher perceptions of administrative style to determine 
what contributes to effective schools in South Texas schools that have a significant Hispanic 
student population. Two high schools were selected from the Texas Education Agency (TEA), 
Public Education Information System (PEIMS), and the 2010-2011 Academic Excellence 
Indicator System (AEIS) website(s) based on demographic percentage, size of school, 
accountability rating, and region of the school. AEIS was utilized to analyze which schools had 
qualified for the study based on school region, student population, student socioeconomic status 
(SES), ethnicity, and academic rating. PEIMS was used to sort data by school region, student 
population, SES, ethnicity, academic rating district name, region, and school size. Pertinent data 
was entered into an Excel spreadsheet to determine which schools qualified for the study.  

 
Population and Sample 

 
Several high schools were considered for this study but only six high schools were 

selected and downloaded from the Texas Education Agency (TEA), Public Education 
Information System (PEIMS), and the 2010-2011 Academic Excellence Indicator System 
(AEIS). In addition, PEIMS and AEIS were used to aggregate and disaggregate data to determine 
which schools were selected for this study. Several high schools were eliminated by using 
PEIMS and AEIS due to having a demographic percentage, economically disadvantaged 
percentage, or academic rating that did not correlate with other schools. Selection of schools was 
based on the following pre-established criteria: high schools that have an accountability rating of 
AA and AU and were similar in school population, at least 65% low SES, which is based on free 
or reduced lunch, at least 80% Hispanic student enrollment, and the schools were located in the 
south Texas region (TEA, 1998).The PEIMS website was used to filter, sort, and categorize 
which schools would be eligible for the study.  

The primary investigator scheduled a time, date, and location to meet the faculty of each 
high school to give an in-person introduction, explain the purpose of the study, rights of the 
participants, directions for the instruments, and answer any questions that participants had in-
person at the two high schools. The rationale behind conducting the study in person was to 
ensure a high response rate amongst participants  

Among the 133 teachers in the Academically Acceptable high school, 91 teachers signed 
consent forms and agreed to participate in the study resulting in a return rate of 69%. Among the 
118 teachers in the Academically Unacceptable high school, 78 teachers signed consent forms 
and agreed to participate in the study resulting in a return rate of 66%. 

Among the seven administrators in the Academically Unacceptable high school, four 
administrators agreed to participate in the study for a response rate of 57%. Among the nine 
administrators in the Academically Acceptable high school, eight agreed to participate in the 
study resulting in a return rate of 88%.  

 
    

  Instrumentation 
 



The Leadership Practices Inventory is a comprehensive survey developed by researchers 
using triangulation of quantitative and qualitative research methods (Kouzes & Posner, 2002). 
Teachers were given instruments that measured teachers’ perceptions of administrative 
leadership styles, the Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI)—Observer, while administrators 
were given an instrument that measured administrators’ self-perceptions of leadership (LPI) - 
Self (Kouzes & Posner, 2003a, 2003b). Both LPI – Self and LPI Observer have thirty questions 
that are divided into six constructs with five items for each construct that exemplifies leadership 
qualities. The six constructs are Modeling the Way, Inspiring a Shared Vision, Challenging the 
Process, Enabling Other to Act, and Encouraging the Heart (Table 2). The LPI instruments have 
a 10-point Likert scale with a numerical value of one indicating the least used leadership 
behavior exhibited by an administrator (Almost never), and 10, the most frequent leadership 
behavior exhibited by an administrator (Almost always).  

Extensive research led to a consensus among researchers to generate a conceptual 
framework of five leadership practices for Kouzes and Posner’s Leadership Practice Inventory 
(2003). The five leadership practices with reliability scores for LPI Self have been consistently 
strong: (1) Modeling the Way .77; (2) Inspiring a Shared Vision .87; (3) Challenging the Process 
.80; (4) Enabling Others to Act .75; and (5) Encouraging the Heart .87. The LPI has been used 
for data collection by many researchers (The Leadership Challenge, 2007). The five leadership 
practices with reliability scores for LPI Other are: (1) Modeling the Way .88; (2) Inspiring a 
Shared Vision .92; (3) Challenging the Process .89; (4) Enabling Others to Act .88; and (5) 
Encouraging the Heart .92 (The Leadership Challenge, 2007).  
 Sashkin and Rosenbach (1998) reported that validity and reliability has been confirmed 
through a fifteen year period. In addition, the Leadership Practices Inventory has been utilized in 
many organizational settings and is highly respected in the education arena (Lewis, 1995) and 
professional settings (Herold, Fields, & Hyatt, 1993). Leong (1995) noted that the LPI has 
excellent face and psychometric validity and is consistent over time. In addition, Leong 
maintained that both factor analysis and multiple regressions buttress concurrent and structural 
validity.  

Results 
 

Once all of the data were collected, they were imported into Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS). The survey results were reported using standard deviation, descriptive 
statistics, percentages, and means. A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used to 
analyze both hypothesis 1 and 2 because there was one independent variable and several 
dependent variables in each.  
The descriptive statistics is summarized in Table 3 for self- perceptions of Administrative 
Leadership (LPI-Self). The data suggests that administrators’ self-perceptions of leadership 
styles in the Academically Unacceptable high school are more favorable than self-perceptions of 
administrators in the Academically Acceptable high school.  

Administrators at the Academically Acceptable high school reported that their self-
perceptions of administrative leadership to be high. In addition, they were more likely to ask 
what they could learn when things did not go as expected, to treat others with respect, to find 
innovative ways to improve the organization, and to seek challenging opportunities that tested 
their skills.  

Administrators at the Academically Unacceptable high school reported that they 
challenge faculty and staff to be innovative, ask for feedback, they are more likely to build 



consensus for a common set of values, find creative ways to celebrate accomplishments, and give 
teachers lots of support and praise for their overall contributions. Administrators at the 
Academically Unacceptable high school campus reported that they have develop cooperative 
relationships with all stakeholders, praise people for a job well done, have confidence in 
teachers’ abilities, appeal to others, have an exciting dream of the future, enlist a common vision, 
and have a conviction of the meaning of their work. In addition, AU administrators stated that 
they set a personal example of what was expected from others, build consensus around a 
common set of values for running a high school organization, set achievable goals, plans, and 
milestones, give people a great deal of freedom in choosing how to do their work, and actively 
listen to diverse points of view amongst faculty and staff.  

Administrators in the Academically Unacceptable high school reported that they are more 
likely to talk about future trends that would influence how work gets done. Moreover, 
administrators stated that they follow through on promises and commitments made, and make 
sure people were rewarded for contributing to the success of projects. In addition, administrators 
at the Academically Unacceptable high school were more likely to publicly recognize teachers, 
faculty and staff, who share a commitment to shared values. These principals were clear about 
their leadership philosophy, were more likely to experiment/take risks even when there was a 
chance of failure, and to support decisions that teachers made on their own.  

The descriptive statistics is summarized in Table 4 (Appendix) for teacher perceptions of 
Administrative Leadership (LPI-Other). The data suggests that teachers’ perceptions of 
leadership styles in the Academically Acceptable (AA) high school are more favorable than 
teachers’ perceptions of administrators in the Academically Unacceptable (AU) high school.  
 

Teacher perceptions of administrative leadership were significantly different when the 
two high schools were compared. Teachers at the Academically Unacceptable high school 
reported lower perception of administrative leadership. Conversely, teachers at the Academically 
Acceptable high school reported that the perceptions of administrative leadership were more 
positive.  

Teachers at the AA high school reported that administrators were more likely to develop 
cooperative relationships, challenge people to try new and innovative ways of doing their work, 
to make certain that people adhere to the principles and standards agreed on, to ensure that 
people grow in their jobs by learning new skills, and made sure administrators had confidence in 
their abilities—more than the AU high school. Moreover, the data suggests that teachers at the 
Academically Acceptable high school believed that administrators were more likely to praise 
teachers for a job well done, to seek out challenging opportunities that test administrative 
abilities, to set a personal example of what administrators expect from others. 

Teachers at the Academically Acceptable high school reported that administrators 
actively listened to diverse points of view, publicly recognized people who exemplify 
commitment to shared values, gave members of the team lots of appreciation, enlisted a common 
vision, shared an exciting dream of the future, found ways to celebrate accomplishments, gave 
people a great deal of freedom in deciding how to do their work, described a compelling image 
of the future, and made sure the schools achieve measurable goals that were worked on. 
Moreover, the data suggests that teachers at the AA high school reported that administrators treat 
them with dignity respect, talked about future trends describing how work gets done, and made 
sure people were rewarded for their contributions. 

 



A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to determine the effect of 
teacher perceptions of leadership styles (LPI-Other) between an Academically Unacceptable 
high school and an Academically Acceptable high school. The LPI included Modeling the Way, 
Inspiring a Shared Vision, Challenging the Process, Enabling Others to Act, and Encouraging the 
Heart. The multivariate tests showed a significant difference. Wilkes’ Δ = .74, F(5, 164) =  11.5, 
p <.001.  The multivariate partial ƞ2 based on Wilkes’ Δ was quite strong, .26. Table 5 contains 
the means and standard deviation on the dependent variables for the two groups.   

Analyses of variances (ANOVA) on the dependent variables were conducted as follow up 
tests to the Multivariate Analyses of Variance (MANOVA). Using the Bonferroni method, each 
ANOVA was tested at the .01 level. The ANOVA was significant for LPI total, F(1,168)  = 
35.95, p < .001, partial ƞ2 =.18; the ANOVA was significant for Modeling the Way, F(1,168)  = 
30.56,  p < .001, partial ƞ2 =.15; the ANOVA was significant for Inspiring a Shared Vision, 
F(1,168)  = 46.67, p < .001, partial ƞ2 =.22; the ANOVA was significant for Challenging the 
Process, F(1,168) = 27.23, p < .001, partial ƞ2 =.14; the ANOVA was significant for 
Encouraging the Heart, F(1,168) = 27.24,  p < .001, partial ƞ2 =.14. In every case the effect size 
is considered strong. For each dependent variable, teachers from schools with an Unacceptable 
Rating scored their administrators lower than teachers from schools with an acceptable school 
rating.  

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to determine if there was 
a difference between Academically Acceptable and Academically Unacceptable schools on 
administrator self-perceptions of leadership styles (LPI--Self) There was a significant difference 
in the multivariate tests Wilkes’ Δ = .002, F(5,6) = .793, p = .001.  However, with the Bonferroni 
set at .01, no significant differences were found for LPI total, F(1,10) = 1.89, p = .20, partial ƞ2 
=.16;  Modeling the Way, F(1,10) = .85, p = .38, partial ƞ2 =.08; Inspiring a Shared Vision, 
F(1,10) = .30, p = .60, partial ƞ2 = .03; Challenging the Process, F(1,10) = .37, p = .56, partial ƞ2 
=.04; Enabling Others to Act,  F(1,10) = 4.43, p = .06, partial ƞ2 = .31; and Encouraging the 
Heart, F(1,10) = 2.83, p = .12, partial ƞ2 =.22 and we failed to reject the null hypothesis. The 
effect sizes range from weak to strong. The group of administrators from the Academically 
Acceptable high school viewed their leadership styles similar to the group of administrators from 
the Academically Unacceptable high school (Table 6). 
 

Conclusions 
 

The demographic composition of the United States is continuing to change. For the 
purposes of this study, 80% Hispanic student enrollment and at least 65% low socioeconomic 
status were selected as control variables. Yates’s research (2008) added that the future 
demographic shift suggests that the majority of the population of Texas will be Hispanic 
American, low SES, undereducated, and the dropout rate may remain at a high level. Educators 
who are employed in areas of Texas or other regions of the United States with low percentages 
of SES students and people of color need to be cognizant that the demographics of their school 
and community could soon change.  

Having said that, this study illuminated what two high schools did to convey how a 
school is effective with leadership styles. There is a potential problem that this study makes 
readily known: administrators at the Academically Unacceptable high school viewed their own 
leadership style as above average, with a mean score of nine on a scale of one to ten. While it is 
certainly acceptable for administrators to view their leadership in a positive light there appears to 



be a problem when the teachers at that particular high school strongly disagree with that 
assertion. At times, administrators think of themselves as doing a wonderful job performing 
school tasks and administrative functions, but often fail to take into account what teachers think 
about the administrative leadership in their school. 

 
Contributions to the Literature 

 
The findings of this study supported the continued argument that administrative 

leadership is imperative in leading a school to effectiveness. Leadership plays a crucial role in 
supporting school improvement (Nicolaidou & Ainsow, 2004), but one leader does not 
necessarily mean that the school will be successful, and it does not mean the school will fail. 
Effective schools and ineffective schools do not have necessarily, one type of leadership style 
that will lead a school to effectiveness (Shoupe & Pate, 2010; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; 
Nicolaidou & Ainscow, 2005). In addition, according to findings of the study, the way 
administrators perceive their abilities to communicate with others and carry out tasks is 
imperative to how effective a school will be.  

According to the findings in this study, there was a significant difference in how 
administrators at the Academically Unacceptable high school rated themselves (as doing an 
outstanding job) and the way teachers rated those administrators (not doing a very good job) at 
that high school campus. However, the underlying theme is that administrators at both high 
schools perceived themselves as good administrators. A salient question needs to be asked: how 
many administrators in other schools that are Academically Unacceptable (or Academically 
Acceptable) perceive themselves as good administrators, while similar to this study, teachers 
disagree.  

The findings in this study indicated a non-significant relationship between self-
perceptions of leadership styles at the Academically Unacceptable high school and self-
perceptions of leadership styles at the Academically Acceptable high school. Administrators at 
both high schools perceived themselves as good administrators, and as a result, were not 
significantly different.  

Recommendations 
 
The following are Recommendations for further studies: 
 

 Additional research is needed to analyze school effectiveness research and 
determine what constitutes an effective school from an ineffective school 

 Additional research is needed to determine how to meet the sociological and 
educational needs of minorities and people of color. 

 Additional research is needed to determine if Exemplary and Recognized schools 
on the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) accountability rating could participate in 
future studies.  

 Additional research is needed to determine how this study could affect large, 
medium, small, and very small schools if they agreed to participate in future 
studies. 

 Additional research on a comparison study at schools where comprehensive 
school climate surveys are taken. 
 



Summary 
 

The United States’ demographics are changing, especially in Texas. To meet the diverse 
needs of students, educators must prepare to help all students, especially minorities and people of 
color. Though educators have sought various ways to help these groups by closing the 
achievement gap, an achievement gap still persists. With an expectation of a demographical shift, 
experts believe that the gap will widen further (Myers, 2007) Educators must find a way to close 
the achievement gap so more students can receive a quality education.  

From this study, administrators may find the information beneficial in many ways. First, 
an administrator’s leadership style may affect how a school organization is operated, and it could 
have an effect on school culture, climate, morale, teacher satisfaction, and teacher perceptions of 
administrative leadership. Cheng (1999) noted that effective schools have a principal who 
exhibits a democratic leadership style and a strong commitment from staff members to 
accomplish and exceed the goals of the organization. Discovering the causes of effectiveness that 
increase educational attainment is the overall significance of the study, so educators may meet 
the needs of Hispanic students. 

 Similar to administrators, teachers could also have an effect on school culture, school 
climate, morale, teacher satisfaction, and teacher perceptions of administrative leadership. Data 
and subsequent information from this study may be useful for future studies. 
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APPENDIX: 



Table 1 
 
The Demographics Characteristics of Participating High Schools 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Accountability 
Rating 
 

School Enrollment Hispanic Student 
Enrollment 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Academically  
 
Unacceptable 

1,450 90% 65% 

Academically 
Acceptable 

1,936 97% 80% 

    
Note. Data was obtained by Academic Excellence Indicator System (AEIS) 2010-2011. 
 
Table 2 
  
Leadership Practices Inventory (LPI) Constructs  
 
1. Modeling the Way (items 1, 2, 6, 7, 11, 16, 21, 26) 

2. Inspiring a Shared Vision (items 12, 17, 22, 27) 

3. Challenging the Process (items 3, 8, 13, 18, 23, 28) 

4. Enabling Others to Act (items 4, 9, 14, 19, 24, 29) 

5. Encouraging the Heart (items 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30) 

(The Leadership Challenge, 2007) 

 

Table  3 
 
Administrator Descriptive Statistics (LPI)—Self 
 

 Acceptable Unacceptable 

Question Md M SD Md M SD 

1. I set a personal example of what I expect of others. 8.50 8.50 .577 9.50 9.25 .866 

2. I talk about future trends that will influence how our   
    work gets done. 

9.00 9.00 .816 8.50 8.00 1.69 

3. I seek out challenging opportunities that test his/her   
    skills and abilities. 

9.00 8.75 .500 9.00 9.13 .641 

4. Develop cooperative relationships among the people I      
    work with. 

9.00 9.25 .500 10.00 9.88 .354 



5. I praise people for a job well done. 9.00 9.00 .816 10.00 9.63 .518 

6. Spend time and energy making certain that people I   
    work with adhere to the principles and standards we  
    have agreed on. 

9.50 9.50 .577 10.00 9.25 .707 

7. Describe a compelling image of what our future could   
    be like. 

8.50 8.75 1.89 8.50 8.75 .886 

8. Challenge people to try out new and innovative ways to   
    do their work. 

8.50 8.50 1.29 9.00 9.00 .926 

9. Actively listens to diverse points of view. 8.50 8.50 .577 10.00 9.38 .916 

10. Makes it a point to let people know that I have   
      confidence in their abilities. 

9.00 9.00 .816 10.00 9.63 .518 

11. I follow through on the promises and commitments   
      that I make. 

9.00 8.75 1.26 10.00 9.75 .463 

12. Appeal to others to share and exciting dream of the  
      future. 

9.00 8.75 1.26 9.00 8.13 1.72 

13. Searches outside the formal boundaries of an  
      organization for innovative ways to improve what we   
      do. 

9.00 8.75 .500 9.00 9.25 .463 

14. I treat others with dignity and respect. 9.50 9.25 .957 10.00 9.63 .518 

15. I make sure that people are creatively rewarded for  
      their contributions to the success of our projects. 

8.00 7.75 1.50 9.00 8.75 1.58 

16. I ask for feedback on how my actions affect other   
      people’s performance. 

7.00 7.50 1.73 8.50 7.88 1.64 

17. I show others how their long term interests can be   
      realized by enlisting in a common vision. 

7.50 7.75 .957 8.50 8.38 .744 

18. I ask “what can we learn” when things don’t go as   
      expected. 

8.50 8.25 1.71 8.50 8.50 .926 

19. I support the decisions that people make on their own. 8.00 8.00 .816 9.50 9.13 .991 

20. I publicly recognize people who exemplify      
      commitment to shared values.  

8.00 8.50 1.00 10.00 9.50 .756 

21. I build consensus around a common set of values for   
      running our Organization. 

8.50 8.50 1.29 9.00 9.25 .707 

22. I paint the “big picture” of what we aspire to    
      accomplish. 

9.00 9.00 .816 9.00 9.38 .518 

23. I make certain that we set achievable goals, make   
      concrete plans, and establish measurable milestones for  
      the projects and programs we work on. 

8.25 8.25 1.50 9.00 9.00 .535 

24. I give people a great deal of freedom of choice in  
      deciding how to do their work. 

8.50 8.50 1.29 9.50 9.25 .886 

25. I find ways to celebrate accomplishments 8.50 8.25 1.71 9.00 8.63 1.69 

26. I am clear about my philosophy of leadership. 8.50 8.75 .957 10.00 9.75 .463 

27. I speak with a genuine conviction about the higher   
      meaning and purpose of our work. 

9.50 9.00 1.41 10.00 9.63 .518 

28. I experiment and take risks, even when there is a       
      chance of failure. 

9.00 9.00 .816 8.00 7.88 1.36 

29. I ensure that people grow in their jobs by learning new   
      skills and developing themselves. 

9.00 8.75 1.26 9.00 8.75 .886 

30. I give members of the team lots of appreciation and   
      support for their contribution. 

9.00 9.00 .816 10.00 9.38 1.06 

(Copyright  2003 James M. Kouzes and Barry Z. Posner. All rights reserved. Used with permission.) 
 
 
Table 4  
 



Teacher Descriptive Statistics (LPI)—Other   
 Acceptable Unacceptable 

Question Md M SD Md M SD 

1. Administrators set a personal example of what I expect  
    of others. 

8.00 7.59 1.86 6.00 6.15 2.01 

2. Administrators talk about future trends that will   
    influence how our work gets done. 

8.00 7.82 1.75 6.00 6.05 2.11 

3. Administrators seek out challenging opportunities that   
    test his/her own skills and abilities. 

7.00 7.02 2.05 6.00 5.64 2.01 

4. Administrators develop cooperative relationships among   
    the people I work with. 

8.00 7.43 1.94 6.00 6.21 2.10 

5. My administrator(s) praise people for a job well done  8.00 7.74 2.19 6.00 6.44 2.17 

6. Administrators spend time and energy making certain   
    that the people I work with adhere to the principles and   
    standards we have agreed on. 

8.00 7.27 2.08 6.00 6.01 2.13 

7. Administrators describe a compelling image of what our   
    future could be like. 

8.00 7.34 2.00 6.00 5.64 2.17 

8. Administrators challenge people to try out new and  
    innovative ways to do their work. 

8.00 7.16 2.24 6.00 5.92 2.23 

9. Administrators actively listen to diverse points of view. 7.00 6.97 2.19 5.00 5.37 2.38 

10. Administrators make it a point to let people know they   
      have confidence in the abilities of others. 

7.00 6.67 2.60 5.50 5.44 2.35 

11. Administrators follow through on the promises and  
      commitments made. 

8.00 7.28 2.05 6.00 5.58 2.23 

12. Administrators appeal to others to share an exciting  
      dream of the future. 

7.50 7.16 2.01 6.00 5.49 2.39 

13. Administrators search outside the formal boundaries of  
      an organization for innovative ways to improve what   
      we do. 

8.00 7.14 2.12 6.00 5.60 2.37 

14. Administrators treat others with dignity and respect. 8.00 7.88 2.01 6.00 6.13 2.14 

15. Administrators make sure that people are creatively   
      rewarded for their contributions to the success of our   
      projects. 

8.00 7.02 2.19 5.00 5.14 2.31 

16. Administrators ask for feedback on how my actions    
      affect other people’s performance. 

6.00 6.17 2.58 5.00 4.60 2.30 

17. Administrators show others how their long-term  
      interests can be realized by enlisting in a common  
      vision. 

7.00 6.92 2.20 5.50 5.28 2.27 

18. Administrators ask “what can we learn?” when things   
      don’t go as expected. 

7.00 6.60 2.20 5.00 5.03 2.25 

19. Administrators support the decisions that people make   
      on their own. 

7.00 6.84 2.32 5.00 5.05 2.31 

20. Administrators publicly recognize people who  
      exemplify commitment to shared values. 

8.00 7.38 2.17 6.00 5.76 2.13 

21. Administrators build consensus around a common set  
      of values for running our organization. 

8.00 7.42 2.03 5.00 5.23 2.23 

22. Administrators paint the “big picture” of what we   
      aspire to accomplish. 

8.00 7.82 1.82 6.00 5.85 2.18 

23. Administrators set achievable  goals, make concrete   
      plans, and establish measurable milestones for the   
      projects and programs that we work on. 

8.00 7.47 2.09 6.00 5.77 2.27 

24. Administrators give people a great deal of freedom and   
      choice in deciding how to do their work. 

8.00 7.02 2.17 5.00 5.31 2.20 



25. Administrators find ways to celebrate   
      accomplishments. 

8.00 7.24 2.29 6.00 5.58 2.10 

26. Administrators are clear about their philosophy of   
      leadership. 

8.00 7.40 2.27 5.50 5.42 2.36 

27. Administrators speak with a genuine conviction about   
      the higher meaning and purpose of our work. 

8.00 7.78 1.97 6.00 5.69 2.24 

28. Administrators experiment and take risks, even when   
      there is a chance of failure. 

7.00 6.67 2.30 5.00 5.08 2.41 

29. Administrators ensure that people grow in their jobs by   
      learning new skills and developing themselves. 

8.00 7.17 2.09 6.00 5.91 2.25 

30. Administrators give members of the team lots of  
      appreciation and support for their contribution. 

8.00 7.16 2.24 6.00 5.53 2.32 

(Copyright  2003 James M. Kouzes and Barry Z. Posner.  All rights reserved.  Used with permission) 
 

Table 5  
 
Teacher LPI Means                                                                               
 Unacceptable 

Mean           Std. Deviation 
               Acceptable 

Mean          Std. Deviation     
LPI Total 168 5 217                        51 

Modeling the Way 33 11 42                           11  

Inspiring a Shared 
Vision 

 

28 9 37                             8  

Challenging the 
Process 

 

33 11 42                            11  

Encouraging the 
Heart 

34 12 43                             12  

 
 
Table 6 

Administrator LPI Means 

                                                       Unacceptable                         Acceptable                                 
 Mean Std. Deviation Mean Std. Deviation 

LPI Total 9 .283 8.6      .801 

Modeling the Way 9 .368 8.6      .897 

Inspiring a Shared Vision 
 

9 .582 8.6      1.030 

Challenging the Process 
 

9 .434 8.6       .775 



Enable  9 .427 8.7       .599 

Encouraging the Heart 9 .496 8.5        .907 

  
 
 

 


