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ABSTRACT 
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By Karen R. Nell 
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Major Advisor:  Dr. Joan P. Shapiro 
 
 

Abstract 
 

This case study examines secondary school leaders’ perceptions of their ability to 

build positive relationships with the adolescents in their care as a means for improving 

students’ academic performance.  A sample of administrator participants was chosen 

from four suburban high schools with similar demographics located in the South Central 

Pennsylvania region.  Participants were surveyed, interviewed, and observed in an effort 

to identify whether or not their self-perceptions of how they build positive relationships 

with students and their actual behaviors align.  A comparison between leadership styles 

and the gender of the participants was also made to determine whether or not gender 

influences the behaviors of school leaders as it explores the use of justice-oriented and 

care-oriented approaches to school leadership.  This study is grounded in a theoretical 

framework based on the works of Shapiro and Stefkovich (2011), Noddings (2005), 

Kohlberg (1975), Gilligan (1982), and Tannen (2001) as it investigates how secondary 

school administrators use transformational, ethical, and authoritative behaviors in their 

daily interactions with students.   

Using four case studies and the results of an electronic survey, this study 
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examines whether or not school leaders’ perceptions of their success in building 

relationships with students are accurate.  The findings of this case study illustrate that 

transformational and care-oriented styles of school leadership are the most effective in 

building positive relationships with secondary students.  Additionally, there were no 

significant differences between the survey or interview responses of male and female 

participants, demonstrating that in this particular study, the gender of the participant did 

not increase the likelihood of transformational or care-oriented behaviors being used.  

This study asserts that all school leaders can be more effective in meeting the demands of 

accountability while still caring for the well-being of students’ social, emotional, and 

cognitive growth by prioritizing the building of relationships over accountability itself, 

and by developing their own overall capacity to balance both transactional and 

transformational responsibilities.  This research contributes to existing literature on 

ethical educational leadership, gender-related styles of communication and leadership, 

and secondary school leadership.   
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 

In the era of accountability, there is much emphasis on test scores and 

proficiency.  It is not unusual for students to become little more than numbers on a page, 

rather than individuals with names, interests, feelings, and personalities.  Administrators 

and teachers become consumed with a culture of standardization:  standard curriculum, 

standard assessments, standard rules, and standard consequences.  As a result, 

administrators and teachers tend to neglect the nurturing and caring side of education 

(Donaldson et al., 2009; Henderson, 2003; Noddings, 1995; 2005; Ma, 2003; Yazzie-

Mintz, 2010).   How, then, do we organize an institution that both promotes the building 

of positive relationships and student achievement?  What does this type of organization 

look like?  What are its values? What are its priorities?  Where are its resources 

allocated?  Currently, students are often considered “products,” each to be churned out in 

identical fashion, scoring proficiency on standardized assessments, regardless of personal 

conditions, learning styles, disabilities, or access to resources.  There is an overemphasis 

on accountability, numbers dominate the discussion on student performance, and school 

leaders feel constant pressure to bring those numbers in line with the No Child Left 

Behind (NCLB) requirement of 100% proficiency in core subjects within a few short 

years.  Little time is spent nurturing or cultivating relationships between students and the 

adults they encounter on a daily basis.  As a result, students often describe feeling 

disconnected from others and alienated from the system as a whole (Certo et al., 2008; 

Smyth, 2006; Thornberg, 2008).  

Because secondary students are often exploring and experimenting with identity, 
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choices, and responsibility, the development of positive and meaningful relationships 

with adults can be critical to their success in schools.  In his research, Michael Fullan 

(2001; 2002) has identified relationship building as one of his five core mind-action sets 

that characterize a successful leader.  According to Fullan, relationship building 

establishes the foundation for the sustainability of long-term change in an institution – 

including academic achievement.  In Fullan’s perspective, as relationships improve, 

school performance will improve (Fullan, 2002).  Though he acknowledges that the skill 

required to build relationships can be difficult to hone or even to acquire, the fostering of 

purposeful, positive interactions will transform any institution (Fullan, 2001; 2002).   

The opportunity for adolescents’ growth and developments that presents itself in 

each interaction with a school leader can not be devalued. Effective communication 

skills, high levels of moral reasoning, democratic participation, inclusiveness, and caring 

are essential leadership traits for these types of relationships to flourish.   Although 

school leaders are bombarded with a myriad of responsibilities in the age of 

accountability (Amrein & Berliner, 2003; Gross, 2005, as cited in Gross & Shapiro, 

2008; Tirozzi, 2001), there may be no role potentially more influential in the lives of 

impressionable youth than that of a secondary school principal.   Therefore, this study 

will examine how secondary principals build relationships with the students in their care.    

 
Statement Of The Problem 

 
The Impact of Accountability on Students and School Leaders 

 
 No Child Left Behind (NCLB) mandates annual testing of students believing that 

this high-stakes testing will increase student motivation to do well, which will in turn, 

improve academic achievement (Amrein & Berliner, 2003; Lewis, 2002; Noddings, 
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2005).  According to the United States Department of Education, within the requirements 

of NCLB, states, and therefore local school districts, must demonstrate an ability to close 

the achievement gap among diverse groups of students; achieve 100% proficiency for all 

groups without exception; and produce annual report cards on student progress that are 

available to the public (Stronger Accountability, 2003).   Typically, school accountability 

also includes the standardized testing of students and the receiving of rewards or 

sanctions based on performance.  Rewards can include financial incentives for districts or 

bonuses for school personnel, and sanctions can include allowing students to transfer to 

another school, the development of improvement plans, and in extreme cases, school 

closures  (Kane & Staiger, 2002).  If schools fail to reach acceptable levels of 

proficiency, they are expected to create improvement plans that explain future 

remediation strategies.  Schools that fail are required to provide supplemental services to 

students such as tutoring, summer school, or special classes, and they must take 

corrective actions that can include staffing or curriculum changes (Stronger 

Accountability, 2003; Stecher et al., 2010).   

 Though fewer than 5% of schools have actually received sanctions, the pressures 

of NCLB and accountability have led to competition and anxiety among school leaders, 

teachers, and students (Kane & Staiger, 2002).  The unintended consequences of 

accountability have led to a narrowing of the curriculum and a discouragement of higher 

order thinking in favor of test preparation (Stecher et al., 2010).  School boards that fear 

being taken over for not meeting Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) requirements pressure 

administrators who pressure teachers who pressure students.  Not unlike the assembly 

line used in the beloved “I Love Lucy” episode, where candy goes flying when Lucy and 
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Ethel cannot maintain the speed of production, schools also start to fall apart when they 

cannot keep up with the demands of the machine (Machine metaphor borrowed from 

Frederick Taylor’s principles of scientific management as cited in Morgan (2006) and as 

discussed in class lecture (Gross, 2010)). Instead of candy flying around, however, it is 

students, their futures, and their relationships with mentors or other adults in the system 

that are left in disarray and confusion.  While progress is being made, and 29 states 

improved their graduation rates between 2002 and 2008, 2.1 million students still attend 

“drop-out factories,” or failing schools (Balfanz et al., 2010).   

 To maintain the necessary speed of production in schools (which is measured by 

the number of students graduating at proficient levels), and to keep the assembly line 

rolling without interruption, teachers must plow through the required material without 

pause.   Students with learning disabilities sometimes struggle to keep up with the pace of 

instruction while the needs of gifted and advanced students are often overlooked, as a 

disproportionate amount of time and resources are devoted to lower achieving students 

(Scot et al., 2009; Stecher et al., 2010). Critics of NCLB argue that the bar is set at 

mediocre levels labeled “proficient,” and therefore, little value is awarded to being 

advanced, pursuing non-tested student interests, or educating the “whole child”  (Lewis, 

2002; Noddings, 2005; Scot et al., 2009).   Authentic or experiential learning 

opportunities that mirror real-world situations and develop life skills are abandoned in the 

pursuit of proficiency in tested subjects.  Whereas students could be engaged in 

collaborative and creative multi-disciplinary simulations and role plays, they are instead 

overburdened with trivial facts and figures, rote memorization, and regurgitation 

(Authentic Learning, 2011; Lombardi, 2007).  
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Teachers report frustration over the “teach to the test” mentality, feeling stifled in 

the exercise of their craft, students express anxiety, anger, boredom, and pessimism when 

confronted by these tests, and school leaders face the temptation to cheat or manipulate 

the numbers in subgroups, including English Language Learners and Special Education 

students, in order to increase the likelihood of demonstrating adequate yearly progress 

(Amrein & Berliner, 2003; Certo et al., 2008; Gabriel, 2010; Kane & Staiger, 2002; Scot 

et al., 2009; Study: Students More…, 2010).  Ironically, when students are unable to 

demonstrate proficiency, no one stops the machine to make sure it is operating correctly.  

Instead, students must keep up or be abandoned.  The results are high levels of student 

disengagement, chronic absenteeism, course failures, grade retention, and drop-outs 

(MacIver, 2010). 

 Kane and Staiger (2002) have clearly articulated that in the rush to maintain the 

speed of production, meet the demands of accountability, and publish competitive results, 

policymakers have given little attention to imprecise measures of achievement and the 

disillusionment among students themselves.  There is a high variability among test scores 

of small populations because a few outliers can skew the results of an entire building or 

district.  Kane and Staiger (2002) also argue that not only do test scores fail to account for 

factors beyond a school’s control, such as family circumstances, but by classifying results 

by ethnic, racial, and economic subgroups, districts are implicitly encouraged to 

segregate diverse groups to minimize damage to their scores.  Additionally, by focusing 

only on math and reading, accountability measures ignore academic performance in other 

equally important areas including civics, science, technology, and the fine arts (Kane & 

Staiger, 2002).   
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 Additional controversy exists over what the tests measure in comparison to what 

skills modern employers are seeking from high school graduates (Scot et al., 2009).  In a 

2006 report sponsored by The Conference Board, Corporate Voices for Working 

Families, The Partnership for 21st Century Skills, and the Society for Human Resource 

Management, skills including teamwork, critical thinking, and communication skills 

trumped mathematical abilities in their levels of desirability.  Seventy percent of the 431 

participants in the study described high school graduates as being deficient in “applied” 

skills such as professionalism and work ethic, basic work habits, time management, 

knowledge of foreign languages, creativity, innovation, and an ability to take personal 

accountability for one’s actions (Casner-Lotto & Barrington, 2006).  

 Creativity or “out of the box” thinking among school leaders is generally 

discouraged due to an antiquated belief in a hierarchical distribution of power. In 

secondary schools with high-stakes testing, a natural tension emerges between 

adolescents’ developmental desire for more autonomy and accountability’s need for a 

more restrictive environment  (Certo et al., 2008). In a study of students’ perceptions of 

standards-based reforms and the impact of high-stakes testing, Certo et al. (2008), found 

that students felt “rushed.”  Students described authentic learning experiences such as 

cooperative learning, hands-on activities, inquiry-based learning, pursuing their own 

interests, engaging in democratic dialogue, and debate of controversial topics, as being 

compromised in teachers’ efforts to cover material on the test.  This resulted in the 

quality of instruction being diminished.  For these students, engaging teachers not only 

allowed for the authentic experiences described previously, but they also were caring, 

supportive, enthusiastic, and helpful.  These students expressed concerns to researchers 
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that they were witnessing good teachers alter instructional strategies as the test days 

loomed closer on the school calendar.  Simply put, the students stated that learning was 

not “fun” anymore  (Certo et al., 2008).   Additionally, Noddings (2005) argues that the 

pursuit of accountability has neglected the pursuit of the democratic skills and dialogue 

that school leaders should be modeling for students.  Noddings (2005) explains that there 

is a well-documented history of character, social, and moral education in American 

school designed not only to prepare workers for the global marketplace, but also to 

nurture well-rounded citizens who have a social consciousness and a sense of moral 

responsibility. 

 Because of high-stakes testing and accountability, school leaders become 

overburdened, transactional managers instead of inspirational, transformational 

facilitators (Gross, 2005, as cited in Gross & Shapiro, 2008).  A high school principal is 

expected not only to be a building manager and administrator, but he or she is regularly 

called upon to be an instructional leader, a guidance counselor, a social worker, and a 

disciplinarian, among other roles.   A 1998 study completed by the Educational Research 

Service for the National Association of Elementary School Principals and the National 

Association of Secondary School Principals indicated that because of many of these new 

demands, there is a shortage of qualified school leaders, and a 1999 report published by 

the National Association of State Boards of Education agreed, indicating that the job has 

become more complex and demanding while the training, support, and professional 

development afforded to school leaders has been dwindling (Tirozzi, 2001).   The 

relational skills so essential to successful school leadership are often overlooked in 

principal certification programs that place an overemphasis on data analysis, curriculum, 



   
 
 

 

8 

and instructional issues only, and principals sometimes find themselves lacking the active 

listening, consulting, problem-solving, and negotiating skills needed to cultivate a 

consensus and implement the incentives designed to improve performance on 

standardized testing (Donaldson et al., 2009; Fullan, 2001; 2002).   

 In schools focused on meeting accountability requirements, students are to accept 

rules and regulations without a second thought (Thornberg, 2008), and even in their 

academic tasks, they are often stifled by lower-order thinking activities, rote 

memorization, and regurgitation.  Because students can easily be trained in test-taking 

strategies through “drill and kill” activities, test scores often do improve, giving the 

perception that accountability is having the desired effect, however, Amrein and Berliner 

(2003) have also found that high-stakes testing had no systematic effect on student 

learning.  Like students, teachers also become disengaged as they are forced to abandon 

differentiated methods of instruction and best practices in order to keep up with mandated 

pacing guides, regardless of student levels of comprehension, creativity, or student 

interests (Scot et al., 2009).   In fact, research consistently demonstrates that when 

bombarded with the pressures of testing in combination with poor instructional practices, 

student motivation to do well decreases and student disengagement increases.  When this 

happens, students are more likely to drop-out of high school altogether  (Amrein & 

Berliner, 2003; Juvonen, 2007; Pellerin, 2005; Scot et al., 2009; Smyth, 2006; Wigfield 

& Wentzel, 2007). 

 Conformity in this type of system is rewarded, and students experience a lack of 

control, input, “voicelessness,” and disenfranchisement in the process of their own 

learning (Thornberg, 2008).  Students who rebel against the expectations of high-stakes 
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testing and accountability, refuse to conform, or act out in negative behaviors are labeled 

“at-risk” for not being able to succeed within the “machine.” Many of the students 

labeled as “at-risk” for disengagement and dropping out are preoccupied with meeting 

their basic survival needs.  They often come from a lower socioeconomic status, refuse to 

conform, struggle with learning disabilities, or possess non-traditional learning styles that 

are not validated by the school’s assembly line model (Jensen, 2009; Kozol 1991; 2005).   

Many at-risk students endure a combination of these attributes, and in their frustrations, 

they engage in defiant, risky, or self-sabotaging behaviors.  These are the students who 

often find themselves in the principal’s office for disciplinary interventions (that rarely 

work in modifying behaviors), they drop out of school in frustration, or they earn failing 

grades that eventually prevent them from graduating with their peers.  

According to Michelle Fine (1991), “when test rules and correct answers are 

privileged over student beliefs and opinions…students may resist through 

‘insubordination’…” (Fine, 1991).  Fine (1991) cautions educators not to ignore the 

potential impact of rebellion, apathy, or disengagement – all types of “insubordination” – 

on the increasing numbers of high school drop-outs.  In the past, drop-outs could be 

better absorbed into the job market and economy by filling low-skill labor or 

manufacturing jobs.  Today, however, with increasing global competition for low-wage, 

low-skill jobs, cost of living increases, outsourcing, and increasing domestic competition 

for jobs due to high levels of unemployment, job security is simply not available to those 

who leave high school prematurely (Fine, 1991; Freidman, 2005/2007).   

While more that half of all adolescents navigate the tumultuous years of high 

school without significant physical, emotional, social, or academic difficulties, a study by 
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the Carnegie Council, first in 1989 and updated in 1995, found that 25-50% of 10-17 year 

olds in the United States are at risk for limited educational, economic, and social 

opportunities due to engagement in high-risk behaviors including violence, drug and 

alcohol use, unprotected sex, and skipping school (Roeser et al., 2000). These behaviors, 

in addition to tardiness, cutting of classes, social isolation, and general withdrawal from 

the school community are characteristics of the disengagement leading to dropping out 

(Pellerin, 2005).  The likelihood of dropping out of school can be linked to the student 

disengagement resulting from an overemphasis on testing.  Smyth (2006) found that the 

more emphasis schools placed on meeting accountability requirements, the less students 

felt invested in the school community.  As students feel their lives, experiences, cultures, 

interests, and aspirations are ignored, the more hostility and disengagement they express 

(Smyth, 2006).  This disengagement encourages students to drop-out, and drop-out rates 

are 4-6% higher in schools with mandatory graduation exams (Rothstein, 2002). 

Apathy, carelessness, and lack of pride characterize the “machine” of school 

because there is no sense of shared ownership (Gross, 2010; Morgan, 2006).  School 

leaders become cynical, teachers become burned out, students become discouraged and 

begin to hate school, and everyone adopts a “who cares” or “what difference does it 

make” mentality.  Eighty-eight percent of states using high school graduation tests to 

meet accountability requirements have higher drop-out rates than states without these 

tests (Amrein & Berliner, 2003).  Because many of states require the passing of these 

tests before students can receive a diploma, a cycle of failure and frustration ensues.  

Students who are retained for failing the tests are at a greater risk for disengagement and 

dropping out of school (Amrein & Berliner, 2003). 
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 Placing too much emphasis on accountability contradicts what research tells us 

about the importance of caring relationships to adolescents.  A 2007 study by Juvonen 

found that American middle school students rank the lowest among their peers in twelve 

other nations regarding their feelings of “fitting in” and liking school.  American 

adolescents did not consider school to be a pleasant place, they felt more socially isolated 

than students in eight of the twelve other countries, and they felt their teachers were not 

as supportive or caring as they could be (Juvonen, 2007).  This study indicates that 

contrary to popular belief, feelings of social isolation and negative attitudes towards 

school are not universal among teenagers.  Instead, they seem to be a troubling 

characteristic of American youth (Juvonen, 2007).  A lack of connectedness and feelings 

of isolation can also lead to disengagement over time.  This can have a ripple effect, 

influencing the high absenteeism, truancy, and misbehavior discussed earlier.  In a 

longitudinal study of 13, 000 students between 1996 and 2004, Balfanz et al. (2007) 

found four predictive indicators among 6th grade students that can be used to positively 

identify 60% of the students who will not graduate six years later.  One of these 

indicators is attending school 80% or less of the time (Balfanz et al., 2007).  Without 

adult and peer relationships and engaging instruction, many adolescents lose the 

motivation to continue and they drop out (Balfanz et al., 2007; Juvonen, 2007; Wigfield 

& Wentzel, 2007).     

 In Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, a sense of belonging, acceptance, and love by 

others is a critical achievement before one can meet the highest level of needs:  self-

actualization (Huitt, 2007).  While education is defined as a societal need, for Maslow, 

the need to know and understand follows other more basic needs including physiological, 
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safety, and belongingness needs.  Therefore, when considering a secondary educational 

institution, as adults work with adolescents, they need to be certain that each of these 

earlier stages has been satisfied before grappling with a student over issues of 

disengagement and misbehavior.  In a 2009 report from the High School Survey of 

Student Engagement, of the students who were considering dropping out, 16% stated  

“No adult in the school cared about me,” explaining that a lack of belongingness and 

relationships was their motivation for leaving (Yazzie-Mintz, 2010).  Woodside et al. 

(1999) have found that college-level student-faculty interactions are predictive of student 

academic achievement, and Niebuhr and Niebuhr (1999) have corroborated these 

findings in research demonstrating that both student-peer and student-teacher 

relationships are positively correlate with student academic achievement. 

When an individual is within a particular stage on Maslow’s hierarchy, he or she 

is unable to move beyond that stage until those needs are met.  In other words, if a 

student does not feel safe and secure, he or she will never develop a sense of 

belongingness.  And if that student does not have a sense of belongingness, he or she will 

never be able to fully focus on cognitive development, a stage that is higher on Maslow’s 

hierarchy  (Nichols, 2004).  

 In this type of system, among school leaders, the “survival of the fittest” mentality 

runs deep.  Schools that fail to make AYP as defined by NCLB are taken over and 

criticized for their weaknesses.  As Jonathan Kozol (1991; 2005) has illustrated, because 

these failing schools, to this point, have been primarily located in lower socioeconomic 

areas with fewer financial resources, members of the school communities who are 

successful view themselves as more “fit” than neighboring communities.  Additionally, 
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because many of our communities remain racially segregated, primarily white, suburban 

schools, perpetuate the racist notion that certain groups are more deserving of survival 

than others.  Communities become cut-throat and competitive for the few federal 

financial incentives that do exist, and children are “ranked” in importance when those 

dollars are distributed (Kozol, 1991; 2005).   

 There is a systematic failure to acknowledge that few students are arriving at 

school on an equal playing field.  While some children have their basic needs met, others 

struggle to get adequate food, shelter, sleep, and hygiene (Jensen, 2009; Kozol, 1991; 

2005).  Again, according to Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, all of these conditions must be 

met before a child can evolve and move towards higher levels of education and 

development (Morgan, 2006).  When children are arriving at school hungry, sleep-

deprived, and sick, they cannot possibly produce the same results as children who are not 

dealing with these issues.    

 Schools need to explicitly teach character-building lessons, problem-solving 

skills, and coping mechanisms to all students as part of the regular curriculum, and not 

assume that all students are already equipped with these skills.  For children living in 

poverty, relationships are the core of understanding student behaviors.  Relationships 

with others, not the fear of disciplinary consequences, is the key motivational factor in 

working hard and following rules (Jensen, 2009).  Schools must adapt to this world-view, 

prioritizing positive relationships between adults and students, or they risk alienating a 

significant part of the student body.   

 An abundance of research illustrates that the primary way for students to increase 

their sense of belongingness is through the building of positive relationships with mentors 
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outside of their own family unit.  Brown (2004), Gilligan (1999), Niebuhr and Niebuhr 

(1999), and Poland (2011) assert that mentoring not only helps students to develop self-

esteem, coping strategies, and interpersonal skills, but it has also been shown to increase 

student levels of academic achievement.  Additionally, Masten (2009) has found that 

even among disadvantaged students facing personal crises, including homelessness, 

poverty, or abuse, achievement levels and learning rates were consistent with non-

disadvantaged peers when mentors were actively involved in those students’ lives, and 

Greeson et al. (2009) has found that at-risk students who were mentored had more 

income expectations and financial stability after leaving school.  Relationships, therefore, 

cannot be discounted or devalued in the age of accountability as a waste of time.  Rather, 

they should be embraced as the missing link necessary to help some of our neediest, at-

risk students to achieve proficiency and acquire the life skills necessary to ease the 

transition from adolescence to adulthood (Gilligan, 1999; Greeson et al., 2009; Niebuhr 

& Niebuhr, 1999; Poland, 2001; Smyth, 2006; Woodside et al., 1999).  

 The ecosystem of public schools is out of balance, and it has failed to evolve in 

response to challenges posed by its environment (Morgan, 2006).  Poorer urban and rural 

schools are already being shut down and taken over, and community-control may soon 

cease to exist (Kozol, 1991; 2005).  This leaves school leaders faced with a significant 

dilemma:  how to meet the social, emotional, and academic needs of not only at-risk 

students, but all students, while simultaneously maintaining the break-neck pace needed 

for accountability requirements.   

Though espousing words like “respect,” “responsibility,” and “citizenship,” 

school leaders do not have the luxury of engaging in democratic dialogue (Kohn, 1997).  
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To meet NCLB standards, they must keep plugging ahead, which ironically, ends up 

leaving children behind.  They cannot rest or regroup.  They cannot divert from the 

standardized requirements on standardized assessments, they cannot solicit input from 

their constituents, and they do not have the time or the resources to re-evaluate the 

strengths and weaknesses of an assembly line model.  Therefore, both to maximize speed 

and efficiency and to maintain their authority and control over the system, school leaders 

must rule with an iron fist.  Students are expected to follow school rules with 

unquestioning obedience, and they are rewarded for compliance (Thornberg, 2008).  

School leaders must squelch opposition or critical voices, and they must use harsh, often 

ineffective disciplinary tactics to “set an example” when rebellion occurs to discourage 

staff or students from acting out.  As a result, some school leaders become autocratic, 

sometimes oppressive, individuals rather than mentors teaching students how to become 

contributing members of a democratic society (Noddings, 2005; Pellerin, 2005; 

Thornberg, 2008).   So, is there another way?  Can school leaders become more 

democratic and inclusive, flattening the traditional hierarchy of power and decision-

making?  Can they maintain speed and efficiency through caring, nurturing attitudes and 

behaviors or must a school leader remain distant and authoritarian? 

 Without the development of a caring environment, a school community becomes 

cold, distant, and dehumanized.  Uniqueness and diversity are not valued.  Under the 

guise of equality, school rules are applied and enforced without consideration to personal 

circumstances, and there are few proactive interventions designed to prevent the negative 

behaviors in the first place.  Frustrated with their lack of voice in the system, students 

complain of being left out of the democratic process, and some do not believe school 
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leaders model the behaviors expected of students themselves (Thornberg, 2008).  

Teachers and administrators often displace their own sense of disempowerment onto the 

students, preventing democratic processes from working and stifling critical thinking 

skills.  Minority and low-income students tend to be overrepresented in data on student 

discipline, and current discipline strategies, such as detention or suspensions tend to have 

little impact on changing student behaviors (Nichols, 2004).     

A cultural of relationship-building among leaders and students must replace the 

cold, distant, product-focused approach of the hierarchical machine.  Culturally, a sense 

of belonging evolves from the top-down.  It starts with the meeting of basic needs, the 

nurturing of self-esteem, and the modeling of positive relationships (Gilligan, 1999; 

Kohn, 1997; Ma, 2003; Noddings, 1991; Poland, 2011; Sergiovanni, 1994; Smyth, 2006).  

Working together, students, teachers, and administrators have a better chance of 

achieving academic success, and even reaching proficiency as defined by NCLB, if more 

purposeful demonstrations of caring manifest themselves in the interactions between 

principals and students.  

 

Purpose Of The Study 
 

In an effort to find more effective ways to balance the pursuit of accountability 

and standardization with the building of positive relationship and democratic 

participation, this research examines school leadership styles.  Though there are many 

variables that can influence a person’s leadership style, this dissertation examines the 

variable of gender. The purpose of this case study is to investigate how male and female 

secondary principals build positive relationships with their students in an effort to 
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improve academic achievement.  It explores how school leaders define means of caring 

for students, and how demonstrations of caring are conducted throughout the school day. 

Historically, there has been a shortage of female administrators working in 

secondary levels of education.  In the 1999-2000 school year, only 22% of the nation’s 

secondary principals were female, and as recently as the 2007-2008 school year, that 

number had only slightly increased to 29% (Public School Principal, n.d.).   In light of 

these figures, while reinforcing gender stereotypes, some have argued that an increase in 

the number of female principals will increase the levels of nurturing and caring 

demonstrated in our school systems.  But, is this really true?  Do female principals really 

lead differently than male principals?   Are they really more democratic and less 

hierarchical?  Do their attitudes towards the exercise of power influence their ability to 

build relationships or foster student achievement? This study offers possible explanations 

for secondary school leaders’ decision-making and whether or not school leaders’ 

behaviors and communications are influenced by their gender. 

 

Research Questions 
 

Through a review of current and historical research on the subject, this 

dissertation explores what male and female leaders can learn from each other about 

effective leadership.  Specifically, it addresses the following research questions: 

 Is there a leadership style that is more conducive to balancing accountability with 
building relationships? 

 
 Is this style related to one’s gender?  If so, in what ways? 
 
 How can all school leaders, regardless of gender, be more effective in meeting the 

demands of accountability while still caring for the well-being of our students’ social, 
emotional, and cognitive development? 
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Definitions 
 

1. Accountability – concept that includes the receiving of rewards or sanctions from 

the state and federal government as determined by student performance on high-

stakes testing (Kane & Staiger, 2002).  Accountability is the means by which 

states and school districts demonstrate the closing of achievement gaps through 

reaching levels of 100% proficiency in tested subjects for all students.  Students 

must achieve proficiency on standardized tests regardless of variables beyond the 

public schools’ control, including the students’ cognitive ability, home 

environment, level of parental involvement, or socio-economic status (Stronger 

Accountability, 2003). 

2. Authentic Learning – the alternative approach to public education put forth by 

critics of the system of accountability.  Authentic learning includes an inter-

disciplinary approach to solving real world problems through student-centered, 

collaborative activities.  Though authentic learning experiences are time-

consuming and their effectiveness cannot by measured by standardized testing, 

advocates argue that through in-depth simulations and role plays, students 

develop the life skills necessary to becoming successful, contributing members of 

society (Authentic Learning, 2011; Lombardi, 2007). 

3.  NCLB – abbreviation for No Child Left Behind, the 2001 reauthorization of The 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act.  Signed into law by President George 

W. Bush, NCLB mandates annual testing of students as the means for tracking 

their academic proficiency. 

4. AYP – abbreviation for Annual Yearly Progress, the measurement used to 
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determine whether or not a school district has met the requirements of NCLB. 

5. At-risk Youth – students who do not fit the “traditional” model and are therefore 

at higher levels of risk for dropping out of school.   These students typically have 

high levels of disengagement with school, non-traditional learning styles, and 

high rates of absenteeism.  At-risk youth sometimes engage in negative behaviors, 

and they refuse to conform to mainstream expectations.  At-risk youth often come 

from lower socioeconomic groups and sometimes struggle with learning 

disabilities or deficiencies in social capital (Jensen, 2009; Kozol 1991; 2005). 

6. Authoritarian Leadership – a leadership style that places an emphasis on 

following rules without exception, enforcing disciplinary consequences literally, 

using logical and rational decision-making while limiting the influence of 

emotion, feelings, and personal relationships (Pellerin, 2005). 

7. Authoritative leadership – a leadership style that places an emphasis on 

maintaining positive relationships, and allowing flexibility when personal 

circumstances warrant exceptions to rules while still holding others to high 

expectations for behaviors (Pellerin, 2005). 

8. Transactional Leadership – a leadership style focused exclusively on day-to-day 

management, adherence to rules and procedures, and maintaining a chain of 

command through a strict hierarchical distribution of power.  A transactional 

leader is “all business” and profit-driven (Eagly & Johannesen-Smith, 2001; 

Mandell & Pherwani, 2003). 
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9. Transformational Leadership – a leadership style that emphasizes collective 

responsibility for decision-making, participation by all, flexibility in the 

interpretation of rules and procedures, and demonstrations of caring for the 

welfare of others.  A transformational leader uses personal relationships to 

advance the goals of the organization (Eagly & Johannesen-Smith, 2001; Mandell 

& Pherwani, 2003). 

10. Ethical Leadership – a leadership style that maintains one’s integrity and humility 

while simultaneously preserving the dignity and character of others.  Ethical 

leaders engage in respectful and caring interactions, share power, consider 

multiple perspectives, and emphasize civility (Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011).  

Ethical leadership is also referred to as “responsible leadership,” and it requires 

“relational intelligence,” or high levels of interpersonal skills. 

11. Reciprocal Leadership – a leadership style advocated for by Mary Parker Follett, 

a pioneer in 1920s business management.  Follett asserted that a reciprocal leader 

allows for a give and take of ideas, flattens the traditional hierarchical distribution 

of power, and allows for the sharing of power with others (Follett, 1919; 

1949/2003). 

12. Language of Justice – a term coined to describe a mode of communication that 

borrows heavily from Lawrence Kohlberg’s Model of Moral Development and 

Shapiro and Stefkovich’s ethic of justice. This mode of communication is 

stereotypically associated with more authoritarian or transactional leaders who 

emphasize hierarchical decision-making and task-oriented behaviors.  The 

language of justice is a style that relies upon a strict interpretation of the rules, the 



   
 
 

 

21 

rights of individuals, impartiality, and an equal application of the same 

consequences under all circumstances without exception (Kohlberg, 1975; 

Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011).  

13. Language of Caring – a term coined to describe a mode of communication which 

borrows heavily from Carol Gilligan’s feminist approach to moral reasoning and 

decision-making, Nel Nodding’s culture of caring, and Shapiro and Stefkovich’s 

ethic of care.  This mode of communication is stereotypically associated with 

more democratic and transformational leaders who emphasize the democratic 

participation of others in decision-making and relational or interpersonal 

behaviors.  The language of caring is a style which relies upon using a “different 

voice,” or an internal measurement of the impact of behavior on relationships 

built with others.  The language of caring emphasizes empathy, intuition, 

maintaining relationships, considering situations as unique, and meeting others 

where they may be in order to nurture growth and development (Gilligan, 1982; 

Belenky et al., 1997; Jaggar, 1992 as cited by Tong and Williams, 2009; Shapiro 

& Stefkovich, 2011).   

14. Report Talk – a style of communication as defined by linguist Deborah Tannen 

that emphasizes gathering or disseminating information as quickly and efficiently 

as possible.  Report talk is also used as a means of preserving one’s own status in 

relation to the roles and status of other people.  Report talk is stereotypically 

associated with men more than with women (Tannen, 2001). 

15. Rapport Talk – a style of communication that emphasizes making connections, 

building relationships,  and supporting and encouraging those engaged in the 
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conversation.  Rapport talk is stereotypically associated with women more than 

with men (Tannen, 2001). 

 

Delimitations And Limitations Of The Study 
 

This study is not designed for the purpose of generalizing the behavior of all 

secondary school leaders in all secondary institutions.  Nor is it an attempt to generalize 

the moral reasoning, decision-making, and communication styles of all male and female 

school leaders.  Instead, it is only meant to describe the behaviors and perceptions of one 

particular sample of  administrators taken from four different secondary schools.  

Additionally, there are a wide variety of factors influencing a student’s choice of 

behaviors and his or her ability to build positive relationships with adults.  These include, 

but are not limited to:  cognitive ability, level of maturity, life experiences, home 

environment, parental involvement, substance abuse, and mental illness.  Due to the 

diversity of human nature, the same is true of adults’ abilities to connect with 

adolescents.  There are challenges with a multitude of personalities and life experiences 

that impact one’s ability to build relationships with others.   

The scope of this particular study will be unable to adequately address all of these 

variables, and school leaders have no control over most of these types of influences.  This 

research is limited to leadership and communication styles used by male and female 

secondary school leaders when interacting with students.  It explores the variable of the 

gender of the school leader, and it considers its impact on the leader’s ability to build 

positive relationships with students as a means for improving academic achievement.  

Finally, due to distance and time constraints, logistically, this study is limited to three 



   
 
 

 

23 

intermediate units located within the South Central Pennsylvania region.  Attempts to 

generalize the results of this case study to apply to other school districts, secondary 

school leaders, and students are not possible.  

 

Significance Of The Study 
 
 During an era of educational reform when school districts are being pressured 

with more and more high-stakes forms of accountability, school leaders must overcome 

daily distractions to learning whenever they may occur.  The more time a student is 

spending in the principal’s office, typically being disciplined, the less time he or she is 

spending in the classroom.  School leaders are already overburdened with new demands 

placed upon them daily, and it is estimated that 40% of the nation’s principals will be 

eligible for retirement within the next five to ten years (Wax, 2002).  Therefore, in 

preparation for a new generation of school leaders, it is a critical time to examine modes 

of effective leadership. 

 At the same time, today’s adolescent population is also changing rapidly. The 

divorce rate continues to climb, and in 2005, it was estimated that at least 60% of middle 

school age children spent time in a single-parent home (Wiles & Bondi, 2011).  No more 

than 8% of American homes have the traditional model of a stay-at-home mother and a 

father working outside of the home, more American parents are working multiple jobs to 

make ends meet, and psychologists worry that the lack of stability in students’ home life 

is the biggest contributing factor delinquency and other behavioral problems that can 

interfere with one’s educational pursuits (Wiles & Bondi, 2011).   While levels of 

supervision and stability vary from household to household, students also have more 
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access to information through modern technology than at any other time in our country’s 

history, leaving them vulnerable to a bombardment of propaganda and cultural influences 

that can lead them to make questionable choices.  Low estimates of “screen time” for 

early adolescents hover around one-third of their waking hours, and many are beginning 

to worry that this infatuation with technology may hamper their ability to build “real” 

face to face relationships with others (Wiles & Bondi, 2011).   

 Despite technological advancements and increasing levels of access to 

information, not all students are benefiting from the opportunities available to them 

through the public school system.  While more than half of all adolescents navigate the 

tumultuous years of high school without significant physical, emotional, social, or 

academic difficulties, a study by the Carnegie Council, first in 1989, and updated in 1995, 

found that 25-50% of 10-17 year olds in the United States are at risk for limited 

educational, economic, and social opportunities due to engagement in high-risk behaviors 

including violence, drug and alcohol use, unprotected sex, and skipping school (Roesner 

et al., 2000).  Drop-outs continue to occur, usually due to high levels of disengagement 

with education, and conflicts between minority students and the majority culture continue 

to arise, often leading to disciplinary infractions.  

 A 1989 study of 600 American high school conducted by Johns Hopkins 

University identified patterns associated with disciplinary problems that occur within 

schools.  Some of these patterns include the rules being perceived as unfair or enforced 

inconsistently, students not having “buy in” to the creation or maintenance of the rules, 

and administrators disagreeing on the proper responses to student misbehavior 

(Gottfredson, 1989, as cited in Gaustad, 1992).  Therefore, when studying whether 
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students are motivated to follow rules or not, one needs to consider both the level of 

student “buy in” – which can be increased through student participation in the rule-

making process – and administrator consistency – which can be increased through a more 

open dialogue regarding the appropriate response to student misbehavior.   

 Disciplinary tactics among school leaders, not unlike among parenting styles, 

generally fall into four categories:  authoritarian, authoritative, permissive, and 

indifferent (Pellerin, 2005).  Authoritarian styles are demanding.  They require obedience 

without questioning, and they make every effort to keep personal relationships with 

students at a minimum for fear of allowing emotions to unduly influence their otherwise 

logical and rational decision-making.  In this way, authoritarian leaders are so focused on 

maintaining a system of justice that they neglect the ethic of care.  In contrast, 

authoritative leaders are both caring and demanding.  They hold students to high 

expectations, but they provide the support and safety nets needed for all students to be 

successful.  Authoritative leaders do not let students off the hook. They follow-through 

with disciplinary consequences, but they are flexible, and recognize when exceptions are 

warranted due to personal circumstances.  Permissive leaders focus so much on the ethic 

of care that they sometimes risk maintaining justice.  They become so involved in 

personal circumstances and exceptions that rules and standards for conduct become 

meaningless.  Finally, indifferent leaders are neither caring nor demanding.  They 

essentially allow students to do whatever they want, regardless of the student’s wellbeing 

(Pellerin, 2005).  In her research, Pellerin (2005) consistently found authoritative styles 

among school leaders to have the more positive outcomes among students, including 

lowering levels of disengagement.  
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 Though there are a wide range of causes of misbehavior, some research has 

suggested that minority students are overrepresented in disciplinary consequences, and 

that a lack of positive personal relationships is the primary contributing factor leading 

many students to act out and feel disengaged in schools (Nichols, 2004).  Luiselli et al. 

(2005) have found that implementing proactive, school-wide discipline plans that include 

both more engaging, high-quality instructional strategies and positive reinforcement for 

meeting behavioral expectations leads to decreased numbers of disciplinary referrals and 

suspensions and increased academic performance.  They also assert that team-building 

among all stakeholders – in other words, building positive relationships – is critical to the 

success of these types of school-wide programs (Luiselli et al., 2005).  An examination of 

disciplinary tactics and philosophies is particularly relevant to the discussion of balancing 

accountability with relationships because it appears as though an authoritative style can 

simultaneously hold students to high stands while still demonstrating care and concern 

for the student as an individual.   This case study will provide a forum for school leaders 

to discuss meaningful ways to build relationships and communicate with students as they 

seek to increase student levels of engagement in the school community.   

 
 

Theoretical Base 
 

What Are The Characteristics Of Effective Ethical Leadership? 
 
 Generally speaking, there are three types of leadership styles:  transactional, 

transformational, and laissez faire (Eagly & Johannesen-Smith, 2001).  A transactional 

leader is one thoroughly focused on day-to-day management, adhering to rules and 

procedures, and maintaining a chain of command through a strict, hierarchical 
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distribution of power.  In contrast, a transformational leader is one who emphasizes a 

collective responsibility for decision-making, participation by all, flexibility in the 

interpretation of rules and procedures, and genuine care and concern for the welfare of 

others.  He or she is a visionary, motivating colleagues to take risks and to view their 

work from alternative and creative perspectives.  On the other hand, a transactional leader 

enforces specific work standards, clearly defines task-oriented goals, and set deadlines.  

He or she is very focused and driven, and that attitude typically produces results, even if 

employee job satisfaction is low.   

 Stereotypically, a transactional leader is “all business,” and he or she often 

appears cold and distant to others, while a transformational leader is perceived to be more 

humane, friendly, and approachable.  Some have argued that transformational leaders 

have higher levels of emotional intelligence and are more in tune with the social and 

emotional needs of their employees.  Others, however, contend that the measurement of 

effective leadership is based on tangible outputs, and with their goal-oriented behaviors, 

most transactional leaders produce results  (Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001; Eagly & 

Karau, 1992; Mandell & Perwanni, 2003).    In contrast to both transactional and 

transformational leaders, a laissez-faire leader is one who fails to take initiative or 

responsibility for his or her actions, instead allowing the organization to run on its own, 

regardless of its level of success or stagnation (Eagly & Johannesen-Smith, 2001). 

   In addition to producing “results,” and achieving organizational objectives, 

many researchers have advocated for leaders to uphold moral and ethical standards before 

being labeled as effective (Resick et al., 2006; Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011).  It is not 

enough to be profit-driven.  Instead, maintaining one’s integrity and humility, in addition 



   
 
 

 

28 

to preserving the dignity and character of others is seen as a responsibility of an effective 

leader.  Being an ethical leader includes respecting and caring for others in the way 

power is exercised, resources are distributed, and stakeholders are influenced.  Ethical 

awareness manifests itself in visible acts of humility, generosity, forgiveness, and 

trustworthiness, and it includes a consideration of multiple perspectives, altruism, and 

civility (Henderson, 2003; Noddings, 1995; Resick et al., 2006; Sergiovanni, 1995/2011; 

Shapiro & Gross, 2008; Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011).   

 Ethical leadership has also been called “responsible leadership” in the literature.  

It occurs when leaders and followers have shared values and a commitment to 

community.  Responsible leaders “walk the walk,” they lead with integrity, and they 

increase profits without compromising their principles (Maak & Pless, 2006).  This type 

of leadership demands “relational intelligence.”  In other words, responsible leaders are 

able to build relationships effectively, read and understand emotions, and mobilize others 

into action, while simultaneously caring for the well-being of their followers (Maak & 

Pless, 2006).   

 Consistent with the idea of a transformational or responsible leader, Kotter (1996) 

asserts that for a new change to truly become part of the established culture, a leader must 

develop a coalition of supporters who then define the vision for the group.  According to 

Kotter, this must be a shared process, with buy-in from all stakeholders in order to be 

successful.  Additionally, Kotter argues that leaders must encourage risks and celebrate 

the achievement of short and long-term goals before anchoring the change into a newly 

developed culture of the organization.  If these steps do not occur in some way, shape, or 

form, Kotter believes any change introduced into an established organization will be 
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doomed to fail (Kotter, 1996).   

 Like Maak and Pless’s responsible leadership (2006), Shapiro and Stefkovich 

(2011) and Shapiro and Gross (2008) argue that school leaders need to view their daily 

tasks and decision-making through an alternative lens: the ethic of care.  In this way, 

leaders make purposeful attempts to consider the impact of decision-making on students’ 

overall well-being, not simply the impact on test scores.  Similarly, Thomas Sergiovanni 

(1994; 1995/2011) asserts that leaders must not only be ethical, but they must become 

stewards of those in their care.  He rejects the assumption that hierarchical postionality 

equates with one’s level of expertise or level of moral superiority.  Instead, borrowing 

heavily from the works of Ferdinand Tonies, Sergiovanni (1994) argues that the steward 

is responsible for maintaining an appropriate balance between gesellschaft (progress) and 

gemeinschaft (community).   Sergiovanni asserts that leadership must not seek to divide 

and conquer.  Instead, he believes the leader must be virtuous, collegial, and possess a 

renewed commitment to democratic processes.  The steward must develop a shared sense 

of “we” among stakeholders while still recognizing and holding individuals accountable 

for their contributions to the group.  Sergiovanni argues that a sense of community or 

“belonging,” as Maslow names it, is not a condition, but a right.  Therefore, to be ethical, 

a leader must become the guardian of those unable to advocate for themselves.  Only then 

will an organization, including schools, become a truly caring and nurturing environment 

(Sergiovanni, 1994; 1995/2011).   

 While some might feminize the instinct to nurture those within our care, 

Greenleaf (1977/2002) and others have named this type of leadership as “servant 

leadership,” removing the variable of gender altogether.  Servant leaders view themselves 
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as the caretakers of their followers first, trusting that if they cared for their followers’ 

well-being, they would ensure the success of the organization as a whole.  For these types 

of leaders, the relationships built take precedent over the productivity of the organization 

itself (Stone, et al., 2003).  The servant leader’s source of strength as a leader comes from 

his or her own humility and spiritual insights, and he or she will satisfy the need for 

purpose and meaning in one’s work (Graham, 1991; Fry & Cohen, 2007).  Servant 

leaders defy stereotypical models of hierarchical leadership by rejecting the use of power 

and coercion to get others to do what he or she wants.  Instead, servant leaders empower 

followers to be their own leaders, they tap into everyone’s creativity and shared decision-

making, and they gain the authority to lead from those who worked with them (Greenleaf, 

1977/2002).   

  More research on organizational leadership has begun to explore the spiritual 

dimensions of leadership, and particularly in the somewhat cold and dehumanized era of 

accountability, even public, secular school leaders can find inspiration by tapping into 

existential or meditative practices. Being a spiritual school leader does not involve 

espousing a particular theology, and certainly the first amendment of the Constitution 

prohibits us from doing this anyway.  Instead, spiritual school leadership asks leaders to 

become servants to their constituents, adopt a humble mentality, and consider the 

spiritual well-being of their stakeholders before making decisions that impact the 

organization.  A sense of spirituality in an organization can encourage ethical behavior, 

increase job satisfaction, increase employee commitment to the “cause,” and increase 

productivity (Benefiel, 2005).  Servant leaders understand this lesson.  They model what 

they believe, but they never impose it upon others.  Servant leaders valued honesty, 
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integrity, and service, and they recognize, nurture, and praise these qualities in others.  

School leaders can, and should, do the same -- and this can be done without ever making 

reference to a religious text or ideology of any kind. 

 As Thomas Freidman (2005/2007) has declared, the world is now “flat.”  

Transformational, responsible, and ethical leaders need to recognize that global 

interconnectedness requires a level of “people skills,” cultural sensitivity, and 

interpersonal communications unheard of in previous generations.  Without giving these 

qualities serious consideration, school leaders who gravitate too far towards transactional 

styles risk alienating their followers and depriving their students of the ability to acquire 

skills necessary to be successful in modern times.    

 Schools that value stewardship, model ethical behaviors, and adopt a culture of 

resiliency teach students the life skills needed to cope with adversity and to succeed in 

life.  The Resiliency Wellness Approach is promoted by the Pennsylvania Department of 

Education as part of the Response to Intervention and Instruction initiative (Henderson 

and Milstein, 2003).  Based on the work of Henderson (2003), the Resiliency Wellness 

Approach rejects the “deficit model” -- focusing on students’ academic and behavioral 

failures -- and instead supports Shapiro and Stefkovich’s notion that schools are 

environments that can harness the “power of the positive,” teaching students how to build 

on their strengths, provide care and support for those in the school community, bounce 

back from difficult situations, and take advantage of meaningful opportunities to 

participate in the school community (Henderson, 2003).  For Henderson (2003) and her 

supporters, the most significant way a school leader can develop resiliency among 

students is through the building of positive relationships between adults and adolescents.   
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 Like Sergiovanni (1994; 1995/2011), Shapiro and Stefkovich (2011), Shapiro and 

Gross (2008), and Henderson and Milstein (2003), Noddings (2005; 1995; 1992) has also 

consistently advocated for caring to be integrated at the institutional, individual, and 

curriculum levels.  Institutionally, school districts need to distribute financial resources 

that support the building of relationships (mentoring programs, peer mediation, advisory 

groups, etc.).  Individually, teachers and administrators need to step beyond their comfort 

zones and reach out to students who may be shy, distant, or even defiant, and at the 

curriculum level, textbooks, instructional materials, and lesson must include themes of 

caring.  By doing these things, Noddings argues that students will expand their own 

“cultural literacy,” and they in turn, will develop a sense of care for themselves, for 

others, and for the natural world around them (Noddings, 2005; 1995; 1992).   

A fundamental flaw in current discussions of accountability and efficiency in 

school environments is the lack of recognition that schools are not producing machines.  

Instead, they are contributing to the development of human beings, who will someday 

lead future generations (Noddings, 2005).  These are living, breathing, feeling organisms 

who have so many individualized needs that they cannot be restricted to a “standardized” 

anything.  The application of most business models of management to schools implies 

that transactional methods will automatically produce the desired student.  This is simply 

not the case.  

Gross (2005), in his analysis of the traditional behaviors of school leaders, has 

identified transactional methods as being ineffective at meeting the needs to today’s 

students.  Pursuing school improvement through accountability measures alone fails to 

acknowledge the potential impact of transformational styles.  As illustrated in Figure 1, 
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Gross (2005) argues for a new form of democratic and ethical educational leadership, 

referred to as the New DEEL.  He believes that transformational styles of school 

leadership will empower leaders to pursue a higher calling.  This will prepare students for 

democratic participation in their local, state, national, and international communities, and 

it will liberate school leaders from the boundaries of the “system” in an effort to integrate 

equal opportunities and ethical behaviors in the daily operations of the school setting 

(Gross, 2005, as cited in Shapiro & Gross, 2008).  There are too many variables that 

impact human development to apply a “one size fits all” model to our students.  To do so 

is unethical because it rejects everything known about the individuality of the human 

spirit.   

For those ardent believers of business models for school leadership, it is important 

to note that business models need not be inconsistent with the flattening of a leadership 

hierarchy.  If one wishes to pursue this line of thinking, however, one should turn to the 

work of Mary Parker Follett, a pioneer in 1920’s business management, who has much 

relevance today.  Follett embraced the “human factor” of management.  She asserted that 

the relationship between leaders and followers is not static, pre-determined, or 

authoritative.  Instead, she argued for “reciprocal leadership” where give and take occurs, 

where a flattening of responsibilities and authority occurs, and where power is shared.   

Follett rejected claims that effective leadership was determined by one’s level of 

aggressiveness.  Many years ahead of her time, she argued that one’s ability to “lay down 

the law” is no longer the universally accepted norm (Follett, 1919).  Instead, she believed 

that leadership evolves from one’s knowledge of the job, one’s ability to grasp the 

situation in its entirety, and one’s ability to organize resources to serve a common 
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purpose (Follett, 1949/2003).   

 

New DEEL Vision for Leaders Behavior of Traditional School Leaders 

Transformational  Transactional 

One: Guided by inner sense of responsibility 
to students, families, the community and 
social development on a world scale. 

 

Driven by an exterior pressure of 
accountability to those above in the 
organizational/political hierarchy.  

Two: Leads from an expansive community- 
building perspective. A democratic actor 
who understands when and how to shield the 
school from turbulence and when and how 
to use turbulence to facilitate change. 

 

Bound by the system and the physical building. 
A small part of a monolithic, more corporate 
structure.  

Three: Integrates the concepts of 
democracy, social justice and school reform 
through scholarship, dialogue and action.  

 

Separates democracy and social justice from 
guiding vision and accepts school improvement 
(a subset of school reform) as the dominant 
perspective.  

 

Four: Operates from a deep understanding 
of ethical decision making in the context of a 
dynamic, inclusive, democratic vision. 

Operates largely from perspective of the ethic 
of justice wherein obedience to authority and 
current regulations is largely unquestioned 
despite one’s own misgivings.  

 

Five: Sees one’s career as a calling and has a 
well developed sense of mission toward 
democratic social improvement that cuts 
across political, national, class, gender, 
racial, ethnic, and religious boundaries.  

Sees one’ career in terms of specific job titles 
with an aim to move to ever greater positions 
of perceived power within the current system’s 
structure.  

Figure 1.  New DEEL Vision for Leaders (Gross, 2005). 
 
 

Follett argued that decision-making cannot be formulaic (If “this,” then “that”…).  

She promoted making decisions based on the “law of the situation.”  In other words, she 

believed in differentiating methods, actual decisions, and consequences based on personal 
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circumstances with the flexibility of being fair to all, but not necessarily standardized in 

the name of being equal.  Follett rejected the notion of a “hero manager” who holds all 

authority and power.  She believed leaders need simplicity and humility, and they are 

ultimately responsible not only for others, but to others (Follett,1919; 1924; 1928; 

1949/2003;  Monin &  Bathurst, 2008; Sethi, 1962).  Genuine power, as Follett defined it, 

is grown from within an organization, not imposed upon it.   Follett was a ground-breaker 

in her field, not embraced by the mainstream until many years after her death.   Yet, we 

can still hear echoes of her theories in the literature on transformational, responsible, and 

ethical leadership today.   
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 
The Importance Of Effective School Leadership To Adolescent Development 

 
 

The original intent of public education was to provide an environment where 

Americans could not only acquire basic skills in reading, writing, and mathematics, but 

also experience the socialization that would allow them to become responsible, civic-

minded, contributing members of society.  At times, character lessons have been 

embedded into both elementary and secondary settings, and students have been expected 

to graduate from high school with both a diploma and higher levels of moral development 

than when they first began.  Yet, in the era of accountability, with time and resources 

stretched to the limit, many of these character-building programs have been abandoned in 

favor of test preparation (Noddings, 2005).  This is particularly true at the secondary level 

of education where it is assumed that students already have a foundation in character 

education, and it is time to treat them as the “adults” they will soon become.   

While the process of moral development is ongoing, the period of adolescence is a 

vulnerable stage in a person’s life, which is why further study of leadership in secondary 

schools is particularly relevant.  A person’s ability to reason between choices that involve 

moral dilemmas is critical to success in all future endeavors, and it can make the 

difference between enjoying a healthy, productive life and experiencing difficulties with 

social norms, workplace expectations, and even adherence to local, state, and federal 

laws.  Adolescence, therefore, becomes a stage in one’s life when an individual is to 

identify moral “rights” and “wrongs” through a process of modeling the behavior of 

others, experimenting with their own decision-making, and learning from mistakes 
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through the acceptance of disciplinary consequences.   

 Erik Erikson specifically defines adolescence as a time when one discovers what 

one cares to do and who one cares to be, and he has charged adults with the responsibility 

of assisting young people in their educational, social, and moral development (Erikson, 

1973, as cited in Roeser et al., 2000).  For Erikson, adolescence is a time when a young 

person struggles between the development of his own self-identity and his role in relation 

to others.  When a person achieves a balance between these two identities, he will be 

ready to move to the next stage of development (Huitt, 2008).  Erikson also asserted that:   

it is the quality of the fit between the developmental needs of adolescents and the 
nature of social opportunities afforded to them by adults that one can find answers 
to the question of why a certain segment of U.S. adolescents are showing 
academic, social, and emotional success, whereas a substantial minority of young 
people today are not…” (Erikson, 1973, as cited in Roeser et al., 2000, p. 445).   

 
Clearly, Erikson advocated for positive relationship being build between adults and 

adolescents as a means for the healthy development of young people in American society.  

Healthy adolescent development enhances identity formation and behavior, and it 

manifests itself in academic achievement, good conduct in school and at home, positive 

peer relationships, motivation, and positive mental health (Roeser, Eccles, & Sameroff, 

2000).  Relationships with adults contribute to this growth and developmental process.   

Advocates for students living in poverty, such as Jonathan Kozol (1995; 2005)  

and Eric Jensen (2009), also demonstrate that the single most important factor that creates 

a sense of belonging for students is the building of positive relationships between 

students and adults in the school.  Because secondary schools bridge the gap between 

childhood and adulthood, they take on the responsibility of helping adolescents navigate 

through Erikson’s and Maslow’s stages.  High school becomes a critical period for the 
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acquisition of the social and cognitive skills necessary to be successful later in life.  

Building positive relationships with students is the primary way that educators can keep 

students engaged in their learning and lessen the likelihood of student drop-outs (Lee & 

Burkam, 2003).   

A sense of belonging must be cultivated from the top-down, among all members 

of the school community, so that ultimately students can mature, gain confidence, and 

become contributing members of society.  Administrators, teachers, and other school 

personnel need to become more nurturing and caring.   Social rewards as simple as 

smiling at students, praising them, and complimenting them can also be effective in 

motivating students to change their behavior, and these are all part of build those positive 

relationships with students  (Gaustad, 1992).  Additionally, as has been demonstrated, 

when students feel disengaged, they report feeling disconnected and they are more likely 

to act out in misbehaviors deemed inappropriate by school officials.  Public schools have 

little control over which students do or do not attend.  Therefore, conscious and 

purposeful efforts need to be made to build positive relationships with students and 

maximize student engagement  (Lee & Burkam, 2003).   

This is not to imply that students should be permitted to take advantage of others’ 

goodwill, and it does not mean that students are not held accountable for poor choices.  In 

fact, as Pellerin’s research (2005) has illustrated, one of the greatest displays of caring is 

to hold students to high expectations using an authoritative leadership style, and to 

encourage and support them as they serve consequences for poor choices.  In this way, 

students understand that the adults around them are concerned about their overall well-

being, and not just their test-scores.  This helps at-risk youth, in particular, to open up, 
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develop trust and respect, and to feel more invested in the school community, thus 

increasing the likelihood that they will pass classes and eventually graduate (Greeson et 

al., 2009).   

 Because secondary students are often exploring and experimenting with identity, 

choices, and responsibility, the development of their moral reasoning skills often 

manifests itself through misbehavior.  While many adolescents progress through their 

entire schooling with few disciplinary incidents, some students struggle and find 

themselves more often in the principal’s office than not.  For this reason, the principal in 

a secondary institution plays a vital role in this stage of adolescent development.    

Skill in using moral reasoning is acquired in part through modeling the behavior 

of others.  Therefore, when disciplining a student for inappropriate behavior, the principal 

(or other disciplinarian) has an ethical responsibility to model high levels of moral 

reasoning in his or her decision-making.  Additionally, for a disciplinary intervention to 

have an impact, the principal needs to be able to clearly communicate, in an 

understandable way, with the student being referred.  If the principal and the student are 

unable to speak the same “language,” there is an increased likelihood of 

misunderstanding.  The student may not fully comprehend the expectations, the severity 

of his or her actions, or the opportunities to learn from mistakes and move forward.  

Although school leaders are bombarded with a myriad of responsibilities, there may be 

no role potentially more influential in the lives of impressionable youth than that of the 

disciplinarian, and effective communication skills are an essential part of that role.  

Ideally, as an adolescent develops his or her own moral reasoning capabilities, he or she 

will experience fewer and fewer disciplinary referrals and interventions, thus maximizing 
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their focus on academic and extracurricular pursuits.   

 Lawrence Kohlberg offers six stages of moral development that essentially 

comprise the “justice” model of adhering to school-wide expectations.  Kohlberg argues 

that as a child progresses through his or her development to adulthood, he or she will 

enter and exit each one of these six stages.  Kohlberg believes that his stages are merely a 

unit of thought which a person must pass through completely -- one stage can not be 

skipped, and with the exception of situations involving extreme trauma, an individual can 

only move forward on the continuum, not backwards (Kohlberg, 1975).  A summary of 

Kohlberg’s six stages is included in Figure 2 below. 

 
Stage Description 

“punishment & obedience” orientation Person obeys rules to avoid punishment, 
no respect or understanding of a moral 
code or order 

“the instrumental relativist” orientation Person obeys rules if he/she is benefited 
by the behavior, “you scratch my back, 
and I’ll scratch yours” 

“good boy-nice girl” orientation Person obeys rules to gain the approval 
and love of others, conforms to often 
stereotypical expectations of others 

“law & order” orientation Person obeys rules out of a sense of duty 
and obligation, defers to authority figures, 
and maintains the social order to secure 
others’ admiration and respect 

“social-contract legalistic” orientation Person obeys rules because they are the 
rules agreed upon by the society, as long 
as not harming others, person can basically 
do as he/she pleases 

“universal ethical principle” orientation Person obeys rules because a higher 
universal moral code requires them to do 
so 

Figure 2.  Kohlberg’s Stages of Moral Development 
(Source: Adapted from Kohlberg, 1975 and Tong & Williams, 2009)   
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 Though Kohlberg’s model sets the “universal ethical principle” orientation as the 

ideal framework for an individual to make moral decisions, in the age of accountability, 

the typical secondary school setting often expects its students to remain with the “law and 

order” orientation.  When perceiving the world through this lens, there are no “gray” 

areas.  Students are expected to obey without question, and when they challenge 

authority, regardless of the reason, they are usually punished (Thornberg, 2008).  

Administrators often quote rules, policies, and regulations when explaining disciplinary 

consequences rather than explaining the reasoning behind the rule, and they rarely 

include the students in the formation of the rules, or establish “social contracts” with the 

student body to identify and define the universal ethical principles the school community 

will follow.  

 Carol Gilligan (1982) describes Kohlberg’s model as incomplete because it 

focuses on the “language of justice” in determining a person’s level of moral reasoning.    

By “language of justice,” Gilligan means a perspective and communication style focused 

primarily on a strict interpretation of the rules, the rights of individuals, impartiality, and 

equal application of consequences in all circumstances without exception (Kohlberg, 

1975; Gilligan, 1982; Jaggar 1992 as cited by Tong & Williams, 2009). 

Instead, Gilligan argues, there is a second language used in moral development, a 

“language of caring,” that is just as critical to understanding the reasoning behind 

obeying rules and regulations.  For Gilligan, the “language of caring” emerges from an 

inner voice, a moral compass within an individual.  She argues that this “voice,” as she 

describes it, guides decision-making, and emphasizes the consideration of the impact of 

behavior on relationships and personal responsibilities towards others.  The “language of 
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caring” emphasizes empathy, intuition, building and maintaining relationships, 

considering situations as unique, and meeting others where they may be in order to 

nurture growth and development (Gilligan, 1982; Belenky et al., 1997; Jaggar, 1992 as 

cited by Tong & Williams, 2009).  Gilligan does acknowledge that the “language of 

justice” and the “language of caring” are not gender specific, but she does assert that in 

her experience, women appear to be more apt than men in speaking  both languages 

fluently (Gilligan, 1982; Tong & Williams, 2009). A summary of Gilligan’s three levels 

of moral reasoning is included in Figure 3 below. 

Level Description 

One Person makes decisions with an 
overemphasis on self-interests 

Two Person makes decisions with an 
overemphasis on the interests’ of others 
(people-pleasing) 

Three Person makes decisions by weaving his or 
her own interests with those of others 

Figure 2.  Gilligan’s Levels of Moral Reasoning 
(Source:  Adapted from Tong & Williams, 2009.) 
 
 Though Gilligan’s third level is identified as her ideal framework for making 

decisions, again, in the age of accountability, adolescents are often expected to remain 

within the second level of moral reasoning.  Pleasing teachers, parents, administrators, 

coaches, college recruiters, employers, and even other students, is usually the focus of 

reasoning when trying to persuade students to behave.  The responsibilities piled on to 

both students and secondary administrators also makes it difficult to make the time 

commitment to a conversation and decision-making process that truly engages in 

Gilligan’s third level, a level which requires much reflection and the consideration of 
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multiple perspectives.  

 

Gender Theories On Leadership:  Is There A difference? 
 
 Transformational, responsible, and ethical leadership draw upon characteristics 

and traits that have been stereotypically associated with women.  Care and concern for 

others, negotiating to find common ground, maintaining a sensitivity to the feelings of 

others, and including multiple perspectives in decision-making are common qualities 

shared by many females.  Some feminists have argued that for this reason, 

transformational leadership qualities have been devalued over time, causing “effective 

leadership” to become synonymous with male leadership.  Stereotypically, it is assumed 

that male leaders are more aggressive, task-oriented, less distracted by emotions, and 

better able to make decisions independently.  In other words, men are typically associated 

with the transactional styles of leadership that are prioritized by most business models 

(Bartunek et al., 2007; Bascia & Young, 2001; Eagly & Carli, 2007).   

 Historical works have long asserted that males and females have different modes 

of operation.  Chodorow (1974) believed that women naturally defined themselves in 

relation with and connection to other people more than men do.  In fact, men are often 

rewarded for higher levels of independence and are ostracized for being perceived as too 

dependent (Chodorow, 1974).  Politically, men appear to gravitate towards hierarchical 

models of domination and coercion, while females demonstrate a preference for restrain, 

cooperation, shared decision-making, and checks and balances (MacKinnon, 1989).  

Bartunk et al. (2000), offer additional support for these theories from their own research, 

arguing that women tend to perceive of the world as a system of human connections and 
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relationships.  Women tend to cooperate more than compete, they prefer more egalitarian 

models of power, and they gravitate towards consensus and team-based decision-making 

(Bartunek et al., 2000). 

 Some have attempted to classify male and female leadership into specific traits in 

an effort to define whether or not there truly is a “male style” or “female style” of 

leadership.  Female leadership has therefore been summarized as a transformational style 

of leadership that emphasizes mentoring, empathy, affection, friendliness, collaboration, 

negotiation, tactfulness, modesty, and humility (Basica & Young, 2001; Eagly & Carli, 

2007; Maak & Pless, 2006).  Conversely, male leadership has been defined as a 

transactional style that emphasizes ambition, assertiveness, competition, independence, 

action, and self-reliance (Basica & Young, 2001; Eagly & Carli, 2007).  Each of these 

styles is a generalization and certainly there are men and women who fail to conform to 

these expectations.  However, research has also indicated that there can be dire 

consequences for a leader of either gender to stray too far from these stereotypical 

expectations.  Women who are perceived to be too aggressive, outspoken, or independent 

are vilified by their colleagues, while men who are too cooperative, reliant on others, or 

nurturing are viewed as indecisive, weak, and incompetent (Mandell & Pherwani, 2003).  

To be successful in traditional business models of leadership, because male styles of 

transactional leadership are generally viewed as preferable, women must learn to adapt to 

male ways of doing things, which often leaves them feeling uncomfortable and 

inauthentic.   

 Despite their popularity, however, are transactional business models of leadership 

outdated?  As global interconnectedness and technological availability increases, skills 
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including social intelligence, open communication, patience, tact, and diplomacy are 

becoming more valuable to the marketplace than physical strength, domination, and 

aggressiveness (Rosin, 2010).  Technology has created an economic shift from physical 

labor to mental labor where ethical standards and the ability to build relationships is the 

most desirable trait.  From Enron to Bernie Madoff, some have begun to articulate a 

concern for the impact of too much competitiveness, reckless decision-making, and a 

“win at all costs” mentality.  This shift in attitudes has become a global phenomenon.  As 

Rosin (2010) has found, in India, women are learning English faster than men, thus 

making them more marketable for their ability to build relationships with others, and in 

China, women own more than 40% of private business, illustrating a motivation and 

competitiveness that some may have underestimated.  In war-torn countries such as 

Liberia and Rwanda, “maternal rescue teams” have helped to heal and rebuild their 

communities, and in Iceland, a recently elected female politician won in part due to her 

campaign against the “age of testosterone” that she blamed for destroying the nation’s 

banking system (Rosin, 2010).   

 Though there have been challenges for female leaders to overcome including 

family obligations, prejudices in the workplace, and gaining faith in their own abilities, it 

is possible that at this moment in time, male leaders have as much to learn from female 

leaders as females have historically needed to learn from men in order to remain 

competitive in the marketplace.  This global shift has created a demand for a less 

authoritarian, more collaborative type of leadership that seems to come more naturally to 

women (Rosin, 2010).       

 An abundance of research has suggested there are in fact significant differences in 
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how men and women behave in positions of leadership (Connor & Sharpe, 1994; Belenky 

et al., 1986/1997; Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001; Eagly & Karau, 1992; Gilligan, 

1982; Shakeshaft, 1991, Tannen, 1990; 1994).  These differences include styles of 

communication and language usage, maintenance of interpersonal relationships, the 

process of decision-making, the development of community, and the exercise of power.   

In examining styles of communication and language usage, research indicates that 

men and women have very different modes of speaking and listening.  Perhaps most 

famously, in her historical works, You just don’t understand:  Men and women in 

conversation (1990), and Talking 9 to 5: How women’s and men’s conversational styles 

affect who gets heard, who gets credit, and what gets done (1994), Deborah Tannen 

refers to communication differences between men and women as “genderlect.” Tannen 

believes that men use language to preserve their status and exert their authority over a 

situation.  She argues that men use “report talk” to gather and disseminate information 

quickly and efficiently.  In contrast, Tannen argues that women use “rapport talk” when 

engaging in conversation with others.  She believes that women are more concerned with 

building a trusting, cooperative, and open relationship with the other person in the 

conversation.  Even when in a position of authority and leadership, Tannen argues that 

women will hesitate to use language that suggests they are “lording” their authority over 

others, and they will avoid speaking in absolutes.  Instead, they will continue to engage in 

“rapport talk” and will value themselves more for appearing less authoritative and more 

cooperative (Tannen, 1991; 1994).   

 From her interviews with male and female leaders, Tannen concludes that 

women are frequently misunderstood or perceived as being weak or incompetent in the 
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workplace, simply because of their conversational mannerisms.  Men are often assumed 

to be bossy, authoritarian, and emotionally detached.  There is less emotional investment 

in “report talk.”  Information is shared in a purposeful, logical, rational way.  It is direct, 

efficient, and less time consuming than “rapport talk.”  There is no gray area, and there 

are few, if any exceptions.  What is said is what is meant.  There is no wiggle room, and 

there is little chance for misunderstanding.  In contrast, when engaged in “rapport talk” 

an individual makes a conscious decision to consider the emotional and social well-being 

of other participants in the conversation.  For Tannen, “rapport talk” is a means of 

negotiating.  She argues that women use this style of communication to get what they 

want while simultaneously preserving the working and personal relationship with the 

individual they are engaged with (Tannen 1991; 1994).  

Others agree with Tannen in finding that men and women listen and communicate 

differently from one another and this influences how information is shared and perceived 

by others and how priorities are set.  Shakeshaft (1991) found that women are more likely 

to listen for “feelings” while men are more prone to focus on “facts.”  Contradicting 

popular stereotypes, Kollack et al. (1985) and Walker et al. (1996) found that men talk 

more than women do, and they use both their talk time and frequent interruptions of 

others to establish themselves and gain prestige in conversations.  Though now dated, 

Chodorow (1974) suggested that because women usually have more experience with 

intergenerational communications, due to interactions with mothers, daughters, 

grandmothers, aunts, and other family members, they do not feel the same need to 

dominate a conversation in order to gain positionality.  Instead, they more comfortably 

navigating through the hierarchy present in a conversation because they have experience 
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deferring to elders and including diverse groups in the same setting (Chodorow, 1974).    

So, while there is still debate over exactly what the differences are between male and 

female styles of communication, a general consensus that there is a difference does exist.   

If these conclusions are accurate, it would be logical to assume that 

communication patterns would remain constant even when men and women are working 

in different types of environments, including schools.  Additionally, both men and 

women can learn much from each other’s conversational styles.  Women can avoid 

appearing overly submissive or emotional while still demonstrating care for others in the 

workplace, while men can avoid appearing aloof or insensitive while still getting directly 

to the point and exchanging information.  School leaders could use Tannen’s work as a 

means for balancing accountability with building relationships.  Regardless of their own 

sex, school leaders can borrow from “report talk” to enforce the required rules and 

procedures necessary to meet both NCLB’s demands and the day to day operations of a 

public school.  At the same time, leaders can use “rapport talk” to keep faculty and 

students invested in the community and relationships of the school environment, and to 

solicit input from others in a more democratic dialogue.    

Just as Tannen has indicated that there are differences in the speech patterns of 

men and women and MacCullum has indicated there are differences in the disciplinary 

approaches of male and female teachers. While MacCullum’s study did not find a 

significant difference in the levels of moral reasoning between the male and female 

teacher participants, it found that women used their moral understandings to resolve 

issues of school discipline more frequently than the male teachers did.  The male teachers 

seemed to purposefully avoid moral considerations when making decisions, instead 
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preferring to keep issues “black and white.”  The women in the study were more 

interested in building and maintaining the relationship with the student, while the men in 

the study were more interested in maintaining the institutional expectations for behavior 

(MacCullum, 1991).  In Gilligan’s terms, these female teachers were more likely to use 

the “language of caring,” while the male teachers were more likely to use the “language 

of justice.”   MacCullum (1991) concluded her research with the argument that the more 

controlling approach to student discipline used by the male teachers did not promote 

student education and growth.  It stifled discussion, acceptance of responsibility for one’s 

actions, analysis of the events, critical thinking, and self-reflection about how the 

situation could have been resolved without the misbehavior.    She argued that if the 

purpose of education is the development of student autonomy, then this approach to 

student discipline is contradictory and harbors ill-will between the teacher and the student 

(MacCullum, 1991).   

 Other research indicates that there are also gender-related differences in how 

male and female secondary administrators exercise power and leadership.  Generally 

speaking, female secondary principals are considered to be more democratic and less 

authoritative than their male counterparts.  Female secondary principals also demonstrate 

more personalized relationships with those they work with, while male secondary 

principals have a more structured, hierarchical relationship with those under their 

supervision.  Male secondary principals appear to spend the majority of their time 

focused on management issues and keeping the organization running smoothly, while 

female secondary principals appear to spend more time in classrooms and more time in 

discussion with teachers about effective instructional practices  (Hallinger & Leithwood, 
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1998; Lee, Smith, & Cioci, 1993).  Research has also found that female secondary 

principals spend more time interacting with students and teachers, and they are more 

likely to have a personal interest in the lives of “their” teachers and students (Charters & 

Jovick, 1981, as cited in Lee, Smith, & Cioci, 1993).  While the research does not 

indicate that women are more effective as secondary school leaders than men, it does 

support the notion that there are significant differences between the ways male and 

female administrators interact with those around them.  In combination with Tannen’s 

findings, it is likely that language usage and communication styles contribute to these 

differences.   

Just as Tannen focused on communication skills, in their classic, historical work, 

Women’s ways of knowing: The development of self, voice, and mind (1986/1997), 

Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, and Tarule investigated the way women problem-solve 

and make decisions, two additional leadership skills attributed to effective leaders.  

Despite being conducted over twenty years ago, this work has continued relevance to not 

only school leaders, but all leaders in general.  Using a qualitative approach not unlike 

Tannen’s, Belenky et al. interviewed 135 women from diverse backgrounds, ages, 

socioeconomic levels, and races to determine what processes they use to problem-solve 

and make decisions.  Belenky et al. used a combination of the blind coding of responses 

(keeping the identity of the participant secret), and a contextual analysis (matching 

responses with individual participants and using that participant’s personal experiences to 

provide a context for the response) as a way of identifying patterns, themes, or causal 

relationships.   

As a result of their interviews, Belenky et al. define five different perspectives 
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women use to approach problem-solving and decision-making:  silence, received 

knowledge, subjective knowledge, procedural knowledge, and constructed knowledge.  

Women do not need to use the same perspective for their lifetime, and Belenky et al. 

found that at different times and in different situations their participants expressed 

moving through one or more of these perspectives.  When in silence, the participants 

expressed a sense of “voicelessness,” at the mercy of an external authority.  For many 

reasons, the women possessing this perspective did not actively participate or engage in 

problem-solving or making decisions.  Instead, others made decisions for them.  From the 

received knowledge perspective, women demonstrated a great ability to listen and acquire 

information from others.  They expressed a keen ability to understand ideas and concepts, 

yet, they did not create or verbalize their own ideas and concepts.  Instead, like those in 

silence, those in received knowledge allowed others to control problem-solving and 

making decision (Belenky et al., 1986/1997)   

For those participants using the subjective knowledge perspective, Belenky et al. 

found an increasing reliance on using one’s own intuition to problem-solve and make 

decisions.  These women expressed a belief that their own personal experiences were 

valuable and could be trusted as sources of “evidence.”  Because truth is considered 

subjective by these women, they are often viewed with skepticism by those who rely 

heavily upon scientific methods for proving or disproving hypotheses.  In stark contrast 

to the women using subjective knowledge, the participants who relied on procedural 

knowledge were those who had mastered objective ways to collect, apply, and 

communicate knowledge to others.  These women used a conscious, deliberate, and 

systematic analysis of data and options before problem-solving and making decisions.  
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Many of these women were open to considering alternative perspectives and different 

voices, but they still followed the traditional steps of problem-solving.  Finally, the fifth 

and final perspective discussed was constructed knowledge.  This perspective essentially 

combines both subjective and procedural knowledge into one.  Women who adopted the 

constructed knowledge perspective valued personal experiences as a source of 

knowledge, they created their own ideas, and they could communicate clearly with others 

in both traditional (scientific) and non-traditional (intuitive) ways (Belenky et al., 

1986/1997).   

The strength of Belenky et al.’s research is its diverse group of participants, its 

rich detail and narrative, and its presentation of its findings.  The five perspectives are 

thoroughly explored, and each is supported with vivid illustrations from the participants’ 

personal experiences.  In the summary of their findings, Belenky et al. conclude that their 

participants developed one of two different ways of knowing:  separate knowing or 

connected knowing, and this was how they framed their problem-solving and decision 

making. Some women used separate knowing meaning they maintained their 

separateness and objectivity when tackling a problem or making a decision.  They 

analyzed the problem methodically, removing their own feelings, experiences, or biases.  

Those who relied upon connected knowing purposefully incorporated multiple 

perspectives, personal experiences, and feelings as a way of understand the reasoning and 

thinking of others before making a decision.  The women using connected knowing 

refused to judge others as right or wrong, they simply decided other perspectives were 

different. (Belenky et al., 1986/1997). 

Belenky et al. (1986/1997) offer leaders extraordinary insight into the problem-
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solving and decision-making process, and they emphasis that these two ways of knowing 

are not gender specific.  In other words, it is just as likely that men could use separate and 

connected knowing as it is for women.  This classic work could have tremendous 

implications for the field of school leadership.  While accountability demands that school 

leaders are fluent in the language of separate knowing, embedding means of connected 

knowing into the school setting could help build the sense of community and 

relationships that many in education desire.   

 While much research has demonstrated that there are differences in the speech, 

decision-making, and problem-solving skills of men and women in general, there are also 

indications that there may be gender-related differences in how male and female 

secondary administrators exercise power and leadership.  Alice Eagly has contributed 

heavily to the body of research on gender differences in leadership styles, though some of 

her research seems to contradict itself.  In an earlier work (1992), Eagly, Karau, and 

Johnson used a quantitative meta-analysis of 50 studies comparing the leadership styles 

of male and female principals.  Specifically, they focused their analysis on three areas:  

task-oriented behaviors, interpersonal behaviors, and democratic versus autocratic 

behaviors.  Eagly et al. (1992) coded these three variables, and then attempted to draw 

conclusions from the patterns that emerged from the studies.  Surprisingly, and somewhat 

in contrast with Tannen’s and Belenky et al.’s findings, the female participants in these 

fifty studies appeared to be more task-oriented (following rules and procedures) than the 

males.  There seemed to be no significant difference between males and females on the 

interpersonal behaviors (showing signs of caring for the well-being of others), but there 

was significant evidence that female principals behaved more democratically than their 
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male counterparts.  Eagly et al. explained that a democratic style causes a leader to be 

more likely to view teachers as colleagues, not as subordinates, and they invite 

participation from multiple stakeholders in the decision-making process (Eagly et al., 

1992). 

 Eagly, Karau, and Johnson (1992) provide a great summary of the existing (now 

historical) literature on this topic, and how it has laid the groundwork for the continued 

study of gender and leadership.  Despite their analysis of these 50 studies, however, one 

must be careful not to attribute the behaviors of the male and female participants of these 

studies with all male and female principals, or with men and women in other professions.  

Becoming an educator requires certain interests and personality traits that cannot be 

ignored, especially when investigating the element of gender.  It is possible that the male 

participants in this study are more caring and empathetic than those who participated in 

Tannen’s works.  Similarly, it is possible that female principals are more task-oriented 

than females in other arenas, or even their male counterparts, because they have needed 

to learn the “language” of educational administration.  Without being somewhat task-

oriented, they would not be successful as principals in public schools as they are 

currently structured.  It is also possible that their male counterparts are not under the 

same level of scrutiny and can therefore “lighten up” more than female principals when it 

comes to enforcing rules and procedures without being perceived as being weak or 

ineffective.   

 Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt (2001) concluded that female managers exceeded 

the scores of male managers on three of five categories of transformational leadership.  In 

other words, female participants were more likely to inspire others to feel pride in their 
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work, encourage an atmosphere of respect and optimism, develop the leadership capacity 

of others, and engage in democratic dialogue than male managers.  The women also 

scored particularly high in the transformational category of “individualized 

consideration,” meaning they demonstrated more empathy and concern for the well-being 

of others and an ability to building positive relationships more easily than men.  The male 

participants exceeded the females’ scores in both transactional and laissez-faire styles of 

leadership.  The men adhered more closely to rules and procedures, focused more on 

problems and mistakes, remained uninvolved, or waited until problems became critical 

before intervening than their female counterparts (Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001).   

Though their conclusions suggest that men and women lead differently, additional 

research needs to be conducted in other fields before widespread generalizations can be 

made about male and female styles of leadership. 

 Like Eagly and Johannesen-Schmidt (2001), Isaac, Griffin, and Carnes (2010), 

found patterns that suggest female leaders are not only more transformational than male 

leaders, but they also have the ability to use transformational and transactional qualities 

more fluidly than their male counterparts as the situation requires it.  In other words, 

although female leaders are more democratic overall, when it becomes necessary to 

enforce rules or procedures in order to meet deadlines, maintain efficiency, and hold 

others accountable, women can make it happen.  The majority of the participants in their 

study attributed the success of female leaders to their ability to combine stereotypically 

male and female styles of leadership.  The female leaders were able to be both 

transformational and transactional.   

 The primary strength of Isaac, Griffin, and Carnes’s research is that it applies 
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theories of leadership to other fields beyond business or education (in this case, the 

medical field).  If a pattern across disciplines can be identified, it may be easier to draw 

conclusions about the existence of significant gender differences in leadership.  Research 

like this gives more legitimacy to claims that female leaders, regardless of the context, 

are more transformational than their male counterparts.  In this study, the ability to adapt 

or to be flexible, and the ability to recognize which mode of behavior was more 

appropriate in any given situation was a quality to be admired, and in the researchers’ 

opinions, this was a more desirable variable than the actual gender of the leader (Isaac, 

Griffin, & Carnes, 2010).   

 As important as others’ perceptions of male and female leaders, research must 

address leaders’ perceptions of themselves.  McFadden, Maahs-Fladung, Beck-Frazier, 

and Bruckner examine the self-perceptions of female principals in their 2009 study.  

McFadden et al. (2009) conducted a large-scale study of female principals in North 

Carolina in order to explore whether significant differences existed among the self-

perceptions of these leaders.  These researchers wanted to contribute to the growing body 

of literature involving women in administration, and they wanted to investigate what 

other variables (including age, parental status, and years in the position) might make a 

difference in how female leaders perceive of themselves (McFadden et al., 2009).   

 In their quantitative study, McFadden et al. used the Leadership Orientation 

Instruction developed by Bolman and Deal (1990) to measure leaders’ four points of 

reference:  structural, human resources, political, and symbolic.  A point of reference, like 

Belenky et al’s five perspectives, is an internal compass of sorts that guides decision-

making and behavioral choices.  A structural reference is defined as one that emphasizes 
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specialized roles and formal relationships.  A human resources reference is one that 

considers the basic needs of others, the building of relationships, empowerment, and 

shared decision-making.  A political reference focuses on bargaining, negotiating, 

coercion, and compromise, and a symbolic reference views organizations as a culture 

unto themselves with specific rituals and ceremonies designed to maintain the status quo.  

McFadden et al. surveyed 525 female elementary, middle, and secondary principals 

(McFadden et al., 2009).   

 The results of the surveys demonstrated an overwhelming preference for a human 

resources reference among the participants.  A significant number of female principals 

indicated that this was their “default” reference, followed by the structural, then political, 

and finally symbolic references.  Interestingly, when asked, the assistant principals of 

some of these female principals agreed with the female principals’ self-assessments, and 

they verified that their leaders use a human resources reference more frequently than the 

other points of reference (McFadden et al., 2009).  While this research supports the 

existing notion of gender differences in leadership with female leaders emphasizing 

relationships and the empowerment of others, there were some flaws in the methodology 

of this study that weaken its impact. 

 Although the researchers indicated that a few assistant principals confirmed the 

self-perceptions of the leaders, there were not enough perceptions of “others” to lend 

validity to the female principals’ self-perceptions.  Their self-perceptions are biased and 

are a distorted sense of reality unless a significant number of “followers” (teachers, 

students, parents, etc.) confirm that yes, in fact, these women use a human resources 

reference when leading.   There is also a danger in using a survey tool that includes 
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vocabulary with both positive and negative connotations.  When taking this survey, it 

would naturally be more appealing to rate oneself as higher in categories such as building 

relationships and caring for others than coercion.  Because most people want to believe 

the best in themselves, they would prefer to identify themselves as caring and 

compassionate, even if their actions might indicate otherwise.  Despite this weakness, 

however, McFadden et al. (2009) do offer a broad sample of responses, and lend some 

strength to the argument that female leaders are more transformational.    

 When considering the impact of gender on leadership styles, one cannot ignore 

the use of Westernized gender stereotypes when describing male and female behaviors. 

Globally, men and women follow different norms and cultural expectations, and research 

must acknowledge these differences in order to avoid gross generalizations.  Taleb (2010) 

examined gender differences in leadership styles in her case study of seven female senior 

managers of all-female educational institutions in Saudi Arabia.  Because she believes 

that one’s leadership styles directly impacts one’s ability to enact educational reform, she 

wanted to identify qualities or characteristics that any leader could adopt in order to 

become more effective (Taleb, 2010).   

 Taleb’s study asserts there are distinct gender differences in leadership styles.  

The female leaders participating in the study identified themselves as using 

stereotypically female attributes in their leadership positions.  They preferred to use a 

more democratic and interpersonal style rather than an autocratic or task-oriented 

approach.  In other words, they viewed themselves as transformational leaders, not 

transactional leaders.  These findings support the traditional mainstream views on women 

in leadership, and Taleb suggested that these women in particular are trying to distinguish 
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themselves from the very rigid, cultural expectations for men and women’s roles in Saudi 

Arabia (Taleb, 2010).  Though she is studying a very different culture than the Western 

perspective typically used in gender studies, Taleb’s research clearly supports the pattern 

of women being more transformational than transactional.   

 Like Taleb, Austin (2009) offers a non-Western perspective on gender and 

leadership.  Austin’s research was designed to determine whether or not there is a 

significant difference between the management styles of male and female educational 

leaders, and whether there are particular traits associated with male and female head 

teachers in Guyana.  Like Eagly, McFadden, and Taleb, Austin was interested in whether 

or not women really are more transformational in leadership roles when compared to 

men’s stereotypical transactional style.   

 Austin found that the primary and secondary leaders believed that female leaders 

are more democratic than male leaders, however, the nursery level participants expressed 

just the opposite.  All three levels of leaders found males to be more laissez-faire overall, 

but all believed that female leaders are more successful in combining all three styles of 

leadership.  The majority of the participants, regardless of their level, found that female 

leaders emphasize group decision-making, they are more sympathetic to personal 

problems, they listen more, they encourage team-building, and they are more likely to 

incorporate others’ suggestions than their male counterparts.  In conclusion, Austin 

asserted that female leaders are more transformational than male leaders (who she 

identified as more transactional).  Even her male respondents agreed that female leaders 

are more democratic, agreeable, conscientious, creative, sensitive, and willing to share 

power than male leaders.  Austin argued that male leaders, while capable of being 
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democratic, tended to resort to more authoritative, even Machiavellian, styles and they 

have a tendency to remain more emotionally distant from those they work with (Austin, 

2009).  

Critics Of Gender Differences In Leadership Styles 
 
 In complete contrast with much of the research already cited in this paper, 

Barbuto, Fritz, Matkin, and Marx (2007) found that the gender of the leader had no 

significant effect on followers’ perceptions of whether the leader was transactional or 

transformational.  Barbuto et al. (2007) decided to introduce several variables into their 

analysis of a leader’s behavior, including gender, age, and level of education.  Barbuto et 

al. (2007) recruited 56 leaders and 234 followers employed by those leaders at a variety 

of organizations, industries, government agencies, and educational institutions.  This 

quantitative study included an analysis of both transactional and transformational 

behaviors as well as the use of hard or soft influence tactics.  Barbuto et al. (2007) 

defined hard influence tactics as legitimizing, exchanging, pressuring, and creating a 

coalition.  They defined soft influence tactics as rational persuasion, inspirational appeals, 

consultation, ingratiation, and personal appeals.  Stereotypically, hard tactics are 

associated with transactional leaders, and soft tactics are associated with transformational 

leaders.   Each participant was given the Multi-Factor Leadership Questionnaire to look 

at the behaviors usually associated with transformational or transactional leadership 

qualities, and they were also give the Influence Behavior Questionnaire to determine 

what influence tactics were used (Barbuto et al., 2007).   

 Barbuto et al. (2007) found that gender had no significant effect on followers’ 

ratings of whether their leaders were transactional or transformational.  However, they 
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did find that gender had a significant effect on the use of influence tactics.  Surprisingly, 

female leaders were rated higher as using more pressure on their followers than their 

male counterparts.  This runs contradictory to most stereotypes where women are 

portrayed as submissive to the will of others.  Barbuto et al. (2007) also found that age 

has a significant impact on the likelihood of being a transformational leader.  The 46+ 

age group was rated the highest in this area.  Also interesting, when the data was 

disaggregated by level, male leaders at the secondary level were rated higher as 

transformational leaders, and they scored higher on overall effectiveness, extra effort, and 

follower satisfaction.   

 Barbuto et al. (2007) introduced new variables (age and level of education) into 

the discussion of gender and leadership.  They remind the reader that more variables need 

to be explored in order to truly identify what makes an effective leader effective, and that 

gender alone is not enough.  There is too much diversity among men and among women 

to make broad, sweeping generalizations about what style of leadership they most often 

use. Barbuto et al. (2007) noted that the standard definitions for what makes a good 

leader need to be expanded and more inclusive.  Barbuto et al. (2007) highlighted the fact 

that women are expected to be both leaders and feminine.  Because of their privileged 

status, men do not need to delineate between their two characteristics.  They are not 

expected to be both leaders and masculine, instead they are just leaders.  Being a leader 

and being masculine have become synonymous.  Additionally, because the participant 

surveys were distributed to the followers via the 56 leaders, the followers could have felt 

pressure to respond to the survey questions in a particular way.   They may have felt their 

job evaluation was dependent upon their responses simply because their boss gave them 
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the survey.  Barbuto et al. attempted to overcome this problem by keeping the surveys 

anonymous and using a coding system to keep track of who responded and who didn’t, 

but it still could have influenced the data (Barbuto et al., 2007).   

Other critics of gender differences agree that leadership qualities and 

communication styles need not be gender specific.  Many argue that men and women 

have the capacity for being authoritarian or democratic.  Connor and Sharpe (1992) 

caution researchers from attributing too many characteristics to gender alone.  Instead, 

they argue that leadership styles fall on a spectrum with task accomplishment on one end 

and the maintaining of relationships on the other.  They assert that one is not better than 

the other, but like Follett, they argue that effective leaders need to recognize when and 

how to balance their behaviors between both ends of the continuum (Connor & Sharpe, 

1992).   What is significant, however, especially in light of global shifts towards new 

leadership styles, is that not only do school principals need to learn how and when to 

speak each “language” of leadership, but that women may be able to navigate this 

spectrum more easily than men due to the sheer necessity over the years to being fluent in 

males styles of leadership (Rosin, 2010). 

 

Summary Remarks 

Research indicates that the pursuit of accountability need not ignore the building 

of positive relationships within the school community or the education of the “whole 

child” (Masten, 2009; Noddings, 2005).  In fact, nurturing students through mentoring 

programs and creating positive school climates appears to improve academic 

achievement (Amrein & Berliner, 2003; Greeson et al., 2009; Masten, 2009; Neibuhr & 
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Neibuhr, 1999; Noddings, 2005; Sergiovanni, 1994; Woodside et al., 1999).  Students 

need to feel included in decision-making processes and democratic dialogue which will 

increase their levels of engagement and decrease drop-out rates (Balfanz et al., 2010, 

Noddings, 2005; Smyth, 2006; Thornberg, 2008).   

School leaders must learn from each other, balancing “report talk” with “rapport 

talk,” separate knowing with connected knowing, and transactional with transformational 

characteristics.  It is within this balance that schools will find themselves better able to 

meet the demands of accountability while fostering democratic dialogue, participation, 

and a sense of community among all. To further complicate the relationship between 

students and administrators, research indicates that men and women have very different 

modes of communication, reasoning, and decision-making processes.  Though she does 

not label it the “language of justice” or the “language of care” there are parallels that can 

be drawn between Tannen’s work and that of Kohlberg and Gilligan.  Additionally, when 

male or female leaders are transformational, they will gravitate towards Kohlberg’s 

“universal ethical principle,” and Gilligan’s “third level” of moral reasoning.  

Stereotypically, female leaders are considered to be more democratic and less 

authoritative than their male counterparts. Also stereotypically, female leaders cultivate 

more personalized relationships with those they work with, while male leaders have a 

more structured, hierarchical relationship with those under their supervision.  Male 

leaders appear to spend the majority of their time focused on management issues and 

keeping the organization running smoothly, while female leaders seem to navigate 

between transactional and transformational roles, keeping the operations running 

smoothly while still creating a culture of community.  While there may be instances when 
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men and women behave differently, research on gender differences in leadership does not 

conclusively prove that men use one style while women use the other.  It also shows no 

indication than one style is better than another.  Instead, the research seems to indicate 

that one must evaluate the needs of the situation and act accordingly.   
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY AND PROCEDURE 

 
Assumptions And Rationale For A Case Study Design 

 
 This case study is an exploration of administrators’ perceptions of their abilities to 

build positive relationships with students in an effort to build an inclusive school 

community, increase levels of student engagements in school, and improve student 

academic performance overall.  While there has been much research on adolescent 

development, ethical leadership, and gender differences in leadership, little research has 

been done that integrates all three, particularly in relation to secondary education.  Case 

study was determined to be the appropriate methodology because the research is seeking 

to understand a real-life phenomenon in depth (Yin, 2009).  In this situation, that 

phenomenon is the leadership styles of secondary school administrators under pressure to 

meet accountability requirements mandated by the federal government.  This study 

examines how administrators use the “language of justice” and the “language of caring,” 

and it investigates what impact each of these languages has on the successes and failures 

of the administrator participants.   

Qualitative research strives to understand the motivations behind the actions of 

the participants in the study and the meaning of those actions to the participants 

themselves.  As described by Yin (2009), the case studies in qualitative research are used  

“to contribute to our knowledge of individual, group, organizational, social, political and 

related phenomena” (p. 4).  Case study is also appropriate in this study because, again, by 

Yin’s definition, the research questions will address “how” and “why” the sample of 

administrators behave the way they do.  Additionally, this study encompasses “a 

contemporary set of events over which the investigator has little or no control” (Yin, 
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2009).  It compares the perceptual realties of secondary school administrators with the 

actual behaviors of those administrators to determine how, if at all, the two are aligned.    

As Maxwell (2005) explains, qualitative research enables the investigator to 

explore the process by which events take place.  In this case, I examine the decision-

making process and reasoning used by school leaders as they are challenged by both 

meeting the requirements of NCLB and building relationships with students at the same 

time.  The objective of this research is to generate results and theories that are 

understandable, useful, and make contributions to the growing amount of literature on 

effective school leadership (Maxwell, 2005).  Because I am searching for meaning and 

understanding, using an investigative strategy, and producing richly, descriptive accounts 

of the phenomena, case study was determined to be the preferred mode of investigation 

(Merriam, 2009).   

Every administrator and every student is a completely, unpredictable individual 

with an infinite number of variables impacting his or her perceptions and behaviors.  This 

multitude of variables collides every time an administrator and a student encounter each 

other.  Any given scenario cannot be replicated or reproduced.  A control group cannot be 

developed in order to assess the impact of one particular leadership or communication 

style.  It is impossible to research this topic using scientific methods and controlled 

experiments.  Instead, I explore patterns that might emerge from observations and 

interviews of the participants in the study, in addition to immersing myself in the field, in 

order to better understand the specific cases being researched.  This study gives a voice to 

secondary school leaders.  It values their insights and opinions as they explain their 

perceptions of effective ethical school leadership.  
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Role Of The Researcher 
 
 As a former assistant principal at a suburban high school, I have been intrigued by 

the varying levels of success between school leaders when working with particular 

groups of students.  There have been certain situations when it appeared as though the 

gender of the administrator involved seemed to influence the course of events either 

positively or negatively.  Because of my personal connection to this topic, as a female 

administrator, I am especially sensitive to my own biases during interviews, observations, 

and analysis of the data.   

 Despite the challenge of overcoming my own biases, I do have a high tolerance 

for ambiguity.  Prior to becoming an administrator, as a History and Political Science 

major, and as a Social Studies teacher for eight years, I frequently encountered “gray 

areas,” including interpretation of the law, disputes over the distribution of power, 

competing perspectives of key events, and ethical dilemmas faced by world leaders.  

Rarely are there indisputable “truths” in the social sciences.  Throughout my 

undergraduate studies (in History and Political Science), and during the completion of my 

first master’s degree (also in Political Science), I was trained to look for patterns in 

human behavior, to theorize about human motivations, and to explain key events in 

history and government using my interpretations of that data.  My second graduate degree 

in Educational Leadership has also equipped me with the skills necessary to study the 

hierarchy and exercise of power within an educational institution.   

 The exercise of power and authority between groups of individuals is political and 

value-laden.  I needed to check my own biases carefully and rely upon several methods of 

verification to ensure that I was not misinterpreting the data or making assumptions that 
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were not supported with viable evidence.  As I conducted my research, I was studying 

school districts with which I have no personal or professional relationship.  I was an 

active listener during interviews, and I allowed the data, rather than my own assumptions, 

to provide the evidence to answer my research questions.  I had a heightened awareness 

about my body language and facial expressions during the semi-structured interviews in 

order to maintain a neutral, non-judgmental stance as the participants reveal information 

which may be sensitive, emotional, or contradictory to my own personal beliefs, and I 

digitally recorded all interviews to ensure accuracy in transcriptions.   

 Finally, I shared data with the participants as they were gathered.  The 

participants were allowed to review transcripts of their interviews, and I solicited their 

input on any themes, patterns, or explanations they might see emerging from their 

responses.  By sharing data, I minimized the risk of my own biases obstructing what the 

data might actually be revealing.  Because I used interview questions that I created 

myself, I was wary of leading questions or misinterpretations of the participants’ 

responses.   This will help to bring the reader of the research closer to a true 

understanding of the phenomena being observed in the case study.   

 

Population And Sample 
 
 The subjects for this study were high school principals or assistant principals 

located in the South Central Pennsylvania region.  The sample for this study was part of 

what Merriam (2009) refers to as a “bounded system.”  In other words, there was a clear 

delineation of who the subjects were, and data collection did not come from an unlimited 

number of sources (Merriam, 2009).  Of the 201 secondary school administrators located 
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within this geographical area, roughly 69% are male and 29% are female (142 and 59 of 

201 respectively).  The subjects must be employed in a high school that includes grades 

9-12, and each must have job responsibilities that include interactions with students 

between the ages of 14 and 19.  These interactions included, but were not limited to, the 

handling of disciplinary infractions.  Secondary school administrators employed by the 

same school district in which I am employed were excluded from the study.  No subject 

was excluded because of age, economic states, ethnicity, religion, political affiliation, 

sexual orientation, or years of experience.   

 

Data Collection 
 
 The research process for this study included the collection of multiple sources of 

evidence, and it involved three stages of data collection. Surveys, interviews, and 

observations of the school environment were the primary methods of data collection for 

this case study.   This type of triangulation reduced the risk of my biases from unduly 

influencing the results of the research, and it helped to provide me with a broader, more 

secure understanding of the topic (Maxwell, 2005).  After securing permission for 

participation from district superintendents, the first stage of research was to survey 

secondary school administrators about their experiences in building relationships as part 

of their job responsibilities.  To determine which superintendents to request permission 

from, I used Region 5 as defined by the Pennsylvania Department of Education as the 

geographical area for research.  Region 5 includes all of the school districts belonging to 

Intermediate Units 12, 13, and 15.  These three intermediate units include 71 school 

districts with 71 superintendents.   
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From the districts where the superintendent’s permission was granted, I sent out 

surveys, by email, to secondary school administrators asking them a few key questions 

about the general topic of building relationships with students.   Surveys were deemed to 

be an appropriate data collection tool for this case study because they provided me with a 

complementary set of data to that collected from the interviews and observations.  The 

survey results were analyzed using a Chi Square test to determine if there was any 

statistical significance to the findings.  Although the emphasis for the case studies was on 

qualitative methods, Yin (2009) advocates for mixed methods research as a means for 

strengthening the evidence provided by any single method used alone, and for this 

reason, I decided to use this type of quantitative analysis as well. The last question of the 

survey asked if as individuals, the subjects were willing to be part of the second stage of 

the study, the interviews.  The electronic survey questions are included in the Appendix 

at the conclusion of this dissertation. 

 With permission already secured from their district superintendents, from the 

group saying yes, I purposefully selected four administrators to participate in comparative 

case studies.  A purposeful sample was determined to be appropriate for this research 

because as Merriam (2009) explains, it is the preferred way to “discover, understand, and 

gain insight” in case studies, and it is more likely to produce “information-rich” accounts 

of the phenomena I am studying.  Because I narrowed schools down by specific criteria, 

and because the research involves gender studies, requiring an equal number of males and 

females, the sample needed to be manipulated to better reflect the purpose of the research 

(Merriam, 2009).  Therefore, the subjects were narrowed down from the original 201 

secondary school administrators to two males and two females for the case studies.   
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Case study participants were selected first by job title.  Two building principals 

and two assistant principals were chosen from those who agreed to be interviewed and 

observed.  Because the focus of the research is on leadership styles, schools districts with 

a similar size, student body, cultural traditions, and socioeconomic status were chosen.   

Although these variables can certainly influence how a leader exercises his or her 

authority, I wanted to minimize the discrepancies that could manifest themselves from 

these variables if I chose case study participants from districts that were too dissimilar.  

By choosing comparable districts in size and demographics, I could focus my attention 

more readily on the impact of gender on leadership styles in secondary education.   

I also selected subjects with comparable years of experience in education and as 

administrators.  The two building principals have been in education between twenty and 

twenty-five years, and have been administrators between ten and fifteen years; while the 

two assistant principals have been in education between ten and fifteen years, and have 

been administrators between five and eight years.  I chose these ranges to guarantee the 

selection of veteran educators and administrators in order to avoid encountering the 

missteps and inexperience naturally associated with someone at the entry or novice level. 

Case study participants needed to have completed the online survey, demonstrated a 

willingness to participate in a semi-structured interview and several field observations, 

and be located within the South Central Pennsylvania region.   

Once the four participants were identified, these individuals were interviewed as 

the second stage of research.  Semi-structured interview questions included a series of 

questions that focus on leadership strategies, relationship building, and modes of 

communication in each particular high school included in the study.  Interviews were 
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digitally taped and transcribed at another time.  The specific interview questions are 

included in the Appendix at the conclusion of this dissertation.    

After interviews were completed, the third stage of research involved conducting 

field observations of the administrator at work with students in his or her building.  I 

scheduled a minimum of two and a maximum of four observations of the participating 

administrator over the course of three months.  The observations included shadowing the 

participant in the school setting during the school day or in the school setting at 

extracurricular activities as he or she interacted with students, faculty, staff, parents, or 

community members.  Observations included both formal and informal interactions 

between students and administrators in locations such the office, in classrooms, in the 

hallways, in the cafeteria, and at school-sponsored events.  Each observation lasted 

approximately two hours.  I conducted the observations at a time that was convenient to 

the participant.     

The research for this case study included the collection of descriptive statistics. 

Standardized survey questions included demographic categories, such as race, gender, 

and years of experience.  Personal histories of each of the participants were collected 

during the interviews to assist in the exploration of the philosophies and leadership 

strategies of the administrators involved in the study.  Semi-structured interviews were 

recorded and transcriptions of the interviews were created.  Field notes were taken both 

during the observations and during the interviews to supplement the information provided 

by the participants.  In addition to anecdotal evidence and observations, I had the 

opportunity to review school records and correspondences as appropriate to identify any 

patterns that might emerge as school leaders are or are not able to build positive 
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relationships with the students in the building.  The data were necessary to not only 

enhance the “thick, rich” description in this case study, but they also helped to build 

validity with the analysis of the data collected.   

All administrators were given the opportunity to leave the study at any time 

without consequence or penalty, and their confidentiality is maintained through the use of 

pseudonyms.  The data collected contributes to an instrumental case study designed to 

provide insights into the broader topic of secondary school leadership (Merriam, 2009).  

The data are focused on three broad areas:  the participants’ demographics, experiences, 

and expertise; defining and identifying key terms and people; and understanding the 

relationships between the school leaders participating in my study and the students with 

whom they work.   

 
Data Analysis 

 
 This case study is collective and comparative in nature (Merriam, 2009).  A cross-

case analysis of the four interview participants was conducted in an effort to identify 

broad themes.  The analysis of data was ongoing as information was gathered from the 

school leaders participating in the case study.  At the conclusion of each survey, 

interview, or observation, I compared data with information gathered from previous 

mixed-methods of data collection.  Pattern-matching techniques were used to strengthen 

the internal validity of the research (Yin, 2009).  Through the analysis of interviews and 

observations, data were coded and categorized in relation to the subjects’ use of justice-

oriented and caring-oriented words and behaviors, their use of transactional and 

transformational words and behaviors, their use of authoritarian and authoritative words 

and behaviors, and their use of report talk and rapport talk when interacting with students.  
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As participants responded and field notes were collected, I coded their words, 

phrases, or behaviors within these categories.  Patterns were identified to determine a 

leadership profile.  These patterns were based on the levels of frequency with which the 

school leaders use either of the two ethical approaches, languages of moral reasoning, 

strategies for relationship building, or leadership styles. The themes and patterns 

emerging from the data either supported existing literature on the topic, filled gaps in the 

existing literature, or challenged the existing literature on the topic regarding gender 

differences in secondary school leadership.  Because the theory emerged from the data 

itself, I could not predict in advance which of these three situations might materialize.     

 

Methods Of Verification 
 
 To avoid threats to the validity of the study, I employed the following methods of 

verification.  First, I fully immersed myself into the study to ensure intensive, long-term 

involvement with the participants.  The research took place over the course of three 

months.  Although school leaders could have been interviewed during summer months, 

school breaks, or evenings, I chose to interview and observe their interactions with 

students within the context of a typical school day several times during the school year.  

 The administrator participants were interviewed and observed multiple times to 

evaluate how their student relationships are developing, and how that may or may not be 

influencing their students’ academic and behavioral performance.  The study included the 

collection of “rich” data, primarily through interviews and observations.  Respondent 

validation was gained by interviewing my participants and by providing each participant 

with transcripts of his or her interview.  This gave participants an opportunity to clarify or 
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correct what they had originally said.  It also prompted them to elaborate and provide 

more details or specific examples to the questions that had been asked.   

 In addition to comparing the participants’ responses with each other, I also drew 

comparisons between the observations and conclusions from the data found in existing 

research on secondary school leadership, ethical school leadership, and gender 

differences in school leadership.  I consulted previous research on gender and leadership, 

theories of communication, and correlations between the building of positive 

relationships and the academic and behavioral performance of secondary students.  I 

compared my participants’ understanding of the exercise of power with other political 

and philosophical studies on the exercise of power to determine what, if any, relationship 

between my research and these theories exists.  Finally, I compared the findings with 

other social psychology studies on adolescents, organizational and group dynamics, and 

leadership in non-educational settings. 

 
Ethical Issues 

 
Because this study included participation from secondary school leaders, I was 

sensitive to the need for anonymity, confidentiality, and informed consent.  I reviewed 

not only interview transcripts and field notes, but I was also exposed to private 

information regarding specific students including their grades, disciplinary consequences, 

and home life.  Therefore, it was critical that I respect the privacy of the participants in 

the case studies, maintain confidentiality, create pseudonyms, and obtain permission for 

the study from the school districts and school leaders involved. 

 The data provided by the subjects included in this study were recorded 

anonymously.  Subject responses from the survey were separated from the subjects’ 
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identity immediately upon receipt to the researcher.  A numbered coding system was 

implemented with each participant of the survey to ensure confidentiality.  The number 

correlating to each research subject is known only to the researcher.  The key to the code, 

including the subjects’ identity, will be kept in a locked file cabinet in the private office 

of the investigator’s residence for a period of three years after the completion of the 

study.  At no time were the survey responses and the identity of the participants in the 

survey stored together. 

 During the interviews and observations, anything heard, said, or observed during 

the course of the research was held in the strictest of confidence.  As with the surveys, a 

numbered coding system was implemented with each participant to the interviews to 

ensure confidentiality, and the number correlating to each research subject is only known 

to the researcher.  I was the only person handling the recordings.  The audiotapes will be 

kept in a locked file cabinet in the private office of the investigator’s residence for a 

period of three years after completion of the study.  They are stored separately from the 

transcriptions.   

Because they may be revealing feelings that are contradictory to district 

philosophies, district expectations, or state or federal mandates, and because the demands 

on an administrator’s time are high, some participants may have experienced personal 

feelings of discomfort or inconvenience during the survey, interviews, or observations.  

Surveys, interviews, and observations were conducted at a time and place convenient to 

and comfortable for the participant.  Participants were permitted to decline to comment to 

questions during the survey and interview, they were permitted to take breaks during the 

course of the survey, interviews, and observations, and they were permitted to leave the 
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study at any time for any reason without penalty.   

During visits to the schools, I was a silent and discreet participant observer, and I 

refrained from commenting or becoming engaged in interactions between the participants 

and others.  Participants were able to request that I refrain from observing sensitive 

conversations.  At these times, I stepped outside of the room until the participant felt it 

was appropriate for me to return.  Confidentiality has been maintained so the 

administrators who participate will not need to fear repercussions in their home district if 

they revealed feelings that do not flatter the district or which are contrary to the district’s 

philosophy.  Pseudonyms were also used when reporting on the data collected form the 

surveys, interviews, and observations to protect the identity of the participants and their 

school districts.  Participation in the study was completely voluntary, and there was no 

penalty should an administrator choose to leave the study before its completion.  

 

Outcome Of The Study And Its Relation To Theory And Literature 
 
 The results of the data collected provide descriptive accounts of secondary school 

leadership and the challenges of accountability.  This information will be useful to 

educators, policymakers, and any community members who have a vested interest in 

providing students with the highest quality education possible.  Since the debate over 

high-stakes testing and accountability continues to rage, this study provides the reader 

with an alternative perspective on the ability of school leaders to care for students while 

still meeting the requirements of accountability.  The findings of this case study make 

contributions to the fields of educational leadership, relationships between adolescents 

and school leaders, and gender-related differences in leadership and communication 
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styles.  The principle literature strands that have been used to provide the context for this 

study include:  adolescent development, ethical leadership, and gender differences in 

leadership and communication styles. 

 First, adolescent development has been explored as a means for establishing the 

significance of the amount of time a student spends in secondary school to the 

development of his or her identity, moral reasoning, and academic ability.  Because it is 

such a critical time period for growth and maturity, adolescents need strong role models 

and the freedom to experiment, test boundaries, fail, learn from mistakes, celebrate 

successes, and participate in the process with the safety net of a supportive, healthy 

environment and positive relationships with adults.  The influence that a school 

administrator might have on a particular student’s psychosocial development is a realm 

that is lacking in current research.   

 Second, ethical leadership has been investigated as the primary mode where 

challenges to the overemphasis on accountability in education can occur.  When 

accountability dominates the discussion without allowing for the building of 

relationships, schools are doing a disservice to the development of the whole child.  This 

not only puts the future of our children and country at risk, but in many theorists’ minds, 

it is simply morally wrong (Follett, 1919; 1949/2003; Noddings, 1995; 2005; 

Sergiovanni, 1994; 1995/2011; Shapiro & Gross, 2008; Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011).  

Identifying what ethical and caring behavior looks like in a secondary setting can help 

school leaders to establish the balance between maintaining “law and order,” meeting the 

NCLB requirements of accountability, and building positive relationships that teach 

students how to interact with others, increase self-esteem, feel a sense of engagement 
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with the school community, and improve their academic performance overall. 

 Third, gender differences in leadership and communication styles have been 

considered as a possible factor influencing the likelihood of success in the building of 

relationships and the development of an ethical, caring school community.  Gender-

related moral reasoning, language usage, and leadership styles have been studied within 

other contexts, however, this research will attempt to fill gaps in current research on the 

impact of gender on secondary education.  Research that illustrates differences between 

male and female secondary principals will be critical to supporting possible differences 

between their styles of leadership, decision-making, exercise of power, and modes of 

communication.   

 The literature from these trends is used as the backdrop for my discussion of 

justice-oriented and care-oriented language and behaviors drawn from the works of 

Kohlberg (1975), Gilligan (1982), Noddings (2005), Shapiro and Stefkovich (2011), and 

Tannen (2001).  These justice-oriented and care-oriented behaviors are the theoretical 

framework for my analysis of the language, behaviors, and motivations of the participants 

in my case study.  As the administrator participants responded to interview questions and 

during my observations of their interactions with students, I compared their reactions, 

behaviors, and words to these two models of moral reasoning, decision-making, and 

behaviors in order to identify any common themes or patterns.  Although there has been 

research on teacher perceptions of administrators and student perceptions of teachers, this 

study adds to the current literature by shifting the focus to administrators’ perceptions of 

themselves.  This dissertation gives secondary school leaders a voice in describing the 

challenges of modern school leadership in the age of accountability. A timeline of the 
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dissertation process is outlined in Figure 4. 

 

Activity Date 

Draft proposal for research, revise, and edit as 
necessary 

Summer 2011 

Submit proposal to IRB Summer 2011 

Schedule proposal defense October 2011 

Identify administrative participants and gain 
school district and participant informed consent 

October-November 2011 

Interview and observe administrators November-January 2011/12 

Review academic and disciplinary records as 
necessary; conduct additional observations and 
interviews as necessary 

January-February 2012 

Data analysis November-February 2012 

Write dissertation, submit to chair and committee, 
revise and edit as necessary 

January-March 2012 

Oral Defense March 2012 

Edit, revise, and submit final version of 
dissertation 

March-April 2012 

Figure 4.  Timeline 
 
 

Summary 
 
 This case study is an investigation of administrators’ perceptions of their abilities 

to build positive relationships with students in an effort to build an inclusive school 

community and improve students’ academic performance overall.  While there has been 

much research on adolescent development, ethical leadership, and gender differences in 

leadership, little research has been done that integrates all three, particularly in relation to 

secondary education.  This study examines how administrators use justice-oriented and 

care-oriented behaviors and it analyzes what impact each of these behaviors have on the 

successes and failures of the administrator participants to build relationships with 
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students.  Finally, through interviews and observations, this study compares the 

perceptual realties of secondary school administrators with the actual behaviors of those 

administrators to determine how, if at all, the two are aligned.  
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS 

 
 Through the use of surveys, interviews, and field observations, data were 

collected to address the question of whether or not there exists a leadership style among 

high school principals that is more conducive to building relationships with secondary 

aged students than another.  Additionally, the data seek to explore whether or not one’s 

gender is related to the leadership style he or she possesses as a high school principal.  

Finally, the data collected address ways that all school leaders can be more effective in 

balancing the mandated requirements of NCLB, including making annual yearly 

progress, with maintaining the relationships with students that appear to be so critical to 

students’ academic achievement and growth. 

Permission to conduct research was requested of 68 superintendents in the Central 

Pennsylvania region. Thirty-four superintendents gave their permission for their district 

to participate, and 34 declined to participate or never responded.  From those districts 

where permission was granted, an electronic survey was distributed to 110 high school 

principals and assistant principals working in these 34 districts.  Sixty-eight completed 

surveys were returned for a response rate of 62%.  Of those returned, 79.1% were 

completed by male administrators, and 20.9% were completed by female administrators.  

The age of respondents ranged from 25 to over 55, with the largest group (46.3%) falling 

within the 36-45 range.  At 95.5%, the majority of survey participants were white, and 

most were working within the first 10 years of the job.  Thirty-nine point four percent of 

the participants were building principals, and 60.6% were assistant principals.  All of the 

respondents work within schools containing 9th through 12th grades.  Six percent work in 

schools with less than 500 students; 25.4% work in schools with between 500-1000 
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students; 35.8% work in schools with between 1001-1500; 16.2% work in schools with 

between 1501-2000 students; and 16.4% work in schools with more than 2000 students. 

Most of the participants work in schools that they classified as suburban or rural with 

49.3% and 47.8% respectively.   

 The first survey question asked participants to identify their top three priorities 

when working with students.  As indicated by Figure 5, the choices offered a sampling of 

justice-oriented, transactional, and authoritarian behaviors including maintaining high 

academic expectations, ensuring compliance with school rules and policies, creating a 

safe environment, applying disciplinary consequences equally, making AYP, meeting 

graduation requirements, and using and analyzing data to make instructional decisions.  

These activities are driven by measurable results; they include the adherence to and 

enforcement of hierarchical decisions; they require objectivity; and they emphasize 

gesellschaft, or progress.   

There were also choices that fell on the caring-oriented, transformational, and 

authoritative side of the data analysis categories explained in Chapter 3.  These included 

attending extracurricular activities, building relationships with students, being visible 

throughout the building, knowing students by name, working with teachers to ensure high 

quality instruction, mentoring at-risk students, being flexible and creative in problem-

solving, getting to know students’ families, and preventing drop-outs.  These choices 

indicate behaviors that are driven by relationships.  They are inclusive activities than take 

personal circumstances into account.  The emphasis is placed on gemeinschaft, or 

community, and principals can use subjectivity in their decision-making.   
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Figure 5.  Categories Of School Leaders’ Priorities When Working With Students  
 

 

Table 1 illustrates that when asked to identify their top three priorities when 

working with students, 65.7% of respondents identified building relationships as the most 

important.  Forty-seven point eight percent indicated that working with teachers to ensure 

high quality instruction was a priority; 40.3% chose maintaining high academic 

expectations; and 34.3% believed creating a safe environment was one of their top 

priorities.  Using and analyzing data to make instructional decisions made the top five 
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authoritarian behaviors 

Care-oriented, 
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* getting to know students’ families 
* preventing drop-outs 
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* creating a safe environment 
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responses at 23.9%, and being visible throughout the building was close behind with 

22.4%. Ensuring compliance with school rules and policies, and meeting graduation 

requirements came in with low numbers at 11.9% and 6.0% respectively. Applying 

disciplinary consequences equally was a priority for 6.0% of the participants. Knowing 

students by name and making AYP were also much less of a priority for these 

respondents, with only 4.5% indicating that it was important. Finally, only 3.0% of the 

principals identified getting to know students’ families, mentoring at-risk students, and 

preventing drop-outs as one of their top three priorities when working with students. 

In breaking down the responses by the participants’ gender, as Table 1 also 

illustrates, four of the top five priorities for the male and the female principals were the 

same as they were for the group as a whole:  building relationships with students, 

working with teachers to ensure high quality instruction, maintaining high academic 

expectations, and creating a safe environment.  At 28.6%, female principals prioritized 

visibility in a higher ratio than their male counterparts at 20.8%, and at 24.5%, male 

principals prioritized using and analyzing data to make instructional decisions higher than 

their female counterparts at 21.4%.  No female principals identified making AYP as a 

priority.  The differences between male and female principals’ priorities when working 

with students were tested with a Chi Square test, however, the differences were not found 

to be statistically significant. 

Although more female principals indicated that they prioritized knowing students 

by name and mentoring at-risk students at higher rates than male principals, in other 

categories that are care-oriented and impact relationships, such as getting to know 

families, preventing drop-outs, and being flexible and creative in problem-solving, male 
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principals responded in higher numbers than females did.  Female principals also placed 

greater emphasis on justice-oriented behaviors such as ensuring compliance with school 

rules and policies and applying disciplinary consequences equally than their male 

counterparts did.  The response to this question indicates that the female principals who 

participated in this survey are just as likely to prioritize justice-oriented activities as their 

male colleagues, if not more so, and male principals are just as interested in prioritizing 

care-oriented behaviors as their female colleagues.   

Table 1.  Principals’ Top Three Priorities When Working With Secondary Students 

*Statistically not computable. 
  

The second question asked participants to describe their interactions with 

students.  As with the first question, Figure 6 indicates that choices were provided that 

ranged from justice-oriented, transactional, and authoritative characteristics to caring-

oriented, transformational, and authoritarian characteristics. Relationships that are 

Priority % - 
all 

% - 
male 

% - 
female 

 
X2 

 
Prob. 

Building relationships with students 65.7% 60.4% 85.7% 3.01 .083 
Working with teachers to ensure high quality 
instruction 

47.8% 52.8% 28.6% .913 .339 

Maintaining high academic expectations 40.3% 41.5% 35.7% .117 .732 
Creating a safe environment 34.3% 34.0% 35.7% .014 .992 
Using and analyzing data to make instructional 
decisions 

23.9% 24.5% 21.4% .214 .698 

Being visible throughout the building 22.4% 20.8% 28.6% 1.04 .114 
Being flexible and creative in problem-solving 20.9% 22.6% 14.3% 1.21 .109 
Ensuring compliance with school rules and policies 11.9% 11.3% 14.3% .864 .411 
Applying disciplinary consequences equally 6.0% 5.7% 7.1% .051 .822 
Meeting graduation requirements 6.0% 3.8% 14.3% .062 .801 
Knowing students by name 4.5% 3.8% 7.1% .114 .713 
Making AYP 4.5% 5.7% 0.0% .814 .367 
Getting to know students’ families 3.0% 3.8% 0.0% .418 .742 
Mentoring at-risk students 3.0% 1.9% 7.1% .312 .577 
Preventing Drop-outs  3.0% 3.8% 0.0% .418 .742 
Attending extracurricular activities 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -* -* 
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described as efficient, neutral, professional, and fair would be those based more on the 

objectivity of the participants than those that are described as personable, positive, 

respectful, and engaging.  These types of relationships are more subjective, and would 

fall within care-oriented categories.   

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Figure 6.  Categories Of Justice-Oriented And Care-Oriented Behaviors Used By 
Principals When Working With Secondary Students 
 

Table 2 demonstrates that 89.6% of the survey participants indicated that their 

relationships with students are personable, and 85.1% said their relationships with 

students are respectful.  Seventy-seven point six percent chose positive as an adjective to 

describe their work with students, and 70.1% described their interactions with students as 

fair.  Sixty-eight point seven percent indicated that their interactions with students are 

professional, 50.7% said they were engaging, 35.8% described their interactions as 
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efficient, and 9% chose frustrating to describe their interactions with adolescent students.  

4.5% of the principals said their interactions with students are neutral. 

 When sorted by gender in Table 2, 100% of the female principals described their 

interactions with students as personable and respectful, both caring-oriented 

characteristics.  Male principals also chose these two characteristics in high numbers, 

86.8% and 81.1% accordingly.  Approximately 50% of both male and female principals 

found their interactions with students to be engaging, a transformational quality, but only 

male principals emphasized complete objectivity by describing their interactions with 

students as neutral.  Justice-oriented descriptors, including fair, professional, and efficient 

brought similar responses from both the male and female participants.  Again, the 

differences between male and female principals’ descriptions of their interactions with 

secondary students were found to not be statistically significant. 

 

Table 2. Principals’ Descriptions Of Their Interactions With Secondary Students 
 

Descriptors % - 
all 

% - 
male 

% - 
female 

 
X2 

 
Prob. 

Personable 89.6% 86.8% 100.0% 2.02 .155 
Respectful 85.1% 81.1% 100.0% 3.04 .081 
Positive 77.6% 77.4% 78.6% .051 .822 
Fair 70.1% 67.9% 78.6% .541 .462 
Professional 68.7% 69.8% 64.3% .062 .801 
Engaging 50.7% 50.9% 50.0% .001 .992 
Efficient 35.8% 34.0% 42.9% .442 .506 
Frustrating 9.0% 11.3% 0.0% 1.71 .191 
Neutral 4.5% 5.7% 0.0% .814 .367 

 
 
 The third question asked principals to identify ways they build relationships with 

students.  Although this question was specifically focused on caring-oriented behaviors, 
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Figure 7 indicates that there was flexibility in the choices in regard to the level of 

intimacy and the type of conversation needed to engage in the behavior.  For example, 

conferencing, having casual conversations in the hallways, and attending school events, 

allow the participants to maintain a distance between themselves and the students if they 

choose to do so.   An administrator can choose to use report talk, sharing information 

quickly, efficiently, and at times, objectively.  Sharing about one’s personal life, 

inquiring about the students’ lives outside of school, and knowing students’ names 

increase the intimacy between the two participants in the relationship. The principal may 

be more likely to engage in rapport talk in these situations, using conversation to build 

and maintain the relationship for future interactions.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7.  More And Less Intimate, Care-Oriented Behaviors Used By Principals To 
Build Relationships With Secondary Students 
 
 Table 3 shows 100% of the survey participants indicated that they build 

relationships with students through casual conversations in the hallways or cafeteria.  

Eighty-nine point six percent do so by attending school events, 71.6% use conferencing, 

71.6% know students by name, and 68.7% inquire about students’ lives outside of school.  
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35.8% share about their own personal life when talking with students, and 4.5% indicated 

that they have limited time to build relationships with students.     

Table 3 demonstrates that male and female participants responded in the highest 

numbers to those activities that promote report talk, efficiency, and at times, objectivity. 

One hundred percent of male principals use casual conversations in the hallways and 

cafeteria, 88.7% attend school events, and 67.9% use conferencing as the way to build 

relationships with students.  One hundred percent of female principals in the study also 

use casual conversations in the hallways or cafeteria, and 85.7% use conferencing.   

Where female principals begin to differ from the male respondents to the survey, 

however, is that 85.7% also inquire about students’ lives outside of school and know 

students by name, and 50% of them are willing to share information about their personal 

lives when talking with students, indicating that females may be more likely to engage in 

rapport talk to build and maintain their relationships with students than their male 

counterparts. Sixty-seven point nine percent of the male principals said they know 

students by name, 64.2% inquire about students’ lives outside of school, but only 32.1% 

share about their personal life when talking with students.  Seven point one percent of 

female respondents and 3.8% of male respondents indicated that they have limited time to 

build relationships with students due to their other administrative responsibilities.  A Chi 

Square test demonstrated no statistically significant differences between male and female 

principals’ use of care-oriented strategies to build relationships with students. 

 
 
 
 
 
 



   
 
 

 

91 

Table 3.  Percentage Of Principals Taking Electronic Survey Using Care-Oriented 
Strategies To Build Relationships 
 
Strategy % - all % - 

male 
% - 
female 

 
X2 

 
Prob. 

Casual conversations in the 
hallways or cafeteria 

100.0% 67.9% 85.7% 1.633 .201 

Attending school events 89.6% 88.7% 92.9% .92 .443 
Conferencing 71.6% 67.9% 85.7% 1.633 .201 
Knowing students by name 71.6% 67.9% 85.7% 1.633 .201 
Inquiring about students’ 
lives outside of school 

68.7% 64.2% 85.7% 2.629 .105 

Sharing about my personal 
life when talking with 
students 

35.8% 32.1% 50.0% .86 .552 

I have limited time to build 
relationships with students 

4.5% 3.8% 7.1% .051 .922 

My building is too big to 
build relationships with 
students 

0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -* -* 

*Statistically not computable. 
 
 To assess how principals hold students accountable for meeting NCLB 

requirements, the fourth survey question asked how principals motivate students to do 

well on standardized testing (Table 4).  Response choices ranged from more personal 

efforts, such as direct encouragement aimed at students and recruiting parent assistance at 

home to less personal efforts, such as explaining what AYP means and holding school-

wide pep assemblies.  One choice, offering incentives to do well, could be either more or 

less personal, depending on the type of incentive used.   Ninety-seven percent of the 

survey participants indicated that they use the more personal, caring-oriented strategy of 

encouraging students to do their best.  Seventy-three point one percent keep parents 

informed so that they can work with students at home, 58.2% take the time to explain 

what AYP means and why it is important to the school, and 40.3% offer students 

incentives during testing, such as a no homework night, free passes to extracurricular 
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activities, or gift certificates. Fourteen point nine percent hold school-wide pep 

assemblies.   

When sorted by gender, Table 4 shows that 100% of the female participants use 

encouragement as their primary strategy, and similarly, 96.2% of the male principals 

indicated that they do the same, suggesting that both male and female principals prefer 

more personal approaches to holding students accountable than more general or school-

wide approaches.  The second most popular response for both male and female principal 

was informing parents of the testing so they can help to prepare students at home, though 

female participants were more likely to chose this option (85.7%) than male participants 

(69.8%).   Forty-two point nine percent of female principals offer incentives for students 

to do well compared to 39.2% of male principals, and both males at 15.1% and females at 

14.3% use the less personal, school-wide pep assemblies at similar levels.  Taking the 

practical, less personal, approach to explain what AYP is and why it is important to the 

school was characteristic of 71.4% of the female survey participants, while only 54.7% of 

the male participants indicated this was how they motivated students to do well on 

standardized tests.  In regard to accountability and AYP, the male and female participants 

of this study appear to use the more personal appeal of encouragement and the less 

personal appeal of explaining AYP interchangeably, with female principals preferring the 

less personal appeal of explaining AYP more than their male colleagues.   The Chi 

Square test again illustrated that there is no statistically significant difference in male and 

female principals’ responses to this question. 
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Table 4.  Motivational Strategies Used By Male And Female Principals To 
Encourage Students To Perform Well On Standardized Testing  

 
Motivational Strategy % - 

all 
% - 
male 

% - 
female 

 
X2 

 
Prob. 

Encourage students to do their best in 
conversations, announcements or 
assemblies 

97.0% 96.2% 100.0% .534 .465 

Inform parents of the testing so they can 
help to prepare students at home 

73.1% 69.8% 85.7% 1.345 .246 

Explain what AYP means and why it is 
important to the school 

58.2% 54.7% 71.4% .86 .552 

Offer incentives (ex: no homework night, 
free pass to a dance, door prizes, gift 
certificates, etc.) 

40.3% 39.6% 42.9% .051 .822 

Hold school-wide “pep” assemblies 14.9% 15.1% 14.3% .051 .822 
 
 

The final survey question, illustrated in Figure 8, was focused exclusively on a 

caring-oriented approach to leadership.  It asked participants how they show students that 

they care about them, however, even these choices ranged from more to less personal.  

Visibility at school events, using positive body language, and calling parents maintains a 

distance and is less intimate for participants than directly telling students they are cared 

for, being flexible in the assignment of disciplinary consequences, considering personal 

circumstances when applying discipline consequences, and conducting home visits.  

Participants were able to choose as many of the descriptors as applied to their 

relationships with students.  

Table 5 indicates that 95.5% of the respondents show students they care about 

them by being visible at in and out of school events.  Eighty-nine point six percent use 

positive body language, 77.8% call parents with areas of concern, and 65.7% consider 

personal circumstances when applying disciplinary consequences.  Fifty-nine point seven 

percent call parents with positive news, 52.2% directly tell students that they care about 
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them, and 38.8% are flexible in regards to assigning disciplinary consequences.  Only 

7.5% use home visits as a way to demonstrate caring.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 8.  More And Less Intimate, Care-Oriented Behaviors Used By Principals To 
Demonstrate Caring Towards Students 

 
Table 5 indicates that 95.5% of the respondents show students they care about 

them by being visible at in and out of school events.  Eighty-nine point six percent use 

positive body language, 77.8% call parents with areas of concern, and 65.7% consider 

personal circumstances when applying disciplinary consequences.  Fifty-nine point seven 

percent call parents with positive news, 52.2% directly tell students that they care about 

them, and 38.8% are flexible in regards to assigning disciplinary consequences.  Only 

7.5% use home visits as a way to demonstrate caring.  

As illustrated by Table 5, female participants were more likely than male 

participants to choose multiple ways of demonstrating caring when responding to this 

question.  One hundred percent of the female principals indicated that they use visibility 

as a strategy, and 85.7% of the female principals chose using positive body language, 

considering personal circumstances when applying disciplinary consequences, calling 

Care-oriented, but less 
intimate behaviors 

Care-oriented, but more 
intimate behaviors 

* Be visible at in-school and out-of-
school events 
* Use positive body language 
* Calling parents with good news 
* Calling parents with areas of 
concerns 
 
 

* Telling students I care about them 
* Be flexible in regards to disciplinary 
consequences 
* Consider personal circumstances 
when applying disciplinary 
consequences 
* Conduct home visits 
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parents with positive news, and calling parents with areas of concerns as ways they show 

their students that they care.  Sixty-four point three percent of the female principals are 

willing to directly tell students that they care about them, and 35.7% of the females are 

flexible in regards to assigning disciplinary consequences.  In contrast, male principals 

responded in higher numbers to the less intimate demonstrations of caring, such as being 

visible at school events (94.3%) and using positive body language (90.6%) than they did 

for more intimate practices such as directly telling students that they care about them 

(49.1%), considering personal circumstances when applying disciplinary consequences 

(60.4%), and calling parents with positive news (52.8%).  Similar to female principals, 

39.6% of male principals did indicate that they are flexible in regards to disciplinary 

consequences, and both male and female principals appear reluctant to conduct home 

visits with only 7.5% of male principals and 7.1% of female principals doing so.  With 

the exception of calling parents with positive news, a Chi Square test again shows, 

however, there is no statistically significant difference in the percentage of male and 

female principals who use these care-oriented strategies when working with secondary 

students.  Calling parents with positive news is the only response that resulted in a 

significantly higher percentage of female responses than male.   

To better understand the survey results, four respondents were chosen from the 

survey participant pool to study more in-depth through semi-structured interviews and 

field observations.  Two males and two females were chosen for these case studies.  Each 

case study principal participated in a 30-45 minute semi-structured interview with 

identical questions.  These questions are provided in the appendix at the conclusion of 

this dissertation.  After the interview was completed, each principal was observed on two 
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to three separate occasions as they worked with students in their schools.  Two of the 

participants, one male and one female are building principals, and the other two, one 

male and one female, are assistant principals.  Each works in a suburban school district 

located in Central Pennsylvania with similar demographics, and they have comparable 

years of experience in education to each other.   Pseudonyms have been used for the case 

study participants and their school districts. 

 
Table 5.  Percentage Of Principals Who Use Care-Oriented Strategies When 
Working With Secondary Students 
 
Demonstration of Caring % - 

all 
% - 
male 

% - 
female 

 
X2 

 
Prob. 

Be visible at in-school and out-of-school 
events 

95.5% 94.3% 100.0% .814 .367 

Use positive body language (ex: smile, 
laugh, pat on the back, hug, etc.) 

89.6% 90.6% 85.7% .654 .419 

Call parents with areas of concern 77.6% 75.5% 85.7% .620 .431 
Consider personal circumstances when 
applying disciplinary consequences 

65.7% 60.4% 85.7% 3.007 .083 

Call parents with positive news 59.7% 52.8% 85.7% 5.203 .022 
Tell them that I care about them 52.2% 49.1% 64.3% 2.058 .151 
Be flexible in regards to disciplinary 
consequences (ex: give them a break when 
they demonstrate remorse) 

38.8% 39.6% 35.7% .861 .552 

Conduct home visits 7.5% 7.5% 7.1% .051 .822 
 
 
 
 

Case Study #1 
 
 Tom Bender is an assistant principal working the Clearwater School District in 

Central Pennsylvania.  Tom has served as an assistant principal at Clearwater for eight 

years after previously working as a middle school Social Studies teacher in Virginia..  

Although he has worked with all grade levels at the high school, Tom is currently 

assigned to working with the senior class.  Tom has always enjoyed the structure of the 
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school setting, and he found much success as a student in the traditional school system.  

He was encouraged to choose teaching as a profession after being recognized by others 

for his mentoring skills, and he enjoys making a difference in the lives of young people.   

 Tom describes his relationships with students as fair and professional.  As he 

explains,  

…one thing in our role [as a principal]…is sometimes you need to be everything 
to everybody…some people see you as a disciplinarian, some people see you as 
someone they can be confident with, some people see you as someone to be a 
buddy with…you wear a lot of hats when it comes to relationships with 
students…so, sometimes, I can be guarded as far as my approach with 
students…and I would say fair and professional are the two best words [to 
describe his relationships].   
 

 Tom indicated that students might perceive their relationships with him 

differently than he does, stating that although he believes they would also say he is fair 

and professional, they might also say “he can be stand-offish, maybe mean…”  Tom 

explains this by saying,  

You don’t become an assistant principal to be everyone’s friend…because there 
are so many students you come in contact with…I don’t have them in a classroom 
for 90 minutes…I don’t get to express my personality.  I don’t get to really get to 
an interpersonal level.  So, when I do talk with students in the hallway, in 
classrooms, in my office, at events, whatever – you try to be very approachable, 
very friendly, but you do definitely have this air of professionalism. 

  
When asked about his typical interactions with students, like many of the 

respondents in the survey, Tom indicated that most of his contact with students occurs in 

three primary places:  common areas of the building, extracurricular events, and in the 

office.  He is responsible for morning bus duty and daily cafeteria duty during lunches, 

and he makes it a point to be visible during the passing of classes and at school events.   

I know they [the students] appreciate me being at events, me being visible, me 
saying ‘hey, great game yesterday,’ or ‘you were really good in the play,’ ‘I heard 
your solo – fantastic…’ but that’s one side of it…unfortunately, through 
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interactions in the office, you’re seeing students for tardies, or you have to meet 
with a parent about a student…you’re seeing the counselor to work on a truancy 
elimination plan…  

 
Although Tom recognizes and supports being visible and interacting with students in 

positive ways, more often than not, he ends up enforcing rules and policies, and assigning 

disciplinary consequences.   

 Tom adopts a very authoritarian, transactional, and justice-oriented approach to 

his work with students.  During cafeteria duty, one of his primary daily responsibilities, 

Tom patrols the area, arms crossed, monitoring the perimeter of the room.  He engages in 

little dialogue with students unless it is to correct behaviors.  He asks one group of 

students to split up and sit at different tables because there were too many of them sitting 

at one table.  This presents a “safety risk,” he explains.  “Groups of that size sitting 

around a table impede the flow of traffic throughout the room.”  Tom moves around the 

room with his hands in his pockets, eyes scanning back and forth looking for anything out 

of the ordinary or out of place.  He addresses a student who had thrown a water bottle, 

asking her to go and pick it up, but otherwise, he keeps to himself, preferring to monitor 

and patrol, rather than engage in casual conversation.  When asked why he refrains from 

these types of interactions during cafeteria duty, Tom explained, “It’s really hard to 

interact with kids at lunch…you can’t just sit down with them…they get really taken 

aback…as a principal, I can’t just circle up a group, and interact.” 

 During the passing of classes, Tom stations himself at busy intersections 

throughout the building.  His posture is straight, and his face is stern.  He looks very 

similar to a police officer patrolling a busy street.  Although he nods a quick hello to a 

student or two, his interactions with the students again are limited.  His arms are crossed, 
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and he rarely smiles at the students.  As he did in the cafeteria, Tom’s eyes scan back and 

forth, looking for trouble.    He asks a student to remove his hat, and reminds several 

others to keep moving so they aren’t late for class.  It is clear that Tom’s priority is 

maintaining order.  Safety is a top priority for Tom.   

…The way I see it…and sometimes, this comes in being professional with 
students…part of my job is that I administer the policies of the school.  These are 
the policies of the school, and I administer them.  I’m not necessarily passionate 
about them, I’m not necessarily prejudiced against them, anybody, or anything, 
but, my job is that I enact the policies that are set forth.  So, when you come in 
late, unexcused, four times – you get an hour detention.  It’s not a slamming at 
you, it’s not that I don’t like you, it’s not anything personal – these are the 
policies.  I usually use the speeding ticket thing...the limit is 35 – you went 45.  
You get a ticket…my power comes from the policies.  I’m not a powerful guy.  
It’s not like I’m here just making things up…handing out detentions and 
discipline willy-nilly…this is the rule. This is what you didn’t do.   

  
For Tom, the rules are the rules.  He continues,  
 

They [the rules] are in place to ensure there’s an order to the day, to make sure 
that education is a priority, that learning happens, that there’s a focus on that 
learning – and that’s where my power comes from.  

 
Tom has a very justice-oriented approach to his job.   
 

…When you are running in the hallway, you will get hurt.  You may hurt 
someone else…That’s the reason why we’re doing this, not because I’m trying to 
be a jerk, and you’re running in the hallway, so you get two hours of detention… 
or you’re in class while the teacher’s trying to teach, and you’re making noises – 
it’s not that I’m punishing you because you’re making noises – I’m punishing you 
because the students are trying to do a job…the students are trying to learn, and 
you’re interfering with that process.   

  
Tom is no-nonsense about his work.  “I’m definitely not the most overtly friendly 

principal, but I do try to be positive in my interactions with kids,” he explained.  For 

Tom, the meaning of success when working with students can vary from student to 

student.   

…What you’re talking about for some students, it’s getting them to graduate…if 
success for them is just graduating, feeling a sense of self-worth, preparing them 
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for life after high school – that’s a success.  For some, it’s just to keep them out of 
trouble.  For some, it may be for them to…find relationships in the school, 
whether it be with an organization, sports, a peer group, etc…Academically 
though, I think what we are trying to do – we want students to work academically, 
the best that they can, and to be pushed, and to be challenged every day.   
 
Tom is methodical and practical in his approach to his job, but he also recognizes 

that there are situations when students’ personal circumstances need to be considered.   

I have a student that I’m working with now who is probably an average student at 
best, who is definitely headed towards a career right out of high school…has 
trouble maintaining good grades…probably maintains 30 hours plus per 
week…probably not a whole of support at home…I find it very easy, very 
satisfying to work with a student like that…Because you know whatever he or she 
may be struggling with at school, within the structures of school…he’s going to 
make it, because he does have that ability to come in early, leave late, maintain a 
job…he has a work ethic… 
 
Tom also recognizes that there are limits to what can be accomplished with 

adolescents through the use of power.  Over the years, Tom describes learning that 

certain leadership strategies are less effective than others.  He explains that he tends to 

have problems with students who demonstrate apathy towards school, but when asked 

how he handles those students, he replied, “I tend to give it back…I become so 

professional with the student that there is a lack of relationship…because when you do 

try a relationship, it gets convoluted…”  He describes his approach with these types of 

students as strictly a transactional relationship:  “…Here’s what you did, here’s why it’s a 

problem, here’s the discipline, this is the outcome, and now we’re moving on…”   

Despite this very structured, objective approach, Tom acknowledges that this is 

not his preferred interaction with students stating,  

I do believe that discipline is personal and it is individual…what works for one 
student doesn’t necessarily work for another…if getting to school is an issue for a 
student because he or she has to put his siblings on the bus because it’s only mom 
and mom works three jobs, and once in a while the student doesn’t make it to 
school…sometimes you have to ask – what can you do?  Tell me what you can 
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do, what are you capable of, and…I’ll hold you to that standard.  
 
He also adds,  
 

…maybe the student has a poor home life, or maybe the student and mother are 
on different schedules and they don’t see each other…I have taken students’ lives 
more personally – taken it into account – pulled them aside or done a little more 
legwork before assigning mass discipline…   

 
Almost begrudgingly, Tom admits,  
 

when I don’t give the student the benefit of the doubt, that has burned me in the 
past…in the past, I would say, ‘you need to get to class, you’re running late…,’ 
but inevitably, though, there were times when…the dog died or…I lost 
something…or my parents’ car broke down…so here the kid’s already having a 
bad morning, and I just compounded it…I probably made a bad situation worse 
because all I’m thinking is that student needs to be in class, not what does this 
student have going on with him emotionally, personally, etc.   
 
Interestingly, though he expressed a desire to build relationships, as Tom makes 

his morning rounds, although he greets and waves at students in their homerooms, the 

students do not respond in kind.  Not one student approaches him or speaks to him 

voluntarily during field observations, and even when he initiates conversations, few 

respond with more than a few polite words.  Although he is being visible in the mornings 

at bus duty, in the hallways between classes, and in the cafeteria at lunch, he is almost 

entirely consumed by the supervision and logistical management of students, not in 

building relationships with them. He checks in with the Dean of Students, secretaries, 

other Assistant Principals, and teachers, but again, these are all transactional exchanges, 

sharing brief tidbits of information, updates on students, or follow-up on previous 

conversations.   

When asked to describe his own leadership style, Tom indicates that he is 

trustworthy and flexible, but that there are core values he believes in that are “non-

negotiable.”  “So, although I may be flexible, and I may be willing to bend on certain 
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things, when it comes to…interactions with students…I believe this should be done this 

way…”  He also cited bullying as a non-negotiable:  “I have no tolerance for it…there’s 

almost no leeway…” And, when asked what his greatest strengths are as a leader, he lists 

an ability to see the big picture regarding schedules and grades, both administrative, 

almost clerical jobs that do not require the building of relationships.    Ultimately, Tom 

views his position and responsibilities as part of a hierarchical structure.   

…I work for the principal…he has a vision, he has a direction he wants to 
go…part of my role…is to make sure that becomes enacted in the day…my vision 
is what the principal’s vision is…   
 
In relation to NCLB requirements and making AYP, Tom applies his justice-

oriented philosophy and remains confident in the enforcement of rules and policies that 

move the district forward.   

I think that the pressure [to make AYP] that is put on the schools by the district or 
by the state, I find it to be appropriate…From where I sit personally, I do believe 
in standards.  I do believe in standards-based education as the base that all 
students would be measure by…  

 
He does not, however, believe the accountability measure of using a standardized test to 

be fair, and this troubles him.   

You’re taking a one-time, high-stakes test and that’s going to dictate what the 
school is capable or, or what the student is or is not capable of learning…I don’t 
necessarily agree with that or how the test is rolled out….  

 
Despite this assertion, Tom relies on his hierarchical responsibilities and sensibilities:   
 

I do find that [standardized testing] to be unfair, but I do realize that this is how 
we have to do it…this is what we have to do…this is the type of test that we’re 
hold to and we have to meet that measure. 
 
Tom believes that his school and his students will do well on standardized tests 

because “students inherently want to do well in anything they do…”  He also argues that 

when students know they are cared about, students will feel connected and want to do 
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better for the school as a whole.  In order to better balance AYP requirements and the 

building of relationships, Tom expresses a desire for more time.   

I wish we had more interaction time to sit down with kids and determine how well 
they are doing…to tell them, ‘hey, you’re doing a good job here…’  I just wish 
there was more time to focus on this area…but…there are other things that pull 
you away… 
 
Essentially, Tom is able to clearly articulate a need for relationships, and he is 

able to describe how he demonstrates caring towards his students.  In practical 

applications and during observations, however, Tom’s leadership style is dominated by 

transactional and authoritarian behaviors, a hierarchical understanding of the institution, 

the use of report talk, and a use of “law & order” in his moral reasoning.  As an assistant 

principal, Tom is clearly justice-oriented. Although he makes efforts to consider personal 

circumstances, remain flexible, and build relationships with students, his emphasis on 

being professional, fair, objective, and keeping his distance from his students indicate this 

is where his true preferences lie as a school leader. 

 
 

Case Study #2 
  

Jackie Strauss is an assistant principal at Mountainside High School.  After 

working as a Business Education teacher for ten years, she became an assistant principal 

five years ago when the opportunity for a change presented itself.  Mountainside is a 

large high school with approximately 2400 students.  Jackie is the assistant principal in 

charge of 10th grade, approximately 600 students.  Jackie discovered a love for teaching 

as a camp counselor, working at basketball camps, so she abandoned her previous dream 

of being a corporate woman working in the business field to work more closely with 

young people.   
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 Jackie believes there is nothing more important in her work than the relationships 

she builds with her students.   

I try to learn as much about my students and their backgrounds as I can – because 
what’s going on in their lives outside of the walls of this high school definitely 
impacts what goes on here…   

 
She is open-minded and flexible with her students.   
 

…I don’t judge students, I don’t belittle students…if they’re in my office and 
we’re talking about something, I try to figure out why they did what they did, and 
how they cannot make that choice again…   

 
She believes her students know she cares about them.   
 

I don’t just spend time with them here at school.  I see them outside at all of their 
activities. I think that’s really important because if there’s something going on at 
school, and I’m trying to relate to a students, and they don’t know who I am…but 
if I get to know them outside of school…they see that I’ve really taken an interest 
in them…I really pride myself in knowing my students…I probably know about 
90% of our student body… 

  
For Jackie, knowing her students does not mean giving breaks to her students.  

She holds her students to high expectations, holding them accountable for their choices, 

and distributing consequences as they have earned them.  Her priority, however, is 

teaching students to change their behaviors and to make better choices in the future.  In 

defining success with a student, without hesitation, Jackie explains, “I think [success] for 

students is to realize what they did and why it’s a concern for me, but also…a change in 

behavior…”  It doesn’t stop there for Jackie.  Her expectations for students include good 

choices in behavior, but academic progress as well.   

Educationally, [success] would be improvement in their grades, improvement in 
their attitude, improvement in their effort and motivation, especially for the at-risk 
kids.  There’s only so much they can control…they can’t control what does on 
outside of the school, for the most part, with their families, but my conversation 
with them all the time is – what can you control?  You control what happens 
between 7:10 and 2:50 every day – that’s all you, so you need to make sure that 
you step up when you’re here at school.   
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Jackie’s tough love approach plays out during an interaction with a student who 

had been involved in a fistfight at the buses during dismissal.  She is working with the 9th 

grade assistant principal because the fight occurred between a 9th and 10th grade boy.  The 

9th grade principal, a male, leads his student away with him, stating nothing more than, 

“This will be a citation. There is nothing else to discuss.”  While waiting for the other 

student to leave, Jackie gently inquires whether her student needs ice for his rapidly 

swelling hand, believing the knuckle to be broken.  He shakes his head, and follows her 

into her office.  Jackie not only knows the student by name, she also greets the parent by 

first name in a friendly way on the phone, joking that she hasn’t called to arrange a lunch 

date.  She invites the boy’s mother to join them in their discussion, hangs up the phone, 

and turns back to the boy.  She labels the students’ behavior a “bad choice,” but she leans 

back in her chair and asks the student to “tell me the whole story, don’t leave anything 

out.”   

Jackie’s rapport with the student cannot be ignored.  He promises to tell her the 

whole story, and he is forthcoming in both admitting his part in the altercation and in 

instigating the fight earlier in the day.  She patiently takes notes, nodding her head, but 

refraining from talking as the boy relays the details of the confrontation.  She lays her 

pencil down, moves around her desk to sit closer to the boy, and looks him straight in the 

eye, “Do you know how upset I am…your teachers, your mom, me – we are doing our 

part…we just talked about this…we are working so hard to help you – are you doing your 

part?”  She inquires about his tardies to school, his attendance record, and his homework.  

The boy admits he hasn’t been doing his part and he apologizes to her without prompting.  

Jackie takes a deep breath before deescalating the situation by saying, “you give me gray 
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hair, that’s why I dye it,” and they both smile and laugh.   The boy promises he won’t get 

involved in any more fights. 

Despite her almost motherly approach towards the student, she does not let him 

off the hook.  Jackie follows all of the required procedures in her investigation of the 

incident, reviewing the video of the fight, and inviting the School Resource Officer to her 

office to cite the boy for disorderly conduct and assault.  When the boy’s mother arrives, 

they summarize the key events, and she explains the boy’s consequences to her.  The 

consequences include a monetary fine and a suspension from school until after the 

holiday break.  As the School Resource Officer fills out paperwork and explains the legal 

side of the consequences to the mother and student, Jackie becomes a little teary.  She 

clenches her jaw and shakes her head just slightly as she finishes her own notes 

documenting the incident.  She is all business again when she addresses the boy:   

You will have six days of suspension, and you will come back after the new year.  
I will collect your school work for you – please look at me – I will get your work 
again, like I did the last time...   

 
She simultaneously holds the boy accountable for his behavior but demonstrates caring 

for his academic progress.  In concluding her handling of the investigation, she reassures 

the boy that 2012 will be a better year, and she express concern over his hand.  Jackie 

pauses to privately tell his mother to check his things at home for evidence of drug use 

because she is worried about the types of friends he hangs with at school, and she sends 

them on their way. 

With this student and others, Jackie recognizes the need for relationships.  

My big thing is that this school is so big – if something were to actually happen, 
some major incident…we’re outnumbered.  There are more than 2300 kids here, 
and 180 staff.  So, I think having a relationship with a student who would help 
you or go to bat for you, just knows that you care…that’s the big piece for me… 
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Although, as an assistant principal, discipline is one of her primary responsibilities, 

Jackie makes it a point to stay in tune with the students.  During cafeteria duty, Jackie 

circulates the room frequently.  She stops at no less than a dozen tables, smiling, greeting 

students by name, and asking about their day.  Several times students approach her to ask 

questions or to share good news.  One particularly enthusiastic student interrupts Jackie’s 

conversation with several teachers to tell her about an award she received during a 

leadership conference the previous day.  Jackie hugs the girl and tells her she is proud of 

her.   

Jackie’s body language, even during cafeteria duty, is open and relaxed.  She 

makes eye contact with students, laughs and jokes easily, and even skips a little as she 

heads to the doors to dismiss students.  The students respond to her in kind.  High fives, 

hugs, and smiles are evident as students file past Jackie on their way from lunch back to 

class. These exchanges are friendly and genuine, but they do not preclude her from taking 

care of her administrative responsibilities.  She casually pulls students out of the flow of 

traffic to inquire about missed detentions, poor grades, conflicts with other students, or 

problems at home.  These interactions are only a few seconds in length, but they achieve 

their purpose.  She is able to be efficient and multi-task while also being visible and 

building relationships. 

Jackie feels that she connects best with students who are economically 

disadvantaged.  

…The students who struggle the most in school – those are the students that I 
spend most of my time with, and I really want them to succeed…it’s the kids who 
need the constant reinforcement and support that I probably look after a little bit 
more.   
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To do this, Jackie started an after school girls program three years ago for at-risk girls in 

9th and 10th grade.  She invites adult female mentors from the community to the group 

meetings, and she plans activities where the girls can interact with the women socially to 

learn about business and careers and to set goals for the future.  Her mentors include a 

business owner, a probation officer, a police officer, and several teachers.  During one 

observation, Jackie is joining the group in making holiday cookies after school.   

As she enters the room, Jackie greets the girls loudly, smiling, and hugging 

everyone she sees.  The girls are very involved with their cookie-making and the 

atmosphere is lively and festive.  It is a racially diverse group, including white, Hispanic, 

black, and Asian students, yet there is no segregation or discomfort in the air.  Jackie 

jokes, laughs, and introduces herself to some of the new 9th grade participants.  She 

allows the students to show her and teach her the cookie-making process, and she makes 

a point of speaking with each and every girl in the room.  Discreetly, as she is circulating, 

Jackie is also checking in with the girls.  She asks about grades, boyfriends, trouble at 

home, and jobs.  She pats girls on the back, offers a tissue to one who is upset, and brings 

refreshments over to several who are still baking their last batch of cookies.  Just as when 

she did in the cafeteria and hallways, Jackie uses this opportunity to take care of business 

with the teachers and students in the room.  She reminds one student of her upcoming 

detention, asks another to bring in her excuse card, and tells a third to apologize to her 

teacher the next day for being disrespectful.  She asks a teacher about a student’s grades, 

reminds one of her presentation for the upcoming faculty meetings, and follow-ups about 

a classroom issue with a third.  Several of the girls are overheard commenting about how 

much they are enjoying themselves, and when asked why, they simply state, “We belong 
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here.  Mrs. Strauss cares about us.”   

Although she is able to multi-task effectively, Jackie still feels there are parts of 

her job that suffer when she invests so much time into building relationships.   

…a lot of other things go to the side…the instructional leader piece – it sounds 
great, but…as an assistant principal, that’s not my number one priority…if a 
teacher writes a student up for a referral…that’s my number one job – to see that 
kid and figure out what’s going on.   

 
Jackie uses her relationships with students to determine disciplinary consequences that 

are fair and appropriate.   

Nothing is black and white in my mind.  For example…a teacher writes up a 
student for falling asleep in class or cursing or having a bad attitude…the kid 
blows up in class…I might know something about that student that the teacher 
doesn’t, and maybe isn’t necessarily for the teacher to know…so yeah, that kid 
swore in class, but did you know he just slept in his car with his family the night 
before?  I know we have rules, we have policies, we have guidelines, but 
sometimes things are just not black and white.   

 
Jackie’s willingness to take personal circumstances into account with her decision-

making indicates a commitment to the whole child’s development and a flexibility that 

maintains relationships while still holding students accountable. 

Jackie’s leadership style is a caring-oriented style dominated by an authoritative 

and transformational approach to her students.  She uses rapport talk to maintain and 

strengthen relationships, and then she uses those relationships to help support student 

growth and progress.  Jackie acknowledges that during the few times she has attempted to 

assert her power over a student without investing in the relationship first, she failed.   

I don’t really remember the circumstances…but he [the student] had blown up at 
a teacher in class, she [a teacher] brought him to the office, and in front of her and 
in front of me, he called her some very vulgar names about her sexuality…I lost 
it.  I ripped into him…I was screaming at him, I was pointing at his face…that 
was the one time I think that I have ever yelled at a student, but I was so mad…I 
was so mad for this poor teacher who was in tears…and I just lost it…It doesn’t 
work though… they are kids…it didn’t change his behavior…nothing 
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changed…in fact, he never graduated…he was a product of his environment…no 
support…someone screaming at him?  He hears that all of the time…I don’t really 
know what he’s doing today, but I would bet he’s probably struggling outside in 
the community as well.   
 
Jackie describes her own leadership style as consistent, caring, and practical.   
 
Consistent because I think the kids need to know that it doesn’t matter who they 
are, who their parents are, where they come from in our community, the 
punishments are the same, the outcome will be the same…caring because the kids 
know that even if it’s not a discipline issue, my door’s always open…I also think 
that being a female is a big part of that…I work with four guys…so I think 
sometimes the female perspective…some of the students who I see – they don’t 
want to talk to one of the guys…about something going on in their life…The 
practical because like I said, nothing’s black and white.  I like to hear both sides 
of the story…  

 
Jackie identifies caring as her greatest strength as a school leader, and she demonstrates 

this caring even in the most uncomfortable of situations.   

During one observation, Jackie is invited to join the 11th grade principal in 

handling an awkward incident with a female student.  The student and her boyfriend have 

been caught on the school’s video system engaging in a sexual act in one of the stairwells 

after school.  Jackie is asked to sit in on the interview due to the sensitive nature of the 

subject matter.  After consulting with the 11th grade principal about how to handle the 

matter, Jackie brings the girl into the office.  She makes an emotional appeal to the girl, 

stating “we’re not looking for things on the video…but we were watching some other 

events when we came across this…now, this is a difficult conversation to have…”  Jackie 

gently asks if the girl’s parents knew she is sexually active, and she reassures the girl that 

“mistakes happen sometimes…”  As she observes the girl becoming emotionally 

distressed, Jackie empathizes, offering the girl water and encouraging her to breath.  

“What do you think your mom is going to say?...this is a tough situation…they are going 

to be finding this out for the first time and it is going to break their hearts…so we need to 
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be sensitive…”  Working together, she and the girl formulate a plan for the best way to 

talk through the subject with the girl’s mother without misleading her or obscuring the 

facts.  Jackie reminds the girl of her poor judgment and discusses the disciplinary 

consequences, but she also promises to stay with the girl as she tells her mother the truth 

about what happened.  The girl smiles in relief, apologizes for her behavior without 

prompting, takes a deep breath, and says she was ready to talk with her mom.   

Jackie’s authoritative style is very similar to a parenting style that holds students 

to high expectations while still providing support and encouragement when mistakes are 

made (Pellerin, 2005).  She is able to do this despite not having first-hand parenting 

experience herself.   

One of the first questions that I get from students or even from parents is – I don’t 
have children.  I don’t want children of my own – or ‘how do you know, you’re 
not a parent?’…well, you’re right, I’m not…but I mother 583 kids every 
day…and so I want them to see that I do care…”  

 
Although she compares herself to a mother, Jackie does not perceive of herself as having 

power over her students.   

I don’t like the word ‘power’…yes, I have a title of an administrator, assistant 
principal, grade 10 principal…but it doesn’t really mean anything…first, it’s 
about connecting with kids, so it doesn’t matter what my title is.  If I can help a 
student with a problem going on in or out of school, that’s my job…so, I don’t 
like the word ‘power.’  

 
In addition to working directly with students, as an assistant principal, Jackie is 

also responsible for helping the school to meet AYP requirements.  She describes this as 

a collaborative effort among her administrative team members.  “I’m very lucky…we are 

a team in all sense of the word…we actually meet every Monday for two and a half 

hours…and that’s where we plan…”  She describes the remediation activities, the 

adjustments to testing methods, the analysis of benchmark tests and data, and the use of 
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small group work with the faculty as ways her administrative team attempt to meet AYP 

requirements.  All of the strategies she mentions are transformational and democratic in 

their approach to problem-solving.  By recruiting the help of a team and by perceiving of 

the testing as a community effort, she and the others she works with are flattening the 

hierarchical interpretation of “just following state mandates.”  Instead, as a school, they 

are taking ownership for their own progress, communicating with students, parents, and 

teachers on a regular basis, and including them in the problem-solving process.   

 Even in her dealings with standardized testing and making AYP, however, Jackie 

emphasizes the need to keep caring at the center of her work.   

I think that [balancing accountability with relationships] plays into the fact of 
caring about the kids…caring about them, because yes, they are probably 
miserable that they have to go to PSSA math remediation, but if you have that 
connection with the kid…here’s why you are going…you just need to do your 
best…if you can just get four more points, then that’s what you can do… 
  

Her caring philosophy is not just applied to herself and her students.  Jackie has worked 

with her administrative team to adjust the daily schedule in order to encourage the 

building of relationships between staff and students as well.   

We have a flex in the middle of the day…like a study hall…almost all of our 9th 
graders and a handful of our 10th graders are scheduled with a teacher that they 
have…it’s a scheduling nightmare, but that’s one thing with the relationship 
piece…keep better track of your kids, not just in your class, but in other classes, 
and try to support them in any way [during the flex time]… 

  
Jackie’s leadership encompasses both the language of caring and an authoritative 

approach to school leadership.  She holds her students accountable for their behavior, but 

recognizes that adolescence is a time of learning and growth.  Jackie supports and 

encourages her students, cares for them in almost motherly ways, and demonstrates true 

affection for her “kids” throughout the school day.  At the same time, she issues the 
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required disciplinary consequences, she enforces and adheres to school policies, and she 

works with others to meet NCLB’s AYP requirements.  Jackie is able to balance 

accountability with building relationships on a daily basis. 

 
Case Study #3 

 
 Diane Lowry is a building principal at Fieldcrest High School.  Diane has worked 

in education for 35 years, starting as a Family and Consumer Science teacher, then 

becoming a school counselor, and finally serving as an administrator.  Diane has been at 

Fieldcrest High School for six years, having previously worked as one of the district’s 

middle school assistant principals.  Diane jokes that she became an educator because her 

mother wanted her to be able to support herself financially, but in reality, she was 

inspired to do so by several positive role models she encountered during her own high 

school experience.  

 In a high school containing nearly 1400 students and 90 faculty members, Diane 

views herself very much as a manager and supervisor.   

…my relationship to students is not always direct…my job in my mind is to help 
teachers to be the best teachers they can be, so that they in turn can help our 
students to the best of their ability…my direct relationship with students is not 
what it is when you’re a teacher, or even when you are an assistant principal…I 
do not directly do day to day discipline…so, my relationship with students is 
more of a supervision of the teachers…   

 
This interpretation of her role in the school is evident as she engages in her morning 

routine. Each day, Diane completes what she calls “morning rounds.”  Equipped with her 

walkie-talkie and her “to-do” list, Diane marches throughout the building – a woman on a 

mission -- to check off each item on her list before the day begins.  Almost every 

interaction with students, faculty, and staff can be described as transactional in its nature.   
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 Diane begins her day at bus duty.  She makes mental notes of which buses have 

arrived and which are late, and she waits outside until the contractual school begins and 

the assigned teacher arrives to his post at the bus loop.  Due to an unexpected resignation, 

Diane is also serving as the high school’s Athletic Director, and half of her “to do” list 

involves checking in with coaches or students about games or eligibility issues.  At times, 

Diane smiles and greets students as they arrive.  She compliments a girl’s new boots, 

chides another for not wearing a coat, congratulates a basketball player for a good game, 

and asks a student about his holiday break.  The students are polite in their responses, but 

they keep moving and avoid talking with her for long.  No students approach her or talk 

to her voluntarily. 

 As soon as the teacher arrives to take over bus duty, Diane begins her rounds of 

the building.  She walks briskly, commenting that she has a lot of ground to cover in 15 

minutes.  She makes a point of walking the entire building, looking for anything unusual 

or out of the ordinary.  When she stops in the cafeteria, she checks in with two different 

teachers about an upcoming observation and a presentation to the faculty meeting. She 

pauses to comment to a student “You’re here for breakfast!  Good to see you…How are 

your grades?  You know I watch those…,” and she keeps on walking.  Diane tries to stop 

in one homeroom each day for the Pledge of Allegiance and the morning announcements.  

She steps into a room, says hello to the students, and leaves as soon as these items have 

been completed.  Diane keeps walking as she checks items off of her list.  She stops at the 

In-School Suspension room, reminding the student that this is if “first and only time here, 

right?”  Then her focus returns to her list.   

 Diane comes across one of her assistant principals and her School Resource 
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Officer in the hallway.  She stops to talk with them about the upcoming faculty meeting.  

She reviews the topics that she wants each of them to discuss regarding the revised safety 

evacuation plan.  As teachers walk by on their way to class, Diane talks with one about a 

parent complaint and to another about an upcoming hockey scrimmage.  “As you can see, 

my job is much more about supervision than interaction…,” she comments, right before 

the School Resource Officer briefs her about a graffiti incident and the subsequent 

disciplinary consequences that ensued.  Occasionally, Diane nods or says hello to a 

student, but she explains to me that she needs to remain focused as she watches the 

students walk by in the mornings.  “…I don’t want a lot of interaction…I am looking for 

dress code violations, who is hanging out with who, new girlfriends/boyfriends…”  Her 

eyes move around the crowd as she processes the information gathered through these 

observations.  Her body language is reserved, almost shy and quiet, and she keeps to 

herself along the wall, until it is time to start walking again.  Once the items on her 

checklist are completed, she sighs, and heads back to the office to begin a barrage of 

meetings scheduled for that day. 

 Diane believes that her counseling background gives her an advantage to building 

relationships with students.   

…My counseling really comes in…in fact, that’s one of the keys in me getting 
hired – was that I had that counseling relationship where I could bridge the gap 
between the administrators and the teachers when I was at the middle school.  
Now, I still am that bridge – whether its students and parents, students and 
teachers, students and counselors, students and other administrators…  

 
Despite her counseling experiences, however, she continues to believe that students have 

a very different perception of her and her role at the school.   

…Their perception of what I do I think is much different than what I actually do.  
A lot of what they see is what a lot of administrators do – is implement and 
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enforce board policy and school rules.  So they see me as the supervisor in the 
lunchroom, although there are others that talk to me on a regular basis that I think 
see it more as a supporting, caring type of relationship.  
 
In addition to her visibility in the cafeteria, bus area, and hallways, Diane believes 

her visibility at numerous events is key to her success with students.   

We had a holiday concert last week, and I stand up and introduce that…I talk to 
the students before they are ready to perform…that sort of thing…visibility is 
very important…for everybody, teachers, administrators…everybody has to see 
me out there to know that I’m doing my job.   

 
For Diane, it seems that her physical presence around the building and at school events is 

more important that her engagement with students in those same venues.   

During cafeteria duty, Diane once again takes the opportunity to tackle 

transactional and justice-oriented responsibilities, explaining that “this will be more 

supervision than interactions…”  She checks in with an assistant principal who is eating 

his lunch, asks a substitute teacher’s aide how things are going, and she walks into the 

girls bathroom to take a look around.  “No one is in there,” she explains, “I’m just 

checking…”  She approaches a teacher on cafeteria duty to follow-up on a student issue, 

and she moves around the perimeter of the room, keeping an eye on what students are 

doing as they eat their lunch.  Diane walks with her hands on her hips, carrying her 

walkie-talkie, leaving no doubt that she is “on duty” and means business.  Occasionally, 

she greets students, sharing with me that one of the students is diabetic and has been 

struggling academically.  “His grades had dropped for a little, but now they have 

improved.  I wanted him to know that I noticed.”  After speaking with the boy, Diane 

moves herself over to the cash register lines.  She explains that they have begun using a 

new system, one that brings up the students’ faces as their names pop up.  “I’m going 

over to the cash registers to watch out for theft, but also to learn student names…” Her 
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priority is the enforcement of school rules – preventing theft.  Learning student names 

and faces is secondary. 

Diane frequently mixes a justice-oriented, transactional style with caring gestures 

as she does her work.  Though she is enforcing the rules in the cafeteria by checking the 

bathroom for smokers and watching the cash registers for theft, she does take the time to 

inquire about a girl’s tears.  The girl is a life skills student and is confused about the 

restrictions her mother had put on what foods she could buy for lunch.  The girl wants to 

buy pizza, but her mother has not allowed pizza as an option.  Diane comforts the girl, 

calming her down, and she succeeds in getting the girl to stop crying.  She successfully 

works out the problem with the girl, and helps her to pick out a lunch that her mother 

would approve of.  As soon as the issue is resolved, Diane moves back into supervision 

mode, circling back around the cafeteria, making sure that everything is in order.  One 

student approaches her about whether he is eligible to participate in a sporting event 

scheduled for that day, but otherwise, no students approach or talk to her voluntarily. 

Diane believes that she is most successful with students who are willing to listen, 

and least successful with student who are not.   

I think the ones that I’m more successful and comfortable with are those that are 
willing to listen…they are willing to listen and are willing to accept that there are 
changes…failure is when they shut out all input, and it’s typically in disciplinary 
situations…   

 
To get students to listen, Diane believes that a relationship must exist between the adult 

and the child.   

You have to build a rapport…so that visibility that I talked about…they have to 
see me as a person, not just as a disciplinarian or someone with a title, And you 
have to do that one student, one class at a time…they’ve got to see me as more 
than the person who takes their cell phone away.   
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According to Diane, using a confrontational style with adolescents does not work.  

“You really have to gauge where the student is mentally when you approach him, when 

you work with him…especially on a discipline matter.”  She describes a particularly 

unsuccessful encounter with a student as failing due to her own confrontational approach 

to the issue.   

I know that young man.  I know that he swears at people.  I know that he gets 
upset…but yet, I was confrontational back…I set him off.  Instead of just taking 
his cell phone and he getting it back at the end of the day, or the parent getting it 
back at the end of the day, it turned into insubordination, which turned into 
suspension…I didn’t handle it in the best manner.  

 
Although she admits to making a mistake in this case, Diane asserts that if the rapport 

with the student is present, she will have more success.  Using the example of following 

up on a drug tip, Diane explains,  

 
If a student comes in and I’m like – we think you have drugs, and I need to see 
your stuff – I’m not getting anywhere…but if I say, ‘we got some information, for 
your safety, we need to check it out’…explain everything…I’ll have success…   

 
In a second example involving a dress code violation, Diane believes the interaction went 

better than expected because the girl had a relationship with her.   

I know her a little bit more…some of the students, when I have to talk to them 
about a discipline matter, it’s the first time I’ve ever met them, or that they’ve 
ever talked to me one on one.  So, I think her comfort level, since I talk with her 
regularly, I think there was more of a relationship there…I think that’s why it 
went better. 
 
Diane describes her leadership style as positive, relational, and motivating.   
 
…Whether it’s students, parents, teachers,…it’s very important again to be 
positive, to build that rapport, to connect with them as individuals… if I don’t 
know what’s happening in the lives of my students and my teachers and my 
fellow administrators, then I’ve totally missed the boat on life…you’ve got to 
connect on all of those levels...and then you work through the work part of it, and 
that comes easier when people trust you…   
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Diane believes she is able to have this rapport with others because of her counseling 

training and her ability to connect with people.  She describes herself as people-oriented, 

and she explains that she has high levels of empathy.  Despite these strengths, Diane 

admits that sometimes her impatience gets the best of her, and she succumbs to the 

confrontational style that she dislikes and knows is ineffective.    

Diane takes her job as building principal very seriously.  She is methodical, 

thorough, and detail-oriented.  She cares very much about her students, although that is 

not always evident in demonstrative ways.  She is committed to working within the 

hierarchical structure that exists in educational institutions, but she does not believe that 

precludes her from helping students to grow as individuals. Philosophically, Diane 

considers everything in the building to be her responsibility, and that includes her 

relationships with others.   

As the principal, everything is my job…I have to allow persons to grow within 
the structure of the educational system…so I have to find ways to make that 
happen.  I’m focused on growth and achievement of both students and teachers, 
and I believe that every person can learn and can achieve…   
 
As the building principal, Diane is in a position of power over others.  She 

recognizes the precarious nature of this hierarchical positioning, however, and she does 

her best to counteract its potentially detrimental effect on the relationships she has with 

students.   

Power comes with the title, so you have to be very careful that you don’t misuse 
it, and separate yourself, or remain aloof from everyone…which you could…I 
suppose if you wanted to just take all of the power, you could just never go out 
and interact with people…so you have to really balance that…when you talk to a 
student, like me with the cell phone student – it was my power that he was upset 
with.  He didn’t want me to have that power over him…you have to be cognizant 
of how people are perceiving you and how they perceive that power.   

 
Instead of using her power as a means for control others, she prefers to use her power to 
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uplift others.  Her priority in working with students is to make sure their basic needs are 

met, and she is better able to do that with her power as a building principal than she 

sometimes was as a school counselor.   

We had a house fire over the weekend, so I’m working with the family that lost 
everything…you want to make sure that your students are safe and that they have 
food and shelter.  It’s all Maslow’s hierarchy there…and then you go up the 
ladder, and you make sure they have what they need educationally, and move up 
from there. 
 
It is challenging for Diane to balance the relationships she desires with her 

administrative responsibilities as the building principal, especially in meeting NCLB 

requirements.  “The pressure from the school board is a lot…what’s happening and why 

aren’t kids achieving?  Why isn’t there growth and achievement occurring in our 

students?”  In response, Diane and her colleagues have put together an action plan for 

school improvement, and they regularly update the school board on their progress in the 

form of weekly board logs.   

Every week…I think I have ten [board logs] a week on things that are going 
on…keeping them informed, very informed, making presentations, and following 
up on things that we have in our action plan…yes, I would say most of our push 
comes from the board… 
   
With writing ten board logs per week, in addition to her other daily 

responsibilities, it is not surprising that Diane remains as focused on her “to do” list as 

possible.  Diane feels that at times, some of the pressure from the school board and others 

distracts her from interacting with students, but ultimately, she agrees with Tom and 

Jackie in that “the relationship piece helps students care about what they can do for 

themselves and what they can do for you.”  Diane asserts that if the students care about 

the school, the faculty, and the staff, they will want to do their best on accountability 

measures such as standardized testing.  More troublesome to Diane than the potential loss 
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of student relationships in the pursuit of AYP requirements is the additional duties she 

and her colleagues have been expected to take on as financial constraints cause school 

districts to make cuts to administrative staff.   

If we assume they’re not going to replace our assistant superintendent, we’ll be 
three administrators down in one year with no replacements…I’m one assistant 
down already, and we lost five teachers…it’s really balancing all of the duties and 
taking on more duties, but there’s not so much a conflict between AYP and 
relationships.”  

 
Additionally, she is still serving as the high school’s Athletic Director until a replacement 

can be hired. 

Diane models a leadership style that combines justice-oriented, transactional, and 

hierarchical behaviors with caring and empathy.  She adheres to a philosophy that values 

relationships with students, but in her practical applications, during day-to-day 

interactions, this does not always manifest itself in the way she would like it to.  Instead, 

due to time constraints and low staffing, she appears to be focused on administrative 

tasks, her “to do” list, and checking in with adults on clerical or managerial items rather 

than on engaging in meaningful interactions with her students.    

 
Case Study #4 

 
 Charlie Jenkins is the building principal for Green Meadows High School.  

Charlie has worked in public education for 25 years, first as a Special Education teacher, 

then as a Dean of Students, and an assistant principal before becoming a building 

principal.  Although he began his administrative career at Green Meadows, he moved to 

the middle school to serve as its principal for two years, before returning as the high 

school principal three years ago.  Charlie was inspired to become a teacher after working 

with a mentally retarded neighbor when he was a teenager.  Working with his neighbor 
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convinced him that teaching was his passion in life, and he has loved every minute of his 

career since then.   

 Without hesitation and with much conviction and enthusiasm, Charlie explains,  

I think the key to being a good teacher, dean, assistant principal or principal is 
making connections with students…The kids need to know you care, and you 
mean what you say...   

 
Charlie takes his role as the building principal very seriously.  He views the students as if 

they were his own children, and he makes a commitment to every parent in the district 

that he will love the children and care for them.   

…My measuring stick is how would I want my children to be dealt with.  That’s 
kind of how I deal with it.  I think if there’s a phone call to a parent that needs to 
be made because of something I know, I call that parent.  Regardless of whether 
there’s an incident or whatever, it’s what would I want for my own children.  
 
Charlie attributes his success in the district to having lived there for years himself. 
 
…I live here, I raised my family here.  I’ve taught here.  I know the community.  I 
know everybody, and I think they know that I come to work for the right reasons. 
I think that really goes a long way…I think people know that I treat the kids as I 
would treat my own.  And I have good kids.  I think that’s the biggest thing that 
really helps me…   

 
Additionally, Charlie views himself as a team player.   
 

…I would never ask anybody to do something I wouldn’t do.  So when we have 
professional development or I do an activity, or I ask somebody to do something, 
or chaperone an event, I’m also doing it.   

 
He adheres to this philosophy of leadership because he believes that by modeling the high 

expectations he holds for others, the school community will come together and work 

towards the common goal of supporting the students.   

 Charlie’s knowledge of the student body is evident as he makes his morning 

rounds.  As early as 7:15, he is in the cafeteria, shaking hands, smiling, and greeting 

students as they arrive.  Charlie kindly, but firmly, enforces school rules by casually 
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removing hoods and hats from students’ heads as he moves around the room, but he 

always follows the contact with a smile, a pat on the back, or even a light-hearted 

tousling of hair as he walks by.  He is not confrontational and he does not embarrass the 

students.    

…you never humiliate a kid…you never put a kid in the corner…harming kids is 
a non-negotiable…it cannot happen…fortunately, I have a great staff, and they do 
an unbelievable job of taking care of kids.   

 
The students smile and laugh with Charlie.  Many approach him as he walks 

around, asking about school events, talking about sports, or telling him about college 

acceptances.  He pauses each time a student comes near him to give the student his full 

attention, and he almost always follows-up with a positive physical gesture like a hand 

shake, pat on the back, or even a hug.  Charlie calls out “good morning’s” and “glad to 

see you’s” everywhere he goes in the morning.  He waves to students across the room, 

and they wave back.   

In Charlie’s school, failure is not an option.  “Every child is a gift, and they all 

deserve my attention…” He is forgiving of mistakes, and uses them as opportunities for 

growth.   

I think [my students] respect me because I respect them.  I think they know that I 
have an expectation, and I understand mistakes happen, and that’s ok, but what 
you do after the mistake is what really, really counts in some instances.  I hold 
them to a high level, and they rise up.  I really think kids are unbelievable.  They 
are probably the most underrated population in society.   

 
As Charlie walks the building, the respect the students have for him is obvious.  He asks 

a student, “What am I go to say to you?”  The student replies, “Take off my bag and put it 

in my locker.”  “Yes, please take care of that.”  The student complies without complaint.  

Even when correcting behaviors, Charlie is polite and respectful, encouraging the student 
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to take responsibility for his or her own behavior.   

As Charlie gets called to a class to remove a difficult student, he is not frustrated, 

annoyed, or bothered.  He quietly calls the student’s name when he arrives to the room, 

and the student joins him in the hallway.  “Tell me about it,” are the first words out of 

Charlie’s mouth, and he listens patiently without interruption as the student relays the 

events that transpired.  “I’m not feeling well,” the student explains, “I shouldn’t even be 

here…I’m failing this class…I just have a lot going on…”  Charlie’s hand is on the 

student’s back, and they start walking side by side towards the office still discussing the 

conflict with the teacher that ensued when the student talked back to her.  “Tell me where 

your head was?” Charlie asks, and the student shakes his head and shrugs his shoulder.  

“Write it down, then,” Charlie says, “that will help.  Also, ask yourself, what could you 

have done to get out of this jam?”  The student acknowledges, “I could have asked to go 

to the nurse instead of putting my head down and arguing with the teacher.”  Charlie nods 

his head, and pats the boy on the back. “Stay here for a cool down, and we’ll talk later,” 

he says, and then he continues his rounds of the building.   

Charlie explains,  
 
I think kids are kids…and this is the time when you learn.  And if you’re learning 
and you make a mistake, it’s ok…It’s what you do afterwards…so I can’t say 
there’s failure with kids…when I hear that, it upsets me.  That’s not why we’re 
here, that’s not why the school was built.   

 
Charlie holds students accountable when they make mistakes, telling the boy he pulled 

out of class, “apologies are good, but they may not change your consequences.”   

 Charlie’s interactions with students are relaxed, and almost playful.  His body 

language is open, his hands are down by his sides, and he always has a smile on his face.   

“Hi honey, are you coming to see me at 2:00 pm today?” he calls out to one.  “Hey 
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sweetie, you are looking tired today, is everything ok?” he says to another.  Charlie 

laughs about a basketball goof with a student and gives him a friendly punch in the side, 

and moments later, he calls another over to remind him to put his Ipod away.  As a girl 

passes by, he explains, “Those are nice pajama pants, but are they school pants?”  The 

student shakes her head, and goes to the bathroom to change into her gym clothes.  She 

comes back out and shows him, without being asked to do so.  Charlie thanks her.   

Charlie blends the building of relationships with accountability for following 

school rules almost seamlessly.  To any other person in the room, even when he is 

correcting behaviors, it appears as though Charlie is engaged in the most interesting or 

amusing conversation in the world.  The students are willing participants in these 

interactions, often initiating them themselves, and not one ignores or speaks negatively 

towards Charlie.  It is evident that Charlie believes the best in his students.  He allows 

one to borrow his entire set of keys to go open an equipment closet, reassuring me that 

the student will bring them back, and he gives an angry student an opportunity to cool 

down in the bathroom before talking through what happened earlier in the day.  “There is 

no point trying to speak with him when he is that angry.  I will get nowhere,” he says as 

he waits outside of the bathroom door.   

Sometimes, you need to allow the students to learn how to regulate their own 
behaviors and emotions before holding them accountable for the poor choice.  It 
doesn’t change what they did, or the consequence they will receive, but it gives 
them an opportunity to control themselves before they make a bad situation 
worse.  

  
Charlie knows the names, and nicknames, of almost every student he encounters 

in the hallways.    He also knows their stories.   

That boy’s girlfriend is pregnant, and it’s going to be a tough situation for all of 
them…There’s a nice kid, but parents are getting divorced…I asked that girl 
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about her friend because her friend hasn’t been in school for the last week...His 
mother was killed in a car accident on New Year’s Eve, I wanted to see how he is 
holding up…They live in a rough neighborhood, I want to keep encouraging them 
to get here…He has an elbow injury, but is hoping to be cleared before baseball 
season starts…   

 
What he knows about his students is astonishing, but Charlie simply views it as part of 

his responsibility as the building leader.   

I see some students who have major struggles in their lives, and they are here 
every single day, and they’re doing their best – when many adults how are faced 
with the same situation wouldn’t even get out of bed…I think the kids need to 
know that you come to work for the right reasons, and that’s because you 
care…and you want them to have the best experience at school, because it’s their 
school, not mine…it’s about the kids. 

  
Charlie recognizes that despite the time he wants to spend building relationships 

with students, he still has administrative duties to complete.  He multi-tasks as he walks 

through his building, checking in with teachers, staff, and students as he goes.  His 

conversations with teachers always come second to those he has with students, and he 

will quickly divert his attention from teacher to student – even mid-sentence - if a student 

needs to speak with him.  During the five minute passing of classes, Charlie positions 

himself in the hallway where the most traffic occurs, and calls students over to him to 

remind them of detentions, ask about tardies, thank them for their work, and congratulate 

them on accomplishments.  In one five minute increment, he calls over eight different 

students and handles the required business with each of them before sending them on to 

class.    

Charlie visits classes to both fulfill his supervisory duties, but also to review 

student work, grades, and to say hello to students.  As he completes a walk-through 

observation of an art class, he stops to ask students about their pieces, complimenting 

them, and asking them to explain how they were feeling when they created the art.  One 
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student shares that she has been accepted to a college program, and he hugs her.  “She is 

one of my success stories…,” he shares later, “she was expelled a couple of years ago, 

but got her life together…”  His willingness to forgive while still holding the girl 

accountable for her behavior is what he believes taught the girl a life lesson that cannot 

be reproduced in a traditional classroom.  “She’s going to make it,” he tells me with 

certainty. 

 When it comes to meeting the accountability requirements of NCLB, Charlie 

believes it is a team effort.  He engages the entire school community into the effort of 

making AYP, but essentially, he believes that the school’s success lies within the 

relationships he cultivates each day with his students.   

I expect [students] to do their best, and I think their teachers expect them to do 
their best.  I think the teachers do a good job of showing the importance to the 
community that this is what we’re about, and this is what we do, and when you 
take this test, you do your best.  And you may come up short – if you’re not 
proficient, then we’ll give you help.  But you need to put your best effort in, 
because that’s what we do…   

 
Charlie believes in his teachers, just as much as his students.  He empathizes with the 

pressures they feel in making AYP, but he again emphasizes the sense of teamwork in 

getting the job done.   

I think everyone feels pressure about it…I think it’s really difficult – especially 
your English and Math teachers – but it shouldn’t be just an English or Math 
situation…we’re all in this together, and if everybody does their part, and works 
together on these pieces, then we should be ok…you just keep your nose to the 
grindstone, and keep going at it… 

  
Charlie recognizes that although he holds a powerful position, he should not use 

that power to be intimidating or domineering over others.   

You don’t have power over students or people.  You do things because it’s the 
right thing to do, because you’re a human being and you treat people right…you 
do your best to provide care for other people’s kids that are here…so, it’s not a 
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power thing, it’s the right thing.   
 
Despite his high moral standards, Charlie acknowledges that he has made mistakes 

himself and wishes he had handled things differently.   

I have lost my temper…but I think it was the wrong way to handle the child, and I 
apologized for that with that child…that never works…because kids don’t need to 
be yelled at in school.  They don’t respond that way.  It’s not a motivator, it 
doesn’t change behavior – it gets their attention….but I think my role is to change 
behavior, and yelling doesn’t do it.  It didn’t work for me, and it doesn’t work for 
any adult I know either.   

 
To advocate for this philosophy, there are times when Charlie needs to step back and trust 

others to handle situations if his own frustration level is too high.   

I think I spread myself too thin, and then sometimes you are not as effective as 
you can be because you’re running around taking care of people, and sometimes 
you have to just back off and say – I know you can do that…   

  
Charlie includes others in his decision-making, he nurtures a sense of community 

among all of the stakeholders in his school, and he cares for the students as if they are his 

own children.   

I look at myself as another member of the staff.  I am in charge, and everything 
does end up on my plate, but I’m part of the team…I could not do this by 
myself…everything I do is for the betterment of the kids and their learning…it’s 
not always perfect, and I’m not the best principal in the world…but I do try to 
make decisions for the kids…   

 
Charlie knows that he cannot run the building himself, so he doesn’t try to.   
 

I think the key to it, to really have a good school…you have to rely on the people 
who are in the building.  I rely on the teachers for their knowledge of the 
curriculum, for their knowledge of the kids; I rely on the assistant principals who 
are also out and about; I rely on the secretaries out front – it’s not me.  There are 
so many bigger pieces more important than me in this building, but that’s the 
key…If you can rely on your people, and you have good people…you let them 
know… 
 
Though he caters to the best interests of the students, he also includes them in the 

process by holding them to high behavioral and academic expectations.   
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…when I deal with kids…I want them to know that I’ll do whatever I can to make 
their situation good, but also, that they’ll know they have to hold up their end of 
the deal, and do their part.  I won’t do it for them.  I’ll give them opportunity, I’ll 
give advice, I’ll talk to them, but they have to do it…when they are doing 
something wrong, I’ll tell them, and they know I will notice…and if I hear 
something, I will address it.  I don’t let things go…   

 
At the same time, Chris is generous with his praises of students, and he shows them that 
he cares.   
 

I look them in the eye.  I say hello.  I notice when they have a new haircut or new 
clothes, or if they need lunch, I’ll pick up lunch.  Or if they’re sitting by 
themselves, I’ll have a conversation with them.  If they did a good job, I’ll tell 
them they did a good job – it’s just the little things, the same as you would do 
with anybody else.  Attention – that’s what all kids want…   
 
Charlie is a transformational, democratic, and caring school leader.  He is humble 

in his approach to leadership, viewing himself as a steward of the community, and he 

honestly believes the best in every single student who walks through his door.  He invests 

himself into the building of relationships, and from there, he believes everything else, 

including standardized test scores, will fall into place.  Charlie has cultivated a caring 

school culture, and he practices what he preaches. 

 

Discussion Of Findings  

 
Is There A Leadership Style That Is More Conducive To Balancing Accountability With 

Building Relationships? 
 

Secondary school leaders who use transformational, ethical, and authoritative 

styles of leadership are better able to balance accountability requirements demanded by 

their jobs with the building of relationships with their students. Both Jackie and Charlie 

enjoyed more congenial and authentic encounters with their students while using 

transformational and care-oriented strategies than Tom and Diane did with their 
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overemphasis on transactional and justice-oriented behaviors.  At the same time, both 

Jackie and Charlie held students accountable for their behaviors and their academic 

performance, just as Tom and Diane did.  The difference, however, was in the students’ 

responses to each school leader.  Students responded more positively to Jackie and 

Charlie.  They mimicked their leaders’ openness and friendliness, mirroring positive 

body language and initiating conversations with their principals without prompting.  The 

students were more likely to comply with requests made by Jackie or Charlie, they did 

not ignore these principals, and they participated equally in the exchange of information. 

 As Jackie and Charlie handled disciplinary issues or poor behavior, students 

willingly accepted their part in the conflict or event and took responsibility for their 

actions.  The students demonstrated remorse and apologized to either Jackie or Charlie 

for disappointing them or for making a poor choice.  This indicates that the students cared 

about Jackie and Charlie’s opinion of them.  Students wanted to do well for these 

principals, both behaviorally, and academically.  Students were not allowed to talk their 

way out of their detentions, removal from class, or even suspensions with Jackie and 

Charlie. Instead, the students demonstrated genuine appreciation for being treated in 

caring, respectful ways by ending conversations with Jackie or Charlie with “thank-

you’s,” handshakes, smiles, and even hugs. 

Jackie and Charlie were proactive and had invested time and effort into their 

relationships with the students before the students encountered behavioral or academic 

difficulties. This made the accountability piece easier to manage.  Tom and Diane did not 

share the same experiences when holding students accountable.  Though perhaps more 

objective, their justice-oriented, authoritarian, and transactional approaches to correcting 
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students’ behavior was not well-received.  It was typically tolerated by students in 

deference to the title that Tom and Diane hold as principals, but not because of any true 

feelings of affection between the students and the school leaders.     

Even in dealing with the necessary transactional responsibilities that school 

leaders must handle, Jackie and Charlie did so without sacrificing time spent on 

relationship building.  As both moved around their buildings, participated in activities, or 

supervised cafeteria duty, they multi-tasked.  Conversations with teachers, secretaries, 

counselors, and students occurred discreetly and efficiently to ensure that the business 

piece of school continued to run uninterrupted.   

Tom and Diane also handled these responsibilities, but they became consumed by 

them.  Rather than allowing relationships with students to drive their behaviors and 

decisions, for Tom and Diane, their transactional responsibilities as school leaders 

trumped their interactions with students.  Tom and Diane were consumed with 

managerial, clerical, and authoritarian tasks such as monitoring hallway traffic, checking 

for dress code violations, scanning the room for safety issues, and checking off items on a 

“to do” list.  Jackie and Charlie managed these responsibilities and maintained positive 

contact with their students simultaneously.  Therefore, transformational, ethical, 

authoritative, and care-oriented behaviors were more effective modes of school 

leadership in the building of relationships with students. 

 

Is Leadership Style Related To Gender? 
 
 There is not enough evidence derived from the online survey and the case studies 

to conclude that gender is related to the preferred leadership style of the participants in 



   
 
 

 

132 

this research.  Though there were comments and behaviors made among the participants 

that at times appeared to support the theory and research in this area, there were also 

numerous examples where the behaviors of school leaders directly contradicted the 

established body of research on male and female styles of leadership.  For example, 

although Tom’s leadership style was dominated by justice-oriented and transactional 

behaviors, so was Diane’s.  Just as Jackie engaged in caring, transformational behaviors, 

so did Charlie.  It did not matter if the principal was male or female.  Instead, what 

mattered was his or her approach towards the students.     

The online survey mirrored this discrepancy.  Both male and female participants 

prioritized building relationships with students over more transactional activities such as 

ensuring compliance with school rules, creating a safe environment, and applying 

disciplinary consequences equally; both male and female survey participants described 

their interactions with students as personable and respectful in higher percentages than 

those who described interactions as efficient, frustrating, or neutral; and both male and 

female survey participants use rapport talk during casual conversations in the hallways, 

conferencing, sharing about their personal life, knowing students by name, and inquiring 

about students’ lives outside of school.  Therefore, on the basis of this particular research, 

it cannot be conclusively stated that leadership style is related to one’s gender. 

 
How Can All School Leaders, Regardless Of Gender, Be More Effective In Meeting The 

Demands Of Accountability While Still Caring For The Well-being Of Our Students’ 
Social, Emotional, And Cognitive Development? 

 
 All school leaders, regardless of gender, can be more effective in meeting the 

demands of accountability while still caring for the well-being of our students’ social, 

emotional, and cognitive development by prioritizing the building of relationships over 
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the pursuit of accountability and by creating a school culture or climate of caring.   This 

is done through a combination of strategies, including an ability to multi-task, to maintain 

excellent time management skills, and to hold student to high expectations.  Most 

importantly, however, school leaders believe that visibility in the building and 

engagement in purposeful, meaningful, and genuine interactions with students will 

produce the desired effect:  positive relationships with students.   

 Because the nature of the job requires transactional duties, principals cannot 

neglect to complete administrative, clerical, or bureaucratic tasks in the course of their 

daily work.  They must, therefore, find a way to balance these responsibilities with the 

time and effort required to talk and interact with students.  Effective principals, like 

Jackie and Charlie, are able to multi-task and complete many of their required duties 

while engaging in lively conversations with others.  Their time management skills were 

excellent, and they did not become as preoccupied with transactional tasks as Tom and 

Diane.   

Each case study participant was also able to articulate a belief that students will 

rise to adults’ expectations.  Though Tom and Diane were not observed engaging in these 

behaviors, their responses, as well as Jackie and Charlie’s responses, indicate a belief 

among secondary school leaders that it is possible to build the types of relationships with 

students that motivate students to want to do well for the adults who care for them.  Once 

relationships with students are established, the participants of the case studies agreed that 

students work harder when they feel someone cares about their effort and results. The 

importance of visibility to the building of relationships such as these, however, cannot be 

underestimated.   



   
 
 

 

134 

One hundred percent of the female survey participants and 94.3% of the male 

participants identified visibility at in-school and out-of-school events as their preferred 

way to demonstrate caring.  Tom, Jackie, Diane, and Charlie all agreed both in word and 

in action that it is important to be out and about in the building during the school day and 

in attendance at extracurricular activities.  The positive impact of visibility on the 

development of relationships with students cannot be understated, but is not visibility 

alone that matters.  When Tom and Diane simply planted themselves in the cafeteria or 

hallways, they were not engaged in meaningful dialogue with students.  A principal’s 

mere presence is not enough.  Instead, like Jackie and Charlie, he or she must initiate 

conversation, make him or herself available for questions or comments from students, 

and project positive, open body language towards the students they encounter.   As Tom 

and Diane attempted to interact with students, students moved away quickly, diverted 

their eyes, and appeared uncomfortable with attention from the principal.  The students 

observed with Jackie and Charlie, however, smiled, laughed, and expressed appreciation 

for the comments and gestures that demonstrated these principals’ interest in their lives. 

By consistently inquiring about grades, projects, and other achievements, in addition to 

asking about family and friends, principals like Jackie and Charlie send a clear message 

to their students:  you are important and you matter to me. 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS 

 
This case study examines secondary school leaders’ perceptions of their own 

abilities to build relationships with students and the impact those relationships have on a 

school’s ability to meet AYP requirements.  The purpose of the study was to find a 

leadership style that is more conducive to balancing the pursuit of accountability with the 

building of relationships.  Four in-depth case studies and an online survey were used to 

determine secondary school leaders’ attitudes towards and perceptions of their own 

leadership styles. Participants in both the online survey and the case studies were given a 

series of questions that asked school leaders to identify their priorities, values, and 

philosophies when working with adolescents.     

During a thorough mixed-method review of the data collected through the survey, 

interviews, and field observations, leadership styles of these secondary school leaders 

were analyzed using categories of justice and care-oriented behaviors as a means for 

finding commonalities among effective secondary school leaders (Figure 9).  

Additionally, this research evaluated the role gender plays in the leadership styles, 

behaviors, and decision-making of secondary school leaders to determine whether or not 

gender is a factor influencing which style of leadership is exhibited by principals on a 

regular basis.  The ways that school leaders define and demonstrate their means of caring 

for students were reviewed in an effort to find strategies that all school leaders can use to 

better build relationships with students.  Both the online survey and the four case study 

vignettes examined school leaders’ beliefs about and strategies for cultivating effective 

relationships with adolescents, and several conclusions can be made from the results.  
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Justice-oriented, Transactional, & Authoritarian Style Care-oriented, Transformational, & Authoritative Style 
• Following rules without exception 

• Enforcing disciplinary consequence literally 

• Using logical and rational decision-making 

• Limiting the influence of emotion, feelings, and 
personal relationships  

(Pellerin, 2005) 

• Maintaining positive relationships 

• Allowing for flexibility when personal circumstances 
warrant exceptions to rules 

• Holding others to high standards, but providing 
support and encouragement 

 
(Pellerin, 2005) 

• Focusing on day-to-day management 

• Adhering to rules and procedures 

• Maintaining chain of command 

• Following hierarchical distribution of power 

 
(Eagly & Johannesen-Smith, 2001; Mandell & Pherwani, 
2003) 

• Cultivating a sense of collective responsibility for 
decision-making 

• Including all stakeholders in decision-making 

• Interpreting rules and procedures situationally 

• Following egalitarian distribution of power 

(Eagly & Johannesen-Smith, 2001; Mandell & Pherwani, 
2003) 

• Using modes of communication that focus on 
hierarchical distributions of power 

• Engaging in task-oriented behaviors 

• Strictly interpreting rules 

• Applying consequences equally in all situations 
without exceptions 

• Applying an ethic of justice to own analysis of 
situations and behaviors 

(Kohlberg, 1975; Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011) 

• Using democracy  and collaboration to make 
decisions 

• Using an internal measurement or intuition to make 
decisions 

• Empathizing with others 

• Nurturing others 

• Applying an ethic of care to own analysis of situations 
and behaviors 

(Gilligan, 1982; Belenky et al., 1997; Jaggar, 1992 as cited 
by Tong & Williams, 2009; Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011) 

• Using talk to disseminate information as quickly and 
efficiently as possible 

• Using talk to preserve one’s own status 

(Tannen, 2001) 

• Using talk to make connections, and to support and 
encourage others 

• Using talk to preserve relationships with others  

(Tannen, 2001) 
Examples: 

• Tom’s comparison of following the school rules to 
following traffic rules 

• Diane’s focus on her To-Do list 

• Tom’s patrolling during cafeteria and hall duty 

• Diane’s concerns about school board pressures 

Examples: 

• Charlie’s perceptions of his team running the school 

• Jackie’s concern for her student’s broken hand 

• Charlie’s intimate knowledge of his students’ lives 
outside of school 

• Jackie’s after school girls club 

Figure 9.  A Comparison Of Justice-Oriented, Transactional, And Authoritarian Leadership Styles 
with Care-Oriented, Transformational And Authoritative Leadership Styles Used By Secondary 
School Leaders 
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 The specific research questions this study addresses are: 

• Is there a leadership style that is more conducive to balancing accountability with 
building relationships? 

• Is this style related to one’s gender?  If so, in what ways? 

• How can all school leaders, regardless of gender, be more effective in meeting the 
demands of accountability while still caring for the well-being of our students’ 
social, emotional, and cognitive development?  

 

Relationship To Theory 
 
 Leadership theories emphasize several basic characteristics of effective 

leadership.  These include a range of behaviors from the day-to-day management of 

operations to involvement in democratic dialogue and collaboration in decision-making.  

Because a secondary administrator has so many varying responsibilities, being a high 

school principal requires a delicate balance of both transactional and transformational 

styles (Figure 10).    

Secondary school leaders must participate in facility management, budgetary 

planning, disciplinary investigations, and career planning.  They are also responsible for 

scheduling, staff development, supervision and evaluation of faculty, and adhering to 

local, state, and federal laws and mandates, including NCLB.  To handle these types of 

responsibilities well, secondary school leaders must be adept at transactional behaviors.  

They must enforce workplace standards and school rules, define task-oriented goals, and 

meet deadlines.  The nature of school leadership requires a wide variety of transactional 

responsibilities, and as the body of research clearly articulates, with justice-oriented 

behaviors, transactional leaders can produce results (Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001; 

Eagly & Karau, 1992; Mandell & Perwanni, 2003).  The concern when applied to 
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education, however, is what types of results are produced.  Schools that run efficiently, 

enforce rules, and meet standardized testing benchmarks are not necessarily those that 

maintain a culture of caring or nurture the growth of the whole child.  Transactional 

school leaders can keep the “machine” running as clearly demonstrated by Tom and 

Diane, but they risk neglecting the care of their students while doing so.   

Examples of Transactional 
Responsibilities 

Examples of Transformational 
Responsibilities 

• Supervision in cafeteria, hallways, & 
common areas 

• Enforcing school rules & assigning 
disciplinary consequences 

• Making AYP  

• Monitoring safety 

• Adhering to school board policies and 
local, state, & federal laws 

• Following directions from superiors 
(Superintendent, School Board, etc.) 

• Maintaining the schedule 

• Evaluating faculty and staff 

• Participating in meetings 

• Managing the facility 

• Planning and balancing school budget 

• Meeting deadlines 

• Preparing students with life skills including 
following rules, obeying authority, 
maintaining order, meeting deadlines, etc. 

• Building relationships with students 

• Listening to student, parent, faculty, and 
staff concerns 

• Collaborating on new initiatives, 
instructional programs, etc. 

• Being visible and participating at in and 
out of school events 

• Inquiring about the well-being of students, 
parents, faculty, and staff 

• Motivating others to do their jobs well or 
work hard 

• Encouraging others to feel good about 
themselves 

• Mediating conflicts between parties 

• Building a positive school culture 

• Preparing students with life skills including 
questioning rules, flexibility, empathy, 
compassion, citizenship, etc. 

 
Figure 10.  Examples of transactional and transformational responsibilities of 
secondary principals 
 
 
 



   
 
 

 

139 

The findings of the research conclude that there is a leadership style that is more 

conducive to balancing accountability with building relationships.  School leaders, like 

Jackie and Charlie, who use transformational and authoritarian styles are better able to 

build the type of positive relationships between themselves and their students that 

develop an appropriate comfort level and encourage an open dialogue between 

participants. 

This study reaffirms Gross’s (2005) belief that the traditional transactional 

methods of school leadership are ineffective in meeting the all of the needs of modern 

students.  Certainly transactional behaviors ensure that schedules run smoothly, rules are 

enforced, information is shared and processed, and deadlines are met.  However, 

transactional modes of leadership are ill equipped to respond to tearful students, broken 

homes, failing grades, and low self-esteem.  All four case study participants recognize 

and acknowledge that today’s students are bringing so much “baggage” with them to 

school that it is difficult for students to concentrate on academic performance alone.  

School leaders are expected to be counselors, mediators, social workers, and negotiators.  

They must be diplomatic, engaging, and collaborative.   

School leaders must possess strong interpersonal skills, and they must have an 

inclusive style that makes others feel valued.  Therefore, although the daily realities of 

school operations require transactional behaviors, school leaders must also be ethical, 

transformational, and authoritative in their approach to their students and their school 

communities.  Ethical and transformational leadership requires school leaders to preserve 

the dignity and character of others.  It manifests itself in visible acts of humility, 

generosity, forgiveness, and trustworthiness, and it is an inclusive approach that values 
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the contributions of all stakeholders in decision-making (Henderson, 2003; Maak & 

Pless, 2006; Noddings, 1995; Resick et al., 2006; Sergiovanni, 1995/2011; Shapiro & 

Gross, 2008; Shapiro & Stefkovich, 2011).   

Four distinct styles of school leadership emerged from the four case study 

vignettes:  authoritative, transactional, authoritarian, and transformational.  Tom provides 

readers with a clear example of a school leader who emphasizes authoritative methods 

and behaviors over more nurturing or care-oriented behaviors.  Tom relied upon an ethic 

of justice, prioritizing the following of school rules, maintaining “law and order,” and 

establishing a physical presence in the hallways and common areas of the building.  The 

image he projects to others is focused on a hierarchical distribution of power within the 

school building.  In other words, through his behaviors and body language, Tom asserts 

his own status over that of the students.  His patrolling, reminders of the rules, and short, 

curt exchanges with students, demonstrate that he possesses power over the students. 

Students must obey him without question, and he does not distract himself from that 

purpose with “niceties” or rapport talk. 

 Diane, however, establishes herself as a transactional leader.  She is consumed by 

“administrivia,” and spends the majority of her time and attention on clerical or 

bureaucratic tasks.  Even when she is being visible throughout the building, Diane is 

focused more on the day to day operations of the building than she is on building her 

relationships with students.  Although Diane verbally expressed more care and concern 

for her students than Tom did, she confessed that with limited time in the work day, she 

must prioritize transactional tasks, essentially because her own bosses, the school board, 

expect her to do so.  Power for Diane is also hierarchical.  She receives directives from 
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above, and it is her responsibility to carry out those directives by delegating 

responsibilities to her assistant principals, her faculty and staff, and her students.   

 In direct contrast to both Tom and Diane, Jackie and Charlie present a very 

different picture of secondary school leadership.  Jackie is an authoritative school leader.  

She relies on the ethic of care as she nurtures and cultivates her relationships with 

students. Despite her tendency to nurture or empathize with students, Jackie is not a 

pushover or “soft.”  Jackie holds students to very high expectations of behavior, and she 

holds them accountable when mistakes are made.  Jackie shares power with her students, 

engaging them in a democratic dialogue that encourages them to reflect on their decision-

making, take responsibility for poor choices, and accept consequences for their behavior.  

Jackie provides support and safety nets, such as her after school girls club, and she 

invests much time and effort into getting to know her students.  This helps Jackie to 

better understand what motivates her students to act the way they do, and it helps her to 

find ways to connect behaviors and consequences to students in meaningful ways.   

 Like Jackie, Charlie shares power with his students.  He recognizes that 

adolescence is a time of growth and learning, and he engages students in reflective 

conversations that allow them to participate in the determination of their own 

consequences.  Charlie is a transformational leader.  He includes others in his decision-

making, he cultivates a shared sense of responsibility among all stakeholders in the 

school community, and he nurtures, encourages, and respects those he works with.  

Although both Jackie and Charlie are responsible for adhering to district policies and 

procedures, and they both recognize the importance of the AYP requirements of NCLB, 

they both advocate for relationships before accountability.  As authoritative and 
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transformational school leaders, Jackie and Charlie prioritize the building of relationships 

as the means to the end:  meeting AYP and seeing student academic achievement.  With 

the relationship present, both Jackie and Charlie believe that students will want to come 

to school, try their best, and feel good about their own social, emotional, and cognitive 

growth. 

School leaders who participated in both the case study and the online survey 

supported the use of transformational behaviors, including visibility, flexibility, 

considering personal circumstances, and sharing about themselves, as a means for 

building relationships with the students with whom they work.  Transformational 

decisions are made using the lens of the ethic care, in consideration of the students’ 

overall well-being, and effective school leaders, like Jackie and Charlie, clearly articulate 

the importance of being stewards to those in their care.  Jackie describes it as being a 

“mother to 583 kids every day,” while Charlie explains that he bases his decisions on 

what he would want for his own children.  Each of these philosophies implies a level of 

intimacy with students that transcends a task-oriented, managerial approach to school 

leadership. 

Jackie and Charlie adhere to Sergiovanni’s assertion that leaders must be 

collegial, cultivate a shared sense of “we” among the school community, and meet 

students’ needs for a sense of belongingness or gemeinschaft before they can focus on 

meeting academic expectations and AYP requirements (Sergiovanni, 1994; 1995/2011).  

This is what motivates Jackie to continue her after-school girls’ club, and what prompts 

Charlie to know as many specific details about his students’ lives as possible.  Jackie and 

Charlie value the sense of team that exists in their buildings.  This is evident as Jackie 



   
 
 

 

143 

describes the team of high school administrators she works with and meets with on a 

weekly basis, and as Charlie explains that he is only one part of the team.  Both rely on 

others as much as themselves in order to keep things running smoothly in their high 

schools.   

At the same time, school leaders have a responsibility for holding students 

accountable for their behaviors and their performance.  Keeping a building of hundreds of 

individuals under control does require justice-oriented behaviors such as cafeteria duty, 

bus duty, hallway duty, and the distribution of disciplinary consequences for infractions 

that occur.  All four of the case study participants engaged in these types of behaviors, 

but they also did so in stark contrast to one another.  Jackie and Charlie used these duties 

as opportunities for more relationship building in authoritative ways, while Tom and 

Diane distanced themselves from meaningful interactions with students in an effort to 

appear more authoritarian, “in charge,” and objective.  In these cases, an authoritative 

style is more appropriate.   

Authoritative leadership is a style that emphasizes the maintaining of positive 

relationships while allowing for flexibility in the interpretation of rules and consequences 

(Pellerin, 2005).  It rejects the “one size fits all” model of transactional leadership, but it 

still holds others to high expectations.  Authoritative leaders seek to use disciplinary 

consequences as teaching tools, not as punishment, and they solicit input from all 

involved in an incident, even the offender, in order to be more egalitarian and democratic. 

This style was modeled effectively by Jackie and Charlie as they worked with students to 

recognize and accept responsibility for bad choices.   

All four principals in the case study are ethical leaders.  Tom and Diane, however, 
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focused more on the ethic of justice in their words and behaviors, while Jackie and 

Charlie focused more on the ethic of caring.   This research finds that the overuse of 

justice-oriented behaviors is ineffective in building relationships with adolescents.  In 

fact, when Tom and Diane engaged in these behaviors, students were repelled, not 

attracted to them.  Instead, through genuine demonstrations of caring, both Jackie and 

Charlie were able to gain students’ trust, encourage students’ cognitive growth, and 

nurture students’ social and emotional development.  

 Both Jackie and Charlie valued the need to develop resiliency among their at-risk 

populations, but also to harness the power of high self-esteem.   They taught their 

students coping mechanisms to overcome adversity, strengthen their resiliency, and make 

better choices in the future.  Their behaviors support the resiliency approach advocated 

by the Pennsylvania Department of Education (Henderson, 2003), but neither Jackie or 

Charlie had been specifically trained in these areas.  Additionally, with the exception of 

Diane, who had been certified as a school counselor, none of the case study participants 

had taken coursework in counseling, mediation, or conflict resolution.  Therefore, for 

someone like Tom, who did not find these types of interactions to come naturally or 

easily, it may not have been lack of desire to engage with students in these ways, but 

more likely a lack of training to be able to do this well.  Tom did not inherently possess 

these types of interpersonal skills, and his principal certification program did not prepare 

him to develop in these areas. 

 Finally, this study corroborates Follett’s theories on effective leadership.  As 

Follett advocated, leaders are not only responsible for others, but to others (Follett, 1919; 

1924; 1928; 1949/2003).  Tom, Jackie, Diane, and Charlie were each able to describe 
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situations when they took the personal circumstances of students into account when 

determining disciplinary consequences, and 65.7% of the survey respondents agree that 

doing so is an important way to show students they are cared for. School leaders must 

make decisions based on Follett’s “law of the situation,” recognizing that there are times 

when exceptions are warranted and flexibility is needed to best help students grow 

socially, emotionally, and cognitively.   

 

Relationship To Literature 
 
 The majority of the findings from this case study reinforce existing literature on 

the importance of relationships to adolescent development.  As Fullan (2001; 2002) 

explained, relationship building is one of the five core mind-sets of successful leaders, 

and relationships establish the foundation for long-term change in an institution, 

including academic performance. Much of the literature also agrees that relationships are 

positively correlated with improving academic growth among students (Brown, 2004; 

Gilligan, 1999; Greeson et al., 2009; Kohn, 1994;  Ma, 2003; Masten, 2009; Niebuhr & 

Niebuhr, 1999; Poland, 2011; Sergiovanni, 1994; Smyth, 2006).  Relationships provide 

students with the sense of belongingness that Maslow’s hierarchy indicates must be 

present before individuals can advance to higher stages of development (Huitt, 2007; 

Jensen, 2009; Kozol, 1991; 2005; Payne, 1996; Yazzie-Mintz, 2010).  Without 

relationships and a sense of community or belongingness, students’ cognitive 

development will become stagnant (Nichols, 2004).  Although the scope of this study did 

not specifically analyze academic growth or performance in the four school districts 

chosen for the case study, the evidence gained through the surveys, interviews, and field 
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observations reiterates how relationships between school leaders and students contribute 

to a sense of community belongingness and how they can have a positive impact within 

high schools overall.  

Tom, Jackie, Charlie, and Diane conclusively agree with the existing literature that 

relationships with adults matter to students (Balfanz, 2007; Juvonen, 2007; MacIver, 

2010; Noddings, 2005; Wigfield & Wentzel, 2007). The majority of the survey 

participants also agree that caring relationships with secondary students are critical to the 

students’ academic, emotional, and social wellbeing. They also agree that visibility is the 

best way to cultivate those relationships. Relationships can be the “hook” that gets some 

students to come to school and it can provide the motivation for students to want to do 

their best.  The relationships observed between Jackie, Charlie, and each of their students 

supported this assertion.  Walking the halls, monitoring students during cafeteria duty, 

visiting classrooms, and attending extracurricular events are just a few of the ways school 

leaders can maintain the high levels of visibility needed to build these relationships, but 

this does come at a cost.  Each case study participant recognizes that the daily, 

transactional requirements of their job regularly interfere with his or her ability to build 

these relationships.  Without making conscious efforts to get out and about in the 

building, it is very likely that these four individuals would spend their entire day handling 

bureaucratic responsibilities.   

All four of the case study participants and 4.5% of the survey respondents indicate 

that there is not enough time to invest in relationships when there is so much work to be 

done in schools.  This was best illustrated by Diane’s frustrations with the cuts to her 

administrative staff and her needing to fill in as the high school’s Athletic Director, 
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knowing how much other work was piling up in her office, including writing weekly logs 

to school board members explaining how the school will meet AYP.   Charlie laments 

that “I spread myself too thin…you want to do more, but you just can’t…” Diane’s 

experiences and the similar expressions of frustration shared by Tom, Jackie, and Charlie 

support the existing literature that describes today’s school leaders as becoming 

overburdened and distracted by accountability requirements and neglecting relationships 

to meet bureaucratic or hierarchical expectations (Gross, 2005, as cited in Shapiro & 

Gross, 2008). Without an ability to multi-task, school leaders can quickly become 

overwhelmed with the sheer volume of administrative, clerical, and bureaucratic duties 

that can keep them “chained” to their desks or in attendance at meeting after meeting. 

The significant difference among these school leaders is that Jackie and Charlie 

choose to ignore the work piling up on their desks in favor of building relationships with 

students.  Charlie explains, “You’re here to have the best school that you can possibly put 

together as a leader…you have to be very, very visible. You can’t be in your office…a lot 

of the work you have to do is with people, and you have to do it while the people are 

here…you take care of the other things when people leave, so your hours are very long.“  

Jackie echoes this sentiment as she describes an area for her own professional growth, 

“…a lot of other things go the side…that’s one of the things I’m working on this year, 

figuring out what’s imperative…and what can wait…I don’t get my walk-throughs done 

every month…because the piece with the student is the number one priority.” Secondary 

school leaders must prioritize visibility during school hours in order to truly build 

effective and positive relationships with students, and this may require sacrificing time 

spent on transactional tasks. 
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In regard to gender differences, the findings of this study demonstrate that effective 

leadership is not synonymous with either stereotypically male or female styles of 

leadership.  Research indicates that men are usually associated with transactional, 

hierarchical, and competitive behaviors, while women are usually thought of as 

transformational, more democratic, and cooperative by nature (Bartunek et al., 2000; 

Basic & Young, 2001; Early & Carla, 2007; Mac & Pleas, 2006). The conclusions found 

in this online survey and the case study vignettes, however, challenge the assumption that 

men are not capable being democratic, transformational, or as comfortable using caring 

and nurturing behaviors as women are.  

Responses and behaviors of the male and female participants in both the case studies 

and the online survey fell across both categories of justice-oriented and care-oriented 

behaviors without regard to the gender of the respondent.  Female participants were able 

to engage in justice-oriented, authoritarian, and transactional behaviors, just as frequently 

as male participants did.  Similarly, male participants were equally able to demonstrate 

care-oriented, authoritative, and transformational behaviors, just as female participants 

did.   

For example, although Tom’s behaviors seemed to favor more transactional, 

authoritarian, and justice-oriented behaviors, so did Diane’s, and while Jackie seemed 

very comfortable caring and nurturing her students, so did Charlie.  Jackie and Charlie 

were more authoritative and transformational in their approaches to working with 

students, while Tom and Diane appeared to be more preoccupied with the daily 

management of the building and the enforcement of school rules.   

Unless equipped with the interpersonal skills of leaders like Jackie and Charlie, 
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engaging in rapport talk can be intimidating to some school leaders.  Both Jackie and 

Charlie were skilled in the use of Tannen’s (1991; 1994) report talk and rapport talk, 

while Tom and Diane seemed to struggle with this “fluency.”   Tom and Diane expressed 

a belief in the importance of rapport talk, but in practice, each floundered.  Students 

generally responded to either Tom or Diane with a sense of polite respect, but there was 

little genuine rapport.  The survey results echo these observations, with both male and 

female participants providing a wide range of responses that fall across the spectrum of 

transactional and transformational communication styles, and other than in one minor 

category, no statistically significant differences between the male and female responses 

were found.     

In addition to communication styles, the participants in the case study did not 

demonstrate the stereotypical behaviors associated with the exercise of power, 

managerial responsibilities, and the consideration of others’ feelings when making 

decision-making among men and women.  The literature would suggest that male leaders 

exercise power hierarchically while female leaders have a tendency to be more 

democratic and share power; that male leaders focus on facts and efficiency, while female 

leaders focus on feelings and caring; and that male leaders prefer objectivity in decision-

making while female leaders are more comfortable with subjectivity (Belenky et al., 

1986/1997;  Eagly et al., 1992; Eagly & Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001; Hallinger & 

Leithwood, 1998; Lee, Smith, & Cioci, 1993; MacCullum, 1991). In contrast, the 

behaviors of the case study participants and the online survey participants did not 

conform to these expectations, and in fact, they blatantly contradicted them.  Instead, the 

notion that both male and female leaders are equally capable of being transactional, 
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transformational, authoritarian, authoritative, justice-oriented, and caring-oriented was 

supported quantitatively and qualitatively in both the responses to the online survey and 

the case study vignettes.  These qualities appeared to be situational and interchangeable 

for the participants in this study and not necessarily dependent upon the gender of the 

participants. 

Limitations Of The Study 
 

As stated earlier in the paper, the findings of this study cannot be generalized and 

applied to other school districts and other school leaders.  This study included only a 

small, purposeful sample of participants.  The conclusions derived from my analysis of 

the online survey results, the case study interviews, and my field observations only apply 

to this group of participants.  There is a wide variety of influential factors that impact the 

development – or lack of development – of relationships between groups of individuals.  

Additionally, due to the increasing amounts of administrative responsibilities being 

placed on school leaders during this time of financial hardships, budget cuts that include 

the loss of vital school personnel, and increased competition from charter, cyber, and 

private schools, there is rarely enough time in the day for even the most ambitious, well-

organized, and motivated leaders.  Many principals believe in the positive benefits of 

relationship building, but, due to managerial and bureaucratic tasks, they simply do not 

have the ability to maintain the high levels of visibility needed to do so.   

 
 

Recommendations For Future Research 
 
 Recommendations for future research regarding effective leadership styles in 

secondary education include:  1) further examination of additional variables, beyond 
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gender, that could impact the exercise of leadership in secondary schools; 2) further 

analysis of academic performance including PSSA scores, student grades, and graduation 

rates among schools and its relationship to leaders who use transformational styles; and 

3) further study of principal certification programs to determine whether or not they are 

adequately equipping future principals with the interpersonal skills so necessary for 

building positive relationships with students. 

 There needs to be a further examination of additional variables, beyond gender, 

that can impact the exercise of leadership in secondary schools.  For example, does the 

age of the school leader influence his or her ability to better relate with adolescents?  Do 

assistant principals need to be more justice-oriented in their daily tasks than building 

principals due to the sheer number of disciplinary infractions assistant principals need to 

deal with?  Are there certain types of personalities among both men and women that are 

drawn to school leadership positions, thus lessening the likelihood of seeing dramatic 

differences in the way male and female principals behave?  Do effective school principals 

have higher levels of emotional intelligence and interpersonal skills than less effective 

principals, therefore having an easier time building positive relationships with those 

around them?  All of these questions extend beyond the scope of this particular study, but 

each is worthy of further exploration and investigation.   

 Although this research indicates that there are viable strategies that can be used by 

school leaders to building relationships with the students in their schools, this research 

does not address whether or not those relationships actually improve academic 

performance or numerically increase the number of students meeting AYP proficiency 

requirements in a district.  The literature suggests that academic achievement occurs 
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when positive relationships exist, however, this case study does not include an analysis of 

PSSA scores, student grades, or graduation rates among the participants.  This type of 

analysis would be an interesting and valuable addition to the scope of this research in the 

future.  Knowing whether or not students in these schools value their relationships with 

their principals enough to take standardized tests more seriously, and therefore perform 

better academically, would make a tremendous contribution to the existing literature. 

 My final recommendation for future research on effective leadership styles in 

secondary education is further study of principal certification programs to determine 

whether or not they are adequately equipping future principals with the transformational 

and interpersonal skills needed to build relationships with students. A comparison of 

principal training and certification programs could determine how much of their required 

curriculum involves coursework that is transactional and justice-oriented, such as school 

law, data analysis, financial management, and human resources, versus coursework that 

is transformational and care-oriented, including ethics, communication or public 

relations, counseling, and conflict resolution.  Certainly, a principal’s job includes all of 

these responsibilities, however, my fear is that without a balance between transactional 

and transformational skills, principal training and certification programs are not only 

doing a disservice to future school leaders by leaving them unprepared for their jobs, but 

more importantly, they are doing a disservice to future students needing school leaders 

who can demonstrate genuine care and concern for their well-being.   

 

The Case Study Approach 
 
 The case study approach for this research was beneficial because it allowed me to 
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become more fully immersed into the workings of secondary school leadership.  Being 

able to both interview and observe the case study participants was an invaluable 

opportunity to evaluate whether what the participants said and did aligned.  Because I 

was attempting to understand a real-life phenomenon in depth, case study, and therefore, 

the qualitative approach, was appropriate to use (Yin, 2009).  

 

Implications For The Field 
 
 The mixed methods approach used in this research made five valuable 

contributions to the existing literature.  First, it reaffirmed that because they believe it is 

critical to students’ academic, emotional, and social well-being, secondary school leaders 

value caring relationships with their students.  Adolescence is such a critical period of 

growth, teenagers need support as they experiment, test boundaries, and develop a sense 

of identity.  Because adolescents spend so many hours physically present in the school 

building, to ignore these parts of their growth and development in favor of an 

overemphasis solely on test scores would be negligent.  The school leaders in this study 

do not always have the time they would like to spend building relationships, and positive 

interpersonal skills and improvisation with students seemed to come easier to some of the 

school leaders than for others, but all of them recognize the importance of relationships to 

their work with students.     

Second, the school leaders in this study view the building of relationships as 

important, if not more important than meeting the accountability requirements of NCLB.  

For many researchers, to prioritize high stakes testing and accountability over care-

oriented behaviors that build relationships is morally wrong (Follett, 1919; 1949/2003; 
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Noddings, 1995; 2005; Sergiovanni, 1994; 1995/2011; Shapiro & Gross, 2008; Shapiro & 

Stefkovich, 2011).  Similarly, nearly 66% of the online survey participants identified 

building relationships as a priority when working with students, while only three, or 4.5% 

of the respondents, identified making AYP as his or her priority.  This is an important 

observation, not only for advocates of transformational and ethical leadership, but for 

those who advocate for the use of high stakes testing as a means for holding schools 

accountable.  As policymakers consider our future as a society, perhaps they need to 

reevaluate the role of caring relationships and the development of social skills among our 

students, and demand the nurturing of empathy and compassion among our young people 

in the development of productive, contributing members of our community.  

Third, this study asserts that visibility is an important strategy used by school 

leaders to build and maintain positive relationships with their students.  This visibility, 

however, cannot simply be the physical presence of the leader in public places or 

common areas of the building, as both Tom and Diane’s behavior indicated.  Instead, it 

must involve genuine interactions with students.  It can include “business-like” items 

such as checking in on grades, reminders about detentions, or following-up with teachers, 

as Jackie and Charlie demonstrated with their multi-tasking, however, at its essence, the 

purpose of the visibility must be to engage in sincere social interactions with students 

about things the students care about themselves.  This could include sports, 

extracurricular activities, family life, and social events at school, but most easily, it can 

be asking the student how he or she is doing, and spending the time to listen to the 

response.   

To do this, educational policy makers, school boards, and district office 
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administrators need to closely examine the tasks assigned to building administrators.  

There are a limited numbers of hours in the school day, and ratios of building 

administrators to faculty, staff, and students are not balanced.  Visibility of school leaders 

boosts morale, builds a sense of community, keeps leaders in touch with the pulse of the 

building, and demonstrates care and concern for what is happening beyond the office.  

Freeing up school leaders’ time during the traditional school day to allow them more 

opportunities to mix and mingle with faculty, students, and staff must become a priority 

to those who plan schedules, assign staffing, and distribute financial resources.  

   Fourth, leadership style does not correlate with the gender of the study’s 

participants. Effective school leaders are not specifically male or female school leaders.  

Instead, they are leaders who have learned how to use transactional and transformational 

styles interchangeably and appropriately.   This is not to suggest that there are no 

differences between men and women at all.  In fact, the stereotypical differences between 

men and women that do exist are often those that enrich life experiences and at times, 

provide us with comedic relief.  However, this case study suggests that with adequate 

training, both male and female principals are equally capable of using transformational, 

authoritative, and ethical styles of leadership. More effective school leaders will be to the 

benefit of all our secondary students by providing role models and mentors of both 

genders who can relate to and motivate young people.  

This study reasserts and supports the notion that the most effective leadership 

style among secondary school leaders to balance accountability while building positive 

relationships with adolescents is transformational, ethical, and authoritative in its 

approach. School leaders who engage in this type of approach are able to develop a 
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culture of caring that simultaneously holds students to high behavioral and academic 

expectations.  The results of this case study can be used by educators, policymakers, and 

any community members who have a vested interest in the future of public education.  

The vignettes used in this research provide vivid accounts of routines and interactions in 

the daily life of a secondary school leader, and they expose readers to examples of both 

transactional and transformational methods of leadership styles.  As public schools near 

NCLB’s 2014 deadline for 100% proficiency in core subject areas, readers can gain a 

better understanding of effective strategies used to build the relationships with students 

that could lead to academic growth and progress.  These relationships are not only 

beneficial in developing a caring school culture, but they nurture social, emotional, and 

cognitive development among adolescents, and this will be an invaluable investment into 

our future.   
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APPENDIX A 
 
Investigator’s Name:  Karen R. Nell 
 
Title of Study: Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence 
of Leadership Styles on Secondary Schools 
 
Interview Protocol: Questions for the Participant 
 

1. Introduction of Self and Research 
• State name and date of interview 
• State name of participant 
• State job title of participant 
• Explain purpose of research – to gain insight and understanding into what 

leadership strategies are most effective in building relationships with 
secondary students 

• Review method of data collection – recording of interviews, observations 
• Explain dissemination – use for dissertation 
• Review confidentiality – names of participants, student references, or any 

other identifying labels (school name, teachers, etc.) will be changed before 
publication and dissemination of information 

 
2. Participant’s Experience and Expertise 

• Can you please introduce yourself and describe your experiences in secondary 
education? 

• Why did you choose to pursue a career in education? 
• How many years did you work in a secondary setting?  In what capacity have 

you worked with students? 
• How would you describe your relationships with your students?  How do you 

think they would describe it? 
• Can you describe your “typical” interactions with students?  Where? When? 

Under what circumstances? 
• What defines success for you when working with a student?  In your 

experiences with handling students, can you describe the type of student you 
consider yourself to be the most successful with? Why do you feel you are 
successful with this type of student?  Can you give me a specific example? 

• What defines failure for you when working with a student?  In your 
experiences with handling students, can you describe the type of student you 
consider a struggle to work with?  Why do you feel this way?  Can you give 
me a specific example? 

 
 

3. Participant’s Leadership Style, Preferences, and Strategies 
• In your experience, what strategies have you found to be the most successful 

in building positive relationships and managing student behavior?  (For 
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example:  casual conversations, conferencing, parent contact, attending 
extracurricular events, etc.)  Why do you feel these strategies are successful?  

• What strategies have you found to be the least successful (For example:  
engaging in power struggles, raising voice, assigning detention, etc.)?  Why 
do you feel these strategies are not successful?   

• Can you think of any examples where you wish you had handled things 
differently?  Explain.  

• What three words would you use to describe our leadership style as an 
administrator?  

• What do you view as your greatest strength/weakness as a school leader?  
Why? 

• Consider a situation, such as a disciplinary interaction or conversation, you 
experienced between yourself and a student when you wish you had handled 
differently.  Explain the situation.  How did it make you feel? Why do you 
wish you had handled it differently?  How might you handle that a similar 
situation in the future? 

• Consider a situation you experienced between yourself and a student that you 
feel went particularly well.  What about the situation caused you to feel that 
way?   

• Describe your philosophy as a school leader.  How do you implement that 
philosophy into your daily practice? 

 
4. Participant’s Understanding of Justice, Caring, and the Exercise of Power in 

Secondary Schools 
• What is your understanding of the exercise of power between an administrator 

and a student? 
• How does it make you feel to be in a position of power and authority when 

working with students? 
• What are your priorities when working with students? 
• How do you work with students and teachers in meeting the requirements of 

NCLB? 
• How do you build relationships with your students? 
• How do you show students that you care about them? 
• How do you hold students accountable for their behavior? 
• Are you able to balance accountability with building relationships?  If so, 

how?  If not, what would you need to be able to do so? 
   

5. Conclusion 
• What advice would you give to other school leaders when trying to manage 

and work with secondary students? 
• Is there anything I haven’t asked you that you would like to add to our 

discussion? 
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APPENDIX B 
 

SUPERINTENDENT’S PERMISSION TO STUDY 
 
Dear Superintendent: 
 
      My name is Karen Nell and I am currently an elementary principal in the Manheim Township 
School District located in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania.  I have worked in the field of secondary 
education for the last 11 years and have served as a secondary assistant principal for three and a half of 
those years.   
 
      I am currently a third year doctoral student at Temple University in the Educational Leadership 
and Policy Studies Program.  I am beginning my dissertation research in the fall of 2011.  The topic of my 
dissertation is “Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence of Leadership Styles 
on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators.”  The purpose of my study is to explore ways that 
male and female secondary school leaders can balance the pressures associated with accountability and the 
building of positive relationships with students.  This information will be useful to educators, policymakers, 
and any community members who have a vested interest in providing students with the highest quality 
education possible.   Since the debate over high-stakes testing and accountability continues to rage, this 
study will provide the reader with an alternative perspective on the ability of school leaders to care for 
students while still meeting the requirements of accountability. 
 
      I am seeking your approval for your district to participate in this qualitative case study about 
secondary school leadership.  The study will involve the completion of an electronic survey by your high 
school administrators, and if they are randomly selected, the conducting of audiotaped interviews of your 
high school administrators that will last approximately 45 minutes in length. Questions in the interview will 
cover topics including the participants’ levels of experience and expertise; his or her leadership styles, 
preferences and strategies; and his or her understanding of justice, caring, and the exercise of power in 
secondary schools. 
 
 I would also like your permission to visit the high school on two to four occasions in order to 
shadow and observe the daily interactions between your high school principals and their students.  During 
these observations, I will not participate in any of the interactions between principal and student.  
Information gained through these observations will be held in the highest levels of confidentiality.  
Confidentiality of all participants will also be upheld through the use of pseudonyms in order to protect 
each individual’s identity.   
 
      Please let me know if you are willing to allow your administrators to participate in this study by 
signing and returning the second page of this letter in the self-addressed stamped envelope included for 
your convenience.  I believe this study will contribute much to our understanding of effective leadership at 
the secondary level.   If you wish to contact me with any questions or feedback, I can be reached at 
tuc09706@temple.edu or by cell phone at (717) 615-7590.  Thank you for your time and consideration of 
my request.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Karen R. Nell 
Doctoral Candidate (Educational Leadership and Policy Studies) 
Temple University 
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Title:  Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence of Leadership 
Styles on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators 
 
 
_____ Yes, I give permission for secondary school administrators in my school district to 
participate in an electronic survey and an interview session with Mrs. Karen Nell.  I also grant 
permission to Mrs. Nell to visit the school and conduct observations of the secondary school 
administrators as they work as part of her dissertation for Temple University.  
 
____ No, I do not give my permission for secondary school administrators in my school district to 
participate in an electronic survey and an interview session with Mrs. Karen Nell or to be 
observed by Mrs. Nell as part of her dissertation for Temple University. 
 
 
 
 
 
_______________________________________ ______________________________ 
Signature of Person Approving Request  Title of Person Approving Request 
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APPENDIX C 
 

SCHOOL ADMINISTRATOR’S PERMISSION TO STUDY 
 
 
Dear Administrator: 
 

My name is Karen Nell and I am currently an elementary principal in the Manheim 
Township School District located in Lancaster County, Pennsylvania.  I have worked in the field 
of secondary education for the last 11 years and have served as a secondary assistant principal for 
three and a half of those years.   
 
      I am currently a third year doctoral student at Temple University in the Educational 
Leadership and Policy Studies Program.  I am beginning my dissertation research in the fall of 
2011.  The topic of my dissertation is “Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  
The Influence of Leadership Styles on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators.”  
The purpose of my study is to explore ways that male and female secondary school leaders can 
balance the pressures associated with accountability and the building of positive relationships 
with students.   
 
      I am seeking your approval to participate in the second stage of this qualitative case study 
about secondary school leadership.  This part of the study will require an audiotaped interview 
that will last approximately 45 minutes. I would also like your permission to visit the high school 
on two to four occasions in order to shadow and observe the daily interactions between you and 
your students.  During these observations, I will not participate in any way.  Information gained 
through these observations will be held in the highest levels of confidentiality.  Confidentiality of 
all participants will also be upheld through the use of pseudonyms in order to protect each 
individual’s identity.  
 

Please let me know if you are willing to participate in this study by reviewing and 
returning the attached consent form in the self-addressed stamped envelope provided for your 
convenience.  I believe this study will contribute much to our understanding of effective 
leadership at the secondary level.   If you wish to contact me with any questions or feedback, I 
can be reached at tuc09706@temple.edu or by cell phone at (717) 615-7590.  Thank you for your 
time and consideration of my request.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Karen R. Nell 
Doctoral Candidate (Educational Leadership and Policy Studies) 
Temple University  
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APPENDIX D 
 

CONSENT FORM TO PARTICIPATE IN CASE STUDY RESEARCH 
 
Title:  Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence of 
Leadership Styles on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators 
 
Participant’s Name and ID #:  _____________________________________________ 
 
IRB Protocol No.:    20023 
 
Investigators: 
 
Principal Investigator:   Joan P. Shapiro, Ed.D.   Professor in the Department of 
                                         Educational Leadership and Policy Studies Temple University 
                                         (215) 204-6645. 
 
Student Investigator:    Karen R. Nell, Doctoral Student at Temple University in the  
                                        Educational Leadership and Policy Studies Program  

 (717) 615-7590. 
 
Temple University is not being compensated for performing this study. This consent form may 
contain words that you do not understand.  Please ask the researcher to explain any words or 
information that you do not clearly understand.  You may take home an unsigned copy of this 
consent form to think about or discuss with family or friends before making your decision. 
 
Purpose of Research 
 
The purpose of this research is to contribute to existing literature regarding ethical leadership, 
secondary school leadership, and gender differences in school leadership.  To be eligible for the 
study, the participants have to hold a secondary level administrative position of principal, 
assistant principal, or dean of students.  To obtain further insight into this research we would like 
to ask you to participate in this study by taking part in a 30-45 minute interview, and several 
hours of shadowing your interactions with students.  The interview and observations will be 
scheduled at a time that is convenient for you.  The interview and observations will not impact 
your workday or take you away from your assigned responsibilities. 
 

_________________  
 Participant’s Initials/Date 
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Title:  Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence of 
Leadership Styles on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators 
 
 
General Research Design 
 
The research design that is proposed will be done in an interview format and will be audiotaped 
and transcribed at another time.  The researcher will ask a series of questions that focus on 
leadership strategies, relationship building, and modes of communication in your particular high 
school.  The observations will include shadowing the participant multiple times over the course of 
several months.  The researcher will conduct the interview and observations at the high school at 
a time that is convenient to the participant.    
 
Benefits of the Study 
 
The results of the data collected and the recommendations from the researchers will provide 
descriptive accounts of secondary school leadership and the challenges of accountability.  This 
information will be useful to educators, policymakers, and any community members who have a 
vested interest in providing students with the highest quality education possible.   Since the 
debate over high-stakes testing and accountability continues to rage, this study will provide the 
reader with an alternative perspective on the ability of school leaders to care for students while 
still meeting the requirements of accountability. 
 
Confidentiality  
 
Although the study team has placed safeguards to maintain the confidentiality of my personal 
information, there is always a potential risk of an unpermitted disclosure.  To that degree, all 
documents and information pertaining to this research study will be kept confidential, unless 
required by applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations to be disclosed.  You 
understand the records and data generated by the study may be reviewed by Temple University 
and its agents, the study sponsor or the sponsor’s agent (if applicable), and/or governmental 
agencies to assure proper conduct of the study and compliance with regulations.  You understand 
that the results of this study may be published.  If any data is published, you will not be identified 
by name.   
 
 
                               __________________  
                    Participant’s Initials/Date 
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Title:  Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence of 
Leadership Styles on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators 
 
 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
 
Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary, and refusal to participate will involve no 
penalty or loss of benefits to you.  You may discontinue your participation at any time without 
penalty or loss of benefits.  Your participation in this study may be stopped at any time by the 
researcher without your consent. 
 
 
Research Rights 
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject, you may contact the 
Institutional Review Board Coordinator at (215) 707-3390.  The IRB Coordinator my also be 
reached by email:  IRB@temple.edu or regular mail:  Institutional Review Board Coordinator, 
Temple University Research Administration, Student Faculty Conference Center, 3340 North 
Broad Street, Suite 304, Philadelphia, PA 19140.  
 
I have read this consent form and the study has been explained to me.  All my questions about the 
study and my participation in it have been answered.  I freely consent to participate in this research 
study.     
 
By signing this consent form I have not waived any of the legal rights that I otherwise would have as 
a subject in a research study. 
 
 
Participant’s Signature______________________________  Date______________ 
 
 
 
Investigator’s Signature______________________________ Date______________ 
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APPENDIX E 
 

CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN ELECTRONIC SURVEY 
(to be included at beginning of electronic survey online) 

 
Title: Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence of Leadership 
Styles on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators   
 
IRB Protocol No.:    20023 
 
Investigators: 
 
Principal Investigator:   Joan P. Shapiro, Ed.D.   Professor in the Department of 
                                         Educational Leadership and Policy Studies Temple University 
                                         (215) 204-6645. 
 
Student Investigator:    Karen R. Nell, Doctoral Student at Temple University in the  
                                        Educational Leadership and Policy Studies Program  

    (717) 615-7590. 
 
Temple University is not being compensated for performing this study. This consent form may 
contain words that you do not understand.  Please email the researcher at tuc09706@temple.edu to 
explain any words or information that you do not clearly understand.  You may take home an 
unsigned copy of this consent form to think about or discuss with family or friends before making 
your decision. 
 
Purpose of Research 
 
The purpose of this research is to contribute to existing literature regarding ethical leadership, 
secondary school leadership, and gender differences in school leadership.  To be eligible for the 
study, the participants have to hold a secondary level administrative position of principal, 
assistant principal, or dean of students.  To obtain further insight into this research we would like 
to ask you to participate in this study by taking part in a 10-15 minute online survey.  You may 
complete the survey at your convenience, provided you have submitted it electronically by 
November 1, 2011.  Completion of the survey can be done on any computer with internet access.  
It will not impact your workday or take you away from your assigned responsibilities. 
 
General Research Design 
 
The research design that is proposed for this part of the research is participation in an anonymous 
survey.  Any identifying labels including your name, your school district, etc. will be removed 
and stored separately from your survey responses upon receipt of your responses to the 
researcher.   
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Title:  Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence of 
Leadership Styles on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators  
 
Benefits of the Study 
 
The results of the data collected and the recommendations from the researchers will provide 
descriptive accounts of secondary school leadership and the challenges of accountability.  This 
information will be useful to educators, policymakers, and any community members who have a 
vested interest in providing students with the highest quality education possible.   Since the 
debate over high-stakes testing and accountability continues to rage, this study will provide the 
reader with an alternative perspective on the ability of school leaders to care for students while 
still meeting the requirements of accountability. 
 
Confidentiality  
 
Although the study team has placed safeguards to maintain the confidentiality of my personal 
information, there is always a potential risk of an unpermitted disclosure.  To that degree, all 
documents and information pertaining to this research study will be kept confidential, unless 
required by applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations to be disclosed.  You 
understand the records and data generated by the study may be reviewed by Temple University 
and its agents, the study sponsor or the sponsor’s agent (if applicable), and/or governmental 
agencies to assure proper conduct of the study and compliance with regulations.  You understand 
that the results of this study may be published.  If any data is published,  you will not be identified 
by name.   
 
 
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
 
Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary, and refusal to participate will involve no 
penalty or loss of benefits to you.  You may discontinue your participation at any time without 
penalty or loss of benefits.  Your participation in this study may be stopped at any time by the 
researcher without your consent. 
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Title:  Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence of 
Leadership Styles on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators 
 
Research Rights 
 
If you have any questions about your rights as a research subject, you may contact the 
Institutional Review Board Coordinator at (215) 707-3390.  The IRB Coordinator my also be 
reached by email:  IRB@temple.edu or regular mail:  Institutional Review Board Coordinator, 
Temple University Research Administration, Student Faculty Conference Center, 3340 North 
Broad Street, Suite 304, Philadelphia, PA 19140.  
 
Checking the box and typing your name below indicates that you have read and understand the 
contents of this Consent Form and that you agree to take part in this study.   
 
 
_____ Yes, I give permission for my electronic survey responses to be used for this research study 
as part of Mrs. Karen Nell’s dissertation for Temple University.  
 
_____  I decline to participate in this research study. 
 
 
 
____________________________________     ________________________________ 
Name       Job Title/School District 
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APPENDIX F 
 

PERMISSION TO AUDIOTAPE 
 
Title: Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence of 
Leadership Styles on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators 
 
Subject:                                         Date:       __________         
 
Log #:  ______________                         
 
Investigators:  
 
Principal Investigator:   Joan P. Shapiro, Ed.D.   Professor in the Department of 
                                         Educational Leadership and Policy Studies Temple University 
                                         (215) 204-6645. 
 
Student Investigator:    Karen R. Nell, Doctoral Student at Temple University in the  
                                         Educational Leadership and Policy Studies Program  

     (717) 615-7590. 
 

I give Karen R. Nell permission to audiotape me.  This audiotape will be used for the  
following purpose: 
 

RESEARCH 
 

This audiotape will be used as a part of a research project at Temple University.  I have  
already given written consent for my participation in this research project.  At no time  
will my name be used. 

 
WHEN WILL I BE AUDIOTAPED? 

 
I agree to be audiotaped during the time period: October 2011 through February 2012. 
 
        ___________________ 
        Participant’s Initials/Date 
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Title:  Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence of 
Leadership Styles on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators 
 

 
HOW LONG WILL THE TAPES BE USED? 

 
I give permission for these tapes to be used from: October 2011 through July 2012. 
 
This audiotape will be stored in a locked file cabinet in the private office of the 
investigator’s residence for a period of three (3) years after completion of the study. 
 
 

WHAT IF I CHANGE MY MIND? 
 

I understand that I can withdrawal my permission at any time.  Upon my request, the  
audiotape(s) will no longer be used.  This will not affect my care or relationship with  
Karen R. Nell or Temple University in any way. 

 
OTHER 

 
I understand that I will not be paid for being audiotaped or for the use of the 
audiotape(s). 
 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
 
If I want more information about the audiotape(s), or if I have questions or concerns at 
any time, I can contact: 
 
Investigator’s Name:  Karen R. Nell 
 
Department:                            College of Education, Ed. Leadership and Policy Studies 
 
Institution:   Temple University 
 
Street Address:  266 Ritter Hall 
    1301 Cecil B. Moore Avenue 
    Philadelphia,  PA  19122 
 
Telephone:   (717) 615-7590 
        ___________________ 
        Participant’s Initials/Date 
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Title:  Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships:  The Influence of 
Leadership Styles on the Behaviors of Secondary School Administrators   
 
 
This form will be placed in my records and a copy will be kept by the person(s) named 
above.  A copy will be given to me. 
 

PLEASE PRINT 
 
Subject’s Name: _________________________________________________ 
 
Date:   _________________________________________________ 
 
Address:  _________________________________________________ 
 
   _________________________________________________ 
 
Phone:   _________________________________________________ 
 
 
Subject’s Signature: ________________________________________ 
(Or signature of parent or legally responsible person if subject is a minor or is 
incompetent to sign.) 
 
Relationship to subject: _______________________________________ 
 
Subject cannot sign because:________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
but consents orally to be audiotaped under the conditions described above.  
 
 
Witness signature:__________________________________________ Date__________ 
 
Witness signature:__________________________________________Date___________ 
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APPENDIX G 

 
ONLINE SURVEY PROTOCOL:  QUESTIONS FOR THE ELECTRONIC 

SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 
 
Title:  Balancing Accountability with Caring Relationships: The Influence of 

Leadership Styles on Secondary Schools 
 
Protocol No.:   20023 
 
 
Principal Investigator:  Joan P. Shapiro, Ed.D.  College of Education 
                                        Professor of Educational Leadership and 

    Policy Studies at Temple University (215) 204-6645. 
 
Student Investigator:    Karen R. Nell, College of Education 
                                        Doctoral Student at Temple University in  
                                        Educational Leadership and Policy Studies (717) 615-7590. 

1. Age 
 a.  25-35 
 b.  36-45 
 c.  46-55 
 d. 56+ 
 
2. Gender 

 a.  male 
 b.  female 
 

3. Race (optional) 
 a.  White, non Hispanic 
 b.  Black 
 c.  Hispanic 
 d.  Asian 
 e.  Multi-Racial 
 

4. Job Title 
 a.  Principal 
 b.  Assistant Principal 
 
5.  Years of Experience as a Secondary School Administrator 

 a.  0-5 
 b.  6-10 
 c.  11-15 
 d.  16-20 
 e.  21+ 
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5. School Size (grades 9-12) 
 a.  less than 500 students 
 b.  500-1000 students 
 c.  1001-1500 students 
 d.  1501-2000 students 
 e.  2000+ students 

 
6. Would you describe your school as: 

a. Urban 
            b. Suburban 
            c. Rural 

 
7.  What are your top three priorities when working with students?  Check three. 

 a.  Attending extracurricular events. 
 b.  Maintaining high academic expectations. 
   c.  Ensuring compliance with school rules and policies. 
 d.  Building relationships with students, getting to know them, etc. 
 e.  Creating a safe environment. 
 f.  Being visible throughout the building. 
 g.  Applying disciplinary consequences equally. 
 h.  Knowing students by name. 
 i.  Making AYP. 
 j.  Working with teachers to ensure high quality instruction. 
 k.  Mentoring at-risk students. 
 l.  Being flexible and creative in problem-solving. 
 m.  Get to know students’ families. 
 n.  Meeting graduation requirements. 
 o.  Preventing drop-outs. 

p.  Using and analyzing data to make instructional decisions. 
q.  Other – please explain in comments. 

 
Comments:   
 

7. How would you describe your interactions with students?  Check all that apply. 
 a.  Personable. 
 b.  Efficient. 
 c.  Positive. 
 d.  Neutral. 
 e.  Frustrating.  
 f.  Professional. 
 g.  Respectful. 
 h.  Engaging. 
 i.   Fair. 
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 j.  Other – please describe in comments. 
 
Comments: 
 
 

8. How do you build relationships with students?  Check all that apply. 
 a.  Conferencing. 
 b. Having casual conversations in the hallways or cafeteria. 
 c.  Attending school events. 
 d.  Sharing about my personal life. 
 e.  Inquiring about their lives outside of school. 
 f.  Knowing students by name. 
 g.  I have limited time to build relationships with students. 
 h.  My building is too big to build relationships with students. 
 f.  Other – please describe in comments. 
 

Comments: 
 
 

9. How do you motivate students to perform well on standardized tests?  Check all 
that apply. 

 a.  Offer incentives – ex: no homework night, free pass to a dance, door prizes, 
gift certificates, etc. 

 b.  Explain what AYP means and why it is important to the school.   
 c.  Encourage students to try their best. 
 d.  Inform parents of the testing so they can help to prepare students at home. 
 e.  Hold school-wide “pep” assemblies. 
 f.  Other – please describe in comments. 

 
Comments: 
 

10. How do you show students that you care about them?  Check all that apply. 
 a.  Use positive body language – smile, laugh, pat on back, hug, etc. 
 b.  Tell them I care about them. 
 c.  Be visible at in-school and out-of-school events. 
 d.  Give them a break on disciplinary consequences. 
 e.  Consider personal circumstances when applying disciplinary consequences. 
 f.  Conduct home visits. 
 g.  Call parents with positive news.  
 h.  Other – please describe in comments. 

 
Comments: 
 

11. Would you be willing to be contacting regarding further participation in 
interviews and observations for this research?  If so, check yes, and provide your 
most preferred contact information in the space below. 


