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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

MEASURING THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EDUCATIONAL 

ADMINISTRATORS’ AND TEACHER LEADERS’ LEADERSHIP STYLES  

AND SCHOOL CULTURE 

by 

Kristina K. Garcia 

Florida International University, 2020 

Miami, Florida 

Professor Peter J. Cistone, Major Professor 

 The purpose of my study was to examine the relationship between educational 

administrators’ and teacher leaders’ leadership styles, and school culture and sought to 

measure the correlation between the perceived leadership styles of formalized leaders and 

school culture. The theoretical framework of the study was derived from the Bass and 

Avolio (1985) Full Range Leadership Model describing the transactional to 

transformational leadership continuum.  

 Data for the study were collected using the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

(MLQ-5X Short Form), a survey containing 45 questions on a Likert type scale. The 

purpose of the survey is to examine the degree to which leadership behaviors fit along the 

continuum as a function of the leader and followers’ perceptions. The second instrument, 

the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ) is a survey containing 28 questions 

designed to evaluate an organization’s culture profile. 

 The data were analyzed using One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to 

ascertain whether there was a significant difference between the primary leadership style 
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of administrative leaders, teacher leaders, and followers perception of leadership style; to 

discover whether a significant difference exists between the perceived school culture 

profiles; and the relationship that exists between leadership styles and school culture. The 

study confirmed a difference between administrative leaders’ and teacher leaders’ 

leadership styles. It also demonstrated that there is a significant difference between the 

participants’ perceived organizational culture and the transactional profile, which verified 

that the schools demonstrate significant transformational characteristics. The study 

confirmed that there is no significant difference between the transformational 

characteristics of leaders and that of school culture. An analysis of the characteristics 

found that the predominant combination of styles and culture was TF Moderately Four I’s 

(Highly Developed) combined with TF Idealized Influence (Attributes), both highly 

transformational.  

 My study’s findings illustrate that leaders who demonstrate transformational 

characteristics also demonstrate a significant amount of transformational culture 

characteristics. These conclusions elucidate the practices within the organization that 

there is, in fact, a relationship between educational administrators’ and teacher leaders’ 

transformational leadership style and transformational school culture.  
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CHAPTER I. Introduction 

 The United States is currently embroiled in an educational revolution. The history 

of the education system in the United States is often contentious, containing several 

positions through which to view reform strategies that are employed in an attempt to 

rectify the perceived failings of public education. Many theories drive reform activities 

and differing views of what constitutes leadership and student learning often confound 

the problem of how to improve our education system. As tensions increase between the 

government and educational institutions, the role that leaders play is becoming 

increasingly important and increasingly scrutinized as a measure of the health of an 

organization and its participants within that system. Therefore, in recent years, the focus 

of research has turned towards leadership perspectives and the improvement of leadership 

styles with an eye on gaining an understanding of the needs of both leaders and followers 

in an attempt to facilitate achievement and goal attainment for that organization. Chapter 

I introduces the study and will discuss the statement of the problem, the purpose of the 

study, operational definitions, and the theoretical framework for transactional leadership, 

transformational leadership, and school culture.  

 One of the most important elements to any educational institution is the school’s 

culture. School culture influences all aspects of a school, from expectations of student 

achievement, to staff buy-in, and commitment to learning objectives. However, school 

culture is often overlooked as a crucial piece of school environment and is discounted in 

successful educational efforts (Peterson & Deal, 1998). Culture is an amalgamation of the 

values, traditions, behavioral norms, and beliefs that are perpetuated within a school and 

are used to establish collaboration and influence decision-making to professionals and 
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leaders (Northouse, 2018). School culture is an intangible and often difficult to gauge 

unspoken agreement between all stakeholders that drives improvement efforts and goal 

setting activities.  

 The Full Range Leadership Model can best be viewed as a spectrum of leadership. 

At one end of the spectrum lies Laissez Faire leadership followed by Management-by-

Exception (Passive and Active), to transactional leadership, and at the other end lies 

transformational leadership. The Full Range model contains several components that are 

necessary for a complete understanding of leadership styles. These components are the 

Full Range Leadership Model, the behavioral components of transactional leadership, the 

leadership culture profile, and school culture. The Full Range Model of Leadership 

research focuses on educational administration and their perceived theoretical framework 

in regards to their own leadership style in conjunction with their leadership style as 

perceived by their subordinates within their school site. The synergy that arises from the 

comingling of skillsets from leaders and followers is essential to the idea of effective 

leadership.  

 My study looked at a number of principals, teacher-leaders, and followers within 

high schools, middle schools, and elementary schools in Miami Dade County Public 

Schools. These leaders assessed their own leadership style using the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire Self (MLQ- Form 5X Short) form developed by Bass and 

Avolio (1997). This questionnaire consists 45 Likert type questions. The instrument 

assessed the leader on two accounts: What they actually do in practice, and what they 

think they should do in terms of leadership activities. For my study, the two types of 
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leaders that were surveyed are school administrative leaders and teacher-leaders that hold 

a formal title such as test chair, athletic director, activities director, and department chair. 

 The second part of my study is the follower portion, which evaluated the 

congruence between leaders’ perceived styles, and the perceptions of their followers. For 

the purposes of my study, followers were defined as teachers and other school site 

instructional personnel not in a formalized leadership position, such as school guidance 

counselors, and paraprofessionals. Each leader was evaluated by several raters using the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Rater form (MLQ- Form 5X Short; Bass & Avolio, 

1993). The survey requested the follower to report observed behaviors along the 

continuum in terms of the specific behaviors of each of the leaders scrutinized. The form 

evaluated the discrepancy between the leaders’ perceptions and that of their subordinates.  

Leaders’ answers in conjunction with those of their subordinates was used to evaluate 

their leadership style and predominant leadership characteristic along the 

transformational/ transactional spectrum.  

 In addition, a second instrument was used to evaluate the organization’s culture. 

Each of the participants and their raters was surveyed with the Organizational Description 

Questionnaire (ODQ) , an instrument designed to measure the culture of the school as an 

organization (Bass & Avolio, 1992). The instrument consists of 28 True/False/? answers 

designed to identify an organization’s perceived culture as primarily transformational or 

transactional based upon both leader’s and follower’s responses.  

 The organizations were evaluated and categorized along a continuum of 

Maturing, Highly Developed, High Contrast, Loosely Guided, Coasting, Formal, Garbage 

Can, Pedestrian, or Bureaucratic. The outcome of both of these analyses were then 
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correlated with the outcome of the Multifactor leadership questionnaire predominant 

leadership style in order to ascertain a relationship between these two factors: leadership 

style and school culture.  

Statement of the Problem 

 Spurred by the report published in 1983 entitled A Nation at Risk, the education 

system has been enduring a plethora of reform strategies that rarely exhibit the increased 

outcomes that are anticipated (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). 

The scrutiny endured by the education system has persisted despite many reform efforts 

aimed at improving the student learning. Empirical studies, though, have shown that 

administrators’ leadership styles are imperative to their practice as educators and can 

have a profound influence on the institution and subordinate colleagues (Leithwood & 

Jantzi, 1997). Theoretical leadership is idealized leadership in that leaders are often aware 

of good theory, yet are imperfect at transferring theory into practice.  

 The leaders’ perceptions of their leadership abilities and styles often vary from the 

perceptions of their followers, which can have a negative effect on school culture and on 

subordinates, ultimately impacting school and student achievement. There is a growing 

need to align these perceived leadership styles between leaders and followers in a manner 

that allows for a greater symbiotic relationship to flourish between them. Creating a 

mutually beneficial connection enhances the organization’s collaborative efforts by 

allowing each individual to feel that he or she is an integral and valued member of the 

system, which in turn enhances the morale and culture of the school. My study attempted 

to establish the degree to which administrative leaders and teacher-leaders are perceived 
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as transformational or transactional leaders by their subordinates and the relationship 

between the leaders’ style and school culture.  

 The potential implications for my study are the fostering and development of 

practices, relationships, and styles within organizations and can assist in placing 

administrative leaders and teacher-leaders into organizations in which they will be most 

effective. In addition, my study helps build an understanding of the relationship between 

leadership style and school culture. The ramifications of my research may assist school 

districts in assigning administrators where appropriate and to the greatest degree of 

efficiency. The results of my study can also potentially improve practices and influence 

change in the training and assessment of educational administrators and teacher-leaders 

for the betterment of school culture. 

Purpose of the Study 

 My study surveyed current educational administrators and teacher-leaders in order 

to ascertain their leadership styles as well as to discover what they consider to be 

important in leadership functions and the relationship between that and school culture. 

The relationships and perceptions that exist between educators and their administrators 

and teacher-leaders is the focal point of my study in order to ascertain the leadership 

styles of administrative leadership and the teacher leaders that hold formal titular 

positions at that school. My study examines the predominant leadership style of current 

educational administrators and teacher leaders in order to assess that relationship between 

their approaches to leadership and how that relationship interacts with the culture of the 

educational institution.  
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 There were three parts to the research. First, educational administrators and 

teacher-leaders were surveyed to ascertain their primary theoretical leadership 

perspective in terms of their perceived functions in actual practice and they evaluated 

themselves on what they felt they should do as a separate function from actual practice. 

Second, a rater group of subordinates that work directly with those administrators and 

teacher-leaders was provided with a survey to ascertain which actions they perceived the 

leader actually exhibits in characteristics along the Full Range Leadership continuum. 

Third, both leaders and followers were surveyed to measure the perceived existing 

culture of the school and whether or not the existing school culture correlates with the 

leadership styles of both administrators and teacher-leaders. 

Significance of the Study 

 My study will help determine the relationship between administrative leaders, 

teacher leaders, and school culture. In our current shifting of educational norms and 

ideologies, my study seeks to shed light on the role that educational leaders play in 

maintaining a school culture that is creative, open, and conducive to the changes needed 

for success. Student attainment and teacher efficacy are tied to several factors of school 

leadership and school culture and my study will shed some light on how those 

connections are forged within schools (McCormick 2003; Mangin 2007).  

 While the connection between educational leaders and success is documented, it 

is only now that we are beginning to understand the pivotal role that teacher leaders play 

in shaping and maintaining a healthy environment within a school. Their daily roles are 

crucial to the success of their individual departments; therefore, the organization’s health 

and culture as a whole. My study will assist in highlighting that role, and will show the 
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need for greater attention to and development of leadership practices for teacher leaders 

so that they can play a greater role in cultivating a healthy school culture than is currently 

practiced within educational institutions at the current time.  

Research Questions 

 My study sought to answer three questions with my research. They were the 

administrators’ and teacher-leaders’ predominant leadership characteristic, and followers’ 

perceptions of the administrators’ and teacher-leaders’ leadership style; the leaders’ and 

followers’ perceived culture of the school; and the degree to which that predominant style 

affects school culture. 

• RQ 1: What is the primary demonstrated leadership style of the administrator and 

teacher leader as determined by the leader’s scores combined with the follower’s 

scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5X Short Form (MLQ-5X)?  

• RQ 2: What is the school culture profile as determined by the leaders’ and 

followers’ scores on the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ)? 

• RQ 3: Is there a connection between the leadership style of educational 

administrators and teacher-leaders and school culture as determined by an 

analysis of variance between leader and follower scores on the MLQ-5X and the 

ODQ?  

Hypotheses 

 The purpose of the study demonstrates that there is a need understand leadership 

style from the perceptions of followers. In addition, the need to clarify the relationship 

between these styles on school culture leads to several hypotheses that were tested. The 



8 

following are the three hypotheses that were tested to determine the relationship between 

leadership style and school culture.  

H1. There will be a significant difference between administrative leaders’ and 

 teacher-leaders’ predominant leadership style as measured by the leaders’ and 

 followers’ scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire for Research 

 (MLQ-5X Short Form). 

H1.0- Null- There will be no significance difference between administrative 

 leaders’ and teacher leaders’ leadership characteristics as measured by the 

 leaders’ and followers’ scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire for 

 Research (MLQ-5X Short Form). 

H2. There will be a significant difference between transactional and 

 transformational predominant school culture profile as measured by the leaders’ 

 and followers’ scores on the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ).  

H2.0- Null- There will be no significant difference between transactional and 

 transformational predominant school culture profile as measured by the leaders’ 

 and followers’ scores on the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ).  

H3. There will be a significant difference between administrative leaders’ and teacher-

 leaders’ predominant leadership style and school culture profile as measured by 

 the leaders’ and followers’ scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

 (MLQ-5X Short Form) and the Organizational Description  Questionnaire (ODQ). 

H3.0- Null- There will be no significant difference between administrative 

 leaders’ and teacher-leaders’ predominant leadership style and school culture 

 profile as measured by the leaders’ and followers’ scores on both the Multifactor 
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 Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X Short Form) and the Organizational 

 Description Questionnaire (ODQ).  

Limitations of the Study 

 The limitations of my study are conditions or influences that limit the scope of the 

research, data, or participants. It is important to note that these limitations are outside of 

the control of the researcher; however, they may influence the results of the research. The 

following are limitations of the study being conducted here. 

1. The culture of a school is influenced by many factors and is constantly in flux. 

Although this study seeks to illuminate the relationship between a principal’s 

leadership style and its relationship to school culture, the outcome may be limited 

by external factors of school culture other than administration and as such, may be 

outside of the scope of control of the administrator. 

2. As a consequence of the cyclical nature of the school calendar year, the study was 

limited to those participants that were able to complete the survey within the 

specified time period for data collection to maintain consistency of the data for 

the school site. 

3. There may be external factors that affect the leadership style of administrators and 

teacher leaders and may affect the outcome of the measurement of leadership 

style.  

Operational Definitions 

 Throughout the course of this study, these terms will be used according to the 

following operational definitions.  



10 

Administrative Leadership- School leaders who hold administrative positions such as 

 Principal, Assistant Principal, Activities Director, and Athletic Director.  

Coasting Organization- Organizational culture in which the organization acts moderately, 

 exhibiting neither strong transactional nor transformational attributes. 

 Characterized by an organization that maintains the status quo (Avolio, Bass, & 

 Jung, 1999).  

Contingent Reward- Leadership that develops “exchanges and agreements” with their 

 followers in an attempt to convey the a reward system in which the follower will 

 receive something in exchange for task completion (Bass & Avolio, 1993, p 112). 

Culture- The organization’s setting in which the participants act within a set or norms and 

 behaviors. Culture is symbiotic in which the participants act to create changes in 

 culture while the culture in part dictates actions of the participants (Hinde, 2004). 

 Bass and Avolio (2006) characterize culture using nine factors to create a profile 

 of organizational culture: Predominantly Four I’s (Maturing), Moderately Four I’s 

 (Highly Developed), High Contrast, Loosely Guided, Coasting, Garbage Can, 

 Pedestrian, Moderately Bureaucratic (Formal) or Predominantly Bureaucratic 

 based on a scale of transformational and transactional components. 

Full Range Leadership Model Components of Transformational Leadership- The Four I’s 

 of active transformational leadership in which leaders exhibit characteristics of 

 one or more of the following traits. These characteristics are Idealized 

 influence (attributes and behaviors), Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual 

 Stimulation, and Individualized Consideration (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). 
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Garbage Can Organization- Culture in which a lack of leadership is the main component  

 and individuals have little internal cooperation and are often unclear about 

 common goals and visions for the organization (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). 

High Contrast Organization- Both highly transactional and transformational culture that 

 contains elements of attention to processes and vision setting (Avolio, Bass, & 

 Jung, 1999). 

Idealized Influence (Attributes)- Leadersship in which leaders seek to instill a sense of 

 pride in the organization and will forego self interest for the good of the group. 

 Often display a sense of confidence and power (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). 

Idealized Influence (Behaviors)- Leadership that works to create a shared sense of 

 purpose for the work in the organization. Leadership that encompasses strong 

 moral and ethical decision making skills (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). 

Individualized Consideration- Leadership style in which leaders devote efforts to the 

 individual needs and growth of their followers. Leaders who coach other and help 

 them to realize success (Antonakis et al., 2003).  

Inspirational Motivation- Leadership in which leaders seek to motivate others through 

 their own actions and accomplishments and are able to articulate a clear vision for 

 followers, expressing confidence and power (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). 

Intellectual Stimulation- Leadership that asks followers to question assumptions, 

 processes, and paradigms for innovative problem-solving. Focuses on creativity 

 and innovation to reframe problems (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999).  

Laissez Faire Leadership- Characterized by the absence or avoidance of leadership (Bass 

 & Avolio, 1993).  
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Loosely Guided Organization- Culture in which individuals are guided by their own 

 independent ideals and are highly unstructured (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). 

Management by Exception (Active)- An active style of leadership in which leaders 

 oversee the actions of the organization and take action when results differ from 

 the expected (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999).  

Management by Exception (Passive)- A passive style of leadership characterized by 

 reactive action rather than active participation (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999).  

Moderately Bureaucratic (Formal)- Few transformational characteristics, with higher 

 transactional activities that take precedence. Self interest is more important than 

 the good of the group (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). 

Moderately Four I’s (Highly Developed)- Culture in which the shared vision and values 

 are moderated by some consensus of formalized agreements. An increase in 

 transactional behaviors leads to greater balance in the organization (Avolio, Bass, 

 & Jung, 1999). 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X Short)- A survey instrument developed 

 for the purpose of measuring leadership styles according to the transactional, 

 transformational, and passive/avoidant leadership styles. (Antonakis et al., 2003).  

Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ)- A survey instrument developed for 

 the purpose of measuring effective culture within an organization that provides a 

 Leadership Culture Profile in which the organization is categorized as Maturing, 

 Highly Developed, High Contrast, Loosely Guided, Coasting, Formal, Garbage 

 Can, Pedestrian, or Bureaucratic (Bass & Avolio, 2006).  
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Pedestrian- Very formal culture in which structure is the main component of the work. 

 Individuality is lacking, as is a personal commitment to the organization (Avolio, 

 Bass, & Jung, 1999). 

Predominantly Four I’s (Maturing)- Culture in which vision, purpose, and values are the 

 driving force. May lack transactional processes and have few formalized 

 agreements; internalized trust becomes essential with informal agreements (Bass 

 & Avolio, 1993). 

Predominantly Bureaucratic- Culture which is an “internal marketplace where much is 

 negotiated according to the ‘rules of the game’”. Focuses on processes with little 

 discretion for followers (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). 

Teacher-Leadership- Instructional personnel within a school site that hold leadership 

 positions, facilitate a community of learners, and “translate ideas into sustainable 

 systems of action” (Ackerman & Mackenzie, 2007, p. 53). Within the context of 

 this study, teacher-leadership is defined as those that hold formal titles, such as 

 Department Chair, Grade Level Chair, Athletic Director, Magnet Lead, 

 Instructional Coach and Activities Director.  

Transactional leadership- A leadership style in which leaders “develop exchanges or 

 agreements with their followers, pointing out what the followers will receive if 

 they do something right as well as wrong” (Bass & Avolio, 1993, p. 112). These 

 leaders exhibit contingent rewards and management by exception leadership 

 styles in which the leader wields his power to both reward and punish the 

 followers for real and perceived successes and failures (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 

 1999). 
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Transformational leadership- Leadership in which the leaders “integrate creative insight, 

 persistence and energy, intuition and sensitivity to the needs of others” to create a 

 culture of vision and achievement of objectives (Bass & Avolio, 1993 p. 112). 

 Transactional leaders seek to engage followers to encourage participation in 

 improvement efforts of the system in which they work in symbiosis (Moujaes et 

 al., 2012).  

Summary 

 My study sought to illustrate the need to align leadership styles between leaders 

and followers in a manner that allows for a more effective relationship to flourish 

between leaders, followers, and organizational culture. My study aims to examine the 

extent to which subordinates perceive their administrators and teacher-leaders as either 

transformational or transactional leaders and how that influences school culture. My 

research examines the Full Range Model of Leadership and the focus of educational 

administrators’ practice. The study focused on the predominant leadership characteristics 

demonstrated by the administrative leaders and teacher-leaders. It also focused on the 

chief culture characteristics present in the schools. In addition, the study sought to 

understand the connection between these two important facets of education in a system in 

which both of these issues are becoming ever more critical.  
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CHAPTER II. Literature Review 

 The increasing tension in education has paved the way for a wealth of research 

into educational leadership and the needs of the educational system to develop and 

employ techniques for effective leadership within districts and school sites all over the 

country. The result has been that many leadership styles have emerged as significantly 

answering to the needs of the system. One of the foremost styles is that of the Full Range 

Leadership model, or the transformational to transactional leadership continuum as 

elucidated by James MacGregor Burns (1978), Bernard M. Bass (1985) and Bruce J. 

Avolio (1989). It is this theory that is the focus of this research, and will be used in 

examining the leadership styles of both principals and assistant principals within the 

Miami Dade County Public school district.  

 This chapter will provide an overview of the theoretical framework upon which 

this study is based. It will also provide a review of the current literature and discuss 

studies on leadership, teacher-leadership, and school culture. In addition, this chapter will 

demonstrate that there are gaps that exist within the literature and will illuminate the need 

for this study as it pertains to creating a connection between school culture and the Full 

Range Model of Leadership.  

Theoretical Framework 

 This study focused on two theoretical frames: the Full Range Model of 

Leadership and school culture. It is imperative to have an understanding of these frames 

as well as understanding the leadership expectations of each of them. This section will 

focus on an examination of the theories, their history, and the implications each has had 

for educational leadership practices.  
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 Currently, one theory on leadership that has emerged as the frontrunner in the 

debate is the Full Range Leadership Model as conceived and developed by James Burns 

(1978), Bernard Bass (1985), and Bass and Bruce Avolio (1989). Traditionally, 

transactional leadership uses terminology such as “exchange”, “reward”, and 

“punishment” in order to describe the methods of leadership and assessments taking place 

(Burns, 1978, pp. 258, 372).  In the present paradigm the standard by which we evaluate 

students, teachers, and educational administrators is highly transactional, focusing on 

standardized testing and data driven decision making as a means through which to shore 

up the existing paradigm in the education system. Educational policy and its 

administration have focused on a transactional approach, concentrated on the 

achievement of specified goals, which is currently evaluated through standardized test 

taking and data measurements.   

 However, a disconnect arises because current concepts of learning focus rather on 

the conceptual understanding, meaning making, and collaboration that is associated with 

transformational leadership. Transformational leadership embodies concepts that are 

grounded in “participative decision making”, “facilitative power”, and “collaborative 

culture” (Leithwood, 1992, pp. 9, 10). One of the main tenets of transformational 

leadership is the relationship that exists between the leader and follower in a 

collaborative partnership for the mutual benefit of both parties.  

 Educational administrators, though, are expected to act in transactionally 

managerial leadership roles, overseeing the product of student learning in terms of 

increased expectations of data analysis, prescribed outcomes, and sequential curriculum 

planning (Giese et al., 2009). However, leadership is much more organic in nature than 
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creating spreadsheets and data disaggregation as nothing more than a function of 

expectations. The culture contained within any organization as a living entity is affected 

by the leadership practiced and is influenced by the role and relationships between 

subordinate and leader. Therefore, in order to better understand an organization’s goals 

and vision, it is imperative to understand the connection between leadership and culture, 

and how transactional or transformational leadership theoretically affects the culture 

itself.  

Transactional Leadership 

 One of the facets of the Full Range Model of Leadership is transactional 

leadership. The first known mention of the terms transactional and transformational 

leadership were written by J.V. Downton (1973) and provided a conceptual foundation 

for further theoretical development. However, the theory itself was elucidated by James 

MacGregor Burns in 1978 as he developed his study on leadership theory and leadership 

styles and was later expounded upon by Bass’s (1985) six-factor leadership model based 

on his leadership observations of 198 U.S. Army field grade officers (Avolio, Bass, & 

Jung, 1999). The terms transactional and transformational were described as a means of 

exchange between leaders and followers and a description of the types of exchange that 

were necessary to enact effective leadership. According to Burns (1978), transactional 

leadership is based on an “exchange of valued things,” whether economic, political, or 

psychological.  In terms of educational leadership, these valued things are often defined 

as educational outcomes of student achievement and organizational goal attainment. 

 Transactional leadership is based on a reward or punishment system that is 

evaluated according to a set of behavioral or performance standard of expectations. This 
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reward system most often takes the form of pay, advancement, power, or increased 

benefits. The punishment system consists of a loss of wages, advancement opportunities, 

or power within the organization. These rewards and punishments are devised and 

disseminated according to the culture of the system in which they operate (Bass & 

Avolio, 1993).  

 Transactional leadership is the paradigmatic system upon which our capitalistic 

society is based, and is the cornerstone tenet of work. According to DenHartog, Muijen, 

and Koopman (1997), it is this cost-exchange system that drives the fundamental 

relationship between leaders and followers. Motivating factors arise from an 

understanding of the system of rewards or punishments that is operational within the 

organization. In this manner, those driven by a need for reward are allotted the 

opportunity to earn those rewards; likewise, those who operate under threat of 

punishment are obliged to comply to expectations, clarification of goals, and task 

completion (Hinkin & Tracey, 1999). Therefore, transactional leadership reaches all 

members of the organization, as each person has the need to operate within the reward/ 

punishment system that is the foundation of transactional leadership. The leader has the 

authority and power to enact these rewards and punishments in a manner that is 

consistent with his or her goals for the organization. However, according to Amar (2001), 

transactional leadership is inconsequential to the achievement of organizational goals and 

increased production. 

 While Burns (1978) espoused transactional leadership as one of the two sides of 

the leadership coin, others expanded on the theoretical framework and added several new 

dimensions to the theory and created a continuum of contingent rewards and punishments 
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(Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003). However, research demonstrated that these 

compliance contingencies were only effective insofar as the personal reward or 

punishment was aligned with the missions and visions of the organization (Barnett, 

McCormick, & Connors, 2001). 

 Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson (2003) have categorized corrective leadership as 

transactional in nature, based on a punishment system. The exchange system requires that 

corrective action be taken for a job not completed satisfactorily or to specification. 

According to Avolio & Bass (2004) there are several types of transactional leadership; 

the first is laissez-faire leadership, which is characterized as a lack of leadership action 

altogether. This type of transactional leader demonstrates an avoidant role in goal setting, 

problem solving, and standard attainment.  

 The second type of transactional leadership is contingent reward “management-

by-exception,” of which there are two types (Bass et al., 2003). First, there is active 

management by exception in which the leader proactively outlines the expectations for 

the assigned task, and the rewards or consequences for successes or failures. In this 

manner, the subordinate is fully aware of the importance of the task at hand and the 

outcomes for performance standards.  Thus, active management by exception is closely 

monitored, employing corrective action, as the occasion requires (Bass et al., 2003).  

 The second type of management-by-exception is passive avoidant (Bass et al., 

2003). By its nature, passive management by exception is reactionary in nature, lacking a 

systematic problem solving technique designed to avoid problematic areas. The passivity 

with which this type of leader allows problems to develop before taking action is 

indicative of a lack of planning and implementation of specified agreements. The passive 
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avoidant leader typically avoids clarifying expectations, objectives, and standards to be 

achieved by the followers (Bass et al., 2003). 

Transformational Leadership 

 The other end of the spectrum from transactional leadership is transformational 

leadership. Recently researchers have demonstrated that leadership functions are more 

than the simple completion of the leader/follower transactions of organizations. 

Transformational leaders work to understand the culture of their organization and to work 

within those constructs as a means of achieving the shared vision and mission of the 

organization’s goals (Den Hartog, Van Muijen, & Koopman, 1997). Transformational 

Leadership is the cornerstone of a movement in leadership style that emphasizes the need 

for leaders to create a relationship between themselves and their subordinates that 

integrates the needs of others, the organization’s goals, and the existing culture. They 

foster relationships between themselves and their followers, and emphasize the growth 

and development for the good of the organization. In addition, transformational leaders 

foster leadership  

 Avolio, Bass & Jung (1999) and Antonakis (2001) have identified the 4 I’s of 

transformational leadership: idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual 

stimulation, and individualized consideration. Leaders who exhibit mentoring skills and 

display “socialized charisma”, power, and confidence, all characteristics of idealized 

influence (Antonakis et al., 2003, p. 264). By exhibiting idealized influence (attributes 

and behaviors), the transformational leader models moral and ethical standards of 

conduct for the follower to emulate and assimilate (Northouse, 2018). Inspirational 

motivation, however, refers to the leaders’ ability to motivate followers to meet higher 
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organizational standards of performance and achievement (Antonakis et al., 2003). The 

inspirational motivator projects the organizational mission as attainable and idealized 

realities while embodying the high standards expected of the followers (Antonakis et al., 

2003).  Intellectual stimulation refers to the leaders’ ability to facilitate the development 

of the follower’s logical and analytical skills by encouraging and fostering a sense of 

creative problem solving and critical processing (Antonakis et al., 2003). Finally, 

individualized consideration refers to the leaders’ ability to understand the needs of the 

followers and to facilitate development of their leadership skills and abilities as a 

function of the job (Antonakis et al., 2003).   

 According to Quantz, Rogers, & Dantley (1991), empowerment and symbiotic 

cooperation are the main precepts of leadership, which is the cornerstone of 

transformational leadership. These collaborative efforts are inherent in the operations of 

schooling functions and are imperative to the achievement of school goals, both 

organizational and educational. “Transformational leadership is the process whereby a 

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

and morality in both the leader and the follower” (Northouse, 2018, p. 186). Therefore, 

the transformational relationship between followers and their leaders is essential to 

organizational success.  

 Wilmore and Thomas (2001) asserted, “In this process, all individuals are 

afforded opportunities to make many of their own choices in life. People, in these 

settings, develop an awareness of their abilities to modify and even play significant, 

positive roles in reconstructing the work and social environment” (p. 117).  This process 

provides several aspects of organizational life that had previously been absent from 
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transactional leadership. First, the leader is able to act as facilitator rather than 

authoritarian. The sense of agency that arises from a relationship based on mutual respect 

and understanding allows both the follower and the leader to enact necessary change in a 

proactive manner. In addition, the followers and leaders alike are able to develop their 

skills and to build a sense of efficacy in their work and professional environment in a 

symbiotic relationship.  

 Edwards (1992) elaborates, “symbiotic leaders commit to new cultural norms in 

which shared values or belief systems recognize mutual contribution” (p. 28).  

Collaboration, motivation, and trust are three components of transformational leadership 

that create a profound relationship that underscores the mutually obligatory relationship 

between the leader and his or her followers.  

 Transformational leadership focuses on the development of leaders in a 

hierarchical fashion, the leader acting as model and exemplar while attempting to raise 

awareness of the goals of the organization and to foster achievement in followers 

(Hampton, 2010). However, this assumption depends upon the idea of the leader as being 

worthy of example. In reality, if the leader is less than the idealized influence, or the 

inspirational motivator that Northouse (2018) describes, the ideology collapses. Rather, 

leaders must continue to refine their leadership style, improve their ethical constructs, and 

align their personal professional goals with those of the organization. Transformational 

leaders acknowledge the value of individual contribution, and apply those contributions 

for the growth of the individual and leader alike, for the benefit of the organization. 

 The theoretical foundations of the Full Range Leadership Model are inclusive of 

several leadership styles that encompass many facets of leadership. The theory stands to 
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define these styles in a manner that allows for a deeper understanding of many of the 

types of leadership that we see in practice within organizations today. While many 

organizations outside of education are studying the theory for its practical implications 

within their fields, education has a critical need to employ theoretically sound leadership 

practices in order to remediate the current perceived failings of the system in which we 

currently preside. By seeking a greater understanding of transformational leadership, we 

are able to envision improved leadership practice throughout all levels of leadership in 

education. Transformational leadership has several factors whose purpose is to explain 

leadership behaviors that are evident in successful leaders, including the ability to build a 

positive school culture. 

School Culture 

 Increasingly, we see a strong connection between leadership efforts and school 

culture. Leadership is proving to be essential to building and maintaining a healthy 

culture and to repairing unhealthy cultures. As Bass & Avolio (1993) assert, “there is a 

constant interplay between culture and leadership” (p. 113). The leader has a 

responsibility to create opportunities for culture building activities to improve the morale 

and development of the staff to ensure that the goals of the institution remain student 

learning centered and focused on improvement efforts. According to Peterson & Deal, 

even successful schools can possess toxic subcultures in which negativity, resistance, and 

hopelessness dominate conversation surrounding leadership efforts (1998). Strong 

leadership that is theoretically sound and research based can have a profound effect on 

the culture of a school; however, leaders must also have an understanding of the school 

and its stakeholders (Lahtero & Risku, 2013). A leader who has an appreciation of the 
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existing school culture will be able to effectively lead transformational efforts to improve 

the achievement and goals of the school.  

 School culture has gained the spotlight over the last few years as studies into 

leadership highlight the need to create a more complete understanding of the effects of 

culture on long-term achievement and success for the school. In the discussion about the 

importance of school culture, Sergiovanni (1996) asserts that, “The heart and soul of 

school culture is what people believe, the assumptions they make about how schools 

work, and what they consider to be true and real” (pp. 2-3). It is this perceived reality that 

is at the heart of the current discussion about education and the need for drastic reforms 

and changes to the paradigm for enhanced learning, shared values, and improvement 

goals. 

Studies on Leadership 

 Studies on leadership have sought to understand what characteristics compose an 

effective leader within an organization. Throughout the conversation on research several 

studies have sought to identify specific traits and behaviors to create a range of leadership 

styles that allow for leaders to be placed along a continuum that has become the Full 

Range Leadership (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). A review of the literature demonstrates 

the evolution of leadership along this continuum. 

  While the literature demonstrates an understanding of effective leadership and 

how it operates, the integration of this leadership into practice is the next step of the 

process of effective leadership and how the followers are impacted by the leadership 

functions that act upon them. Avolio’s (2007) study for leadership found that the previous 

studies excluded important processes such as the follower and the context through which 
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leadership functions would be exercised. That is to say, Avolio’s claim that leadership 

became a set of characteristics or skillsets in a vacuum operating regardless of the context 

or situational awareness of these processes (2007). He contends that whether a follower 

decides to follow a leader is a more active process and that the perceptions of the 

follower towards the leader may play just as important a role, if not moreso, than that of 

the characteristics or qualifications of the leader (2007). While he does not discount the 

traits of effective leaders, he states that it is imperative to move into a more active context 

for recognizing what makes a good leader and what promotes positive change within an 

organization.  

 The question, then, becomes one of measurement. How is it possible to measure 

these contexts and styles in a manner that allows for us to gain a unique understanding of 

the organization and its leaders? The literature outlines the Multifactor leadership 

questionnaire (MLQ) as a measurement of leadership style. Bass (1985) identified the 

factors of transformational and transactional leadership: charisma, inspirational, 

intellectual stimulation, individualized consideration, contingent reward, and 

management-by-exception, and laissez-faire, or the absence of leadership. The MLQ, 

however, combined charisma and intellectual stimulation into the six factors that are most 

well known today (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). However, throughout the literature, 

there have been analyses of this six factor model that have recommended several changes 

including adding subsets of factors into the model as a more complete adaptation of the 

model and included passive and active participation in management by exception (Den 

Hartog, Van Muijen, & Koopman, 1997). However, the construct of the model has 

remained relatively complete.  
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 In 2004, Avolio and Bass reexamined their model for these constructs and 

concluded that the six factor model provided a comprehensive model that best identified 

leadership styles, but made accommodations for the passive and active management that 

were identified by Den Hartog, et al. (1997).  This iteration of the model provided the 

Full Range model of leadership that are split into three leadership styles that identify a 

leader as either transactional, transformational, or laissez faire. In this model, charisma 

has become idealized influence separated into two components, idealized attributes and 

idealized behaviors. Inspiration has been renamed inspirational motivation as the third 

component. Intellectual stimulation and individual consideration are the fourth and fifth 

factors. All of these five factors make up transformational leadership. Transactional 

leadership is now includes contingent reward, management-by-exception active, and 

management-by-exception passive. The final component is laissez faire, which is its own 

factor for a total of nine components for the three styles (Avolio & Bass 2004).  

Antonakis et al., (2003) conducted a study in which they confirmed the validity of this 

most current model. This study sought to use the full range model of leadership that is 

represented in the most current adaptation of the MLQ-5X.  

 Throughout the literature, there have been many studies that have sought to 

investigate one specific factor of the full range model of leadership. For example, Barnett 

and McCormick (2003) investigated idealized influence in a qualitative study and 

examined its effect on teacher motivation and the school vision. In this study, they 

concluded that leadership is contingent upon an individual’s ability to not only share 

vision, but also to entice others to follow the vision. They also concluded that successful 

leadership is characterized by relationships and the effective use of those relationships to 
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encourage and support the vision of the school. This study exposed three attributes of 

school vision; collaboration, a shared sense of responsibility and accountability to 

carrying out the vision, and the principal as the leader of the process. It is essential to 

note that these three characteristics relates to idealized behaviors and idealized attributes 

from Avolio and Bass’ MLQ-5X (2004).  

 In another study, researchers used a meta analysis to determine the connection 

between charismatic leadership style and leadership effectiveness (DeGroot, Kiker, & 

Cross, 2000). Their main concern in this study was to assess subordinate satisfaction, 

effort, and commitment as it relates to the leaders’ style of leadership. Their results, 

though differ from that of the Barnett and McCormick (2003) in that they found that at 

the individual level, the relationship between charisma and effective leadership is weaker 

than previous studies had found it to be when measured at the individual level (r=0.31) 

than was found at the group level (r= 0.49) (DeGroot, Kiker, & Cross, 2000). The 

implications of this study concluded that while charismatic leadership can increase group 

performance, it has less influence over individual performance. This meta analysis 

revealed lower correlations than had been anticipated; therefore, the implications for 

transformational leadership were found to be that charismatic leadership may be effective 

on some level but still lacks the ability to significantly affect the performance of 

subordinates outside of the group performance level. It is interesting to note that as a 

group, performance is enhanced rather than reverting to the mean.  

 Other research has been aimed at analyzing other factors on the transformational 

leadership scale in an attempt to determine if the behaviors of principals within schools 

could be linked to staff turnover, staff perceived job satisfaction, and school performance 
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(Griffith, 2004). They studied data from elementary principals, staff, students, and 

disaggregated standardized test scores in order to determine the correlation between 

effective leadership and these variables. They concluded that while no statistically 

significant effects were found on staff turnover or on achievement test scores, they did 

find that staff job satisfaction was impacted by principal leadership behaviors. In 

addition, they also found that higher job satisfaction levels correlated directly to smaller 

achievement gaps between minority and non-minority students (Griffith, 2004).  The 

implications of this study were interpreted to mean that while leadership behaviors did 

not directly affect achievement, they did affect job satisfaction, which in turn had an 

impact on achievement scores. This study implied that while transformational leadership 

practices were secondary in significance, they still played a pivotal role in the execution 

of educational practice. 

 Furthermore, Griffith’s (2004) study concluded that the principal’s leadership 

styles were categorized by three components of transformational leadership: idealized 

influence, individualized consideration, and intellectual stimulation. Therefore, those 

principals that exhibited behaviors consistent with transformational leadership were more 

likely to be able to have a direct impact on staff job satisfaction; and therefore, were able 

to reduce the achievement gap.  

 However, another study by Thoonen et al. (2011), claims that although 

transformational leadership practices were essential to engaging teacher motivation and 

commitment, the real predictor of effective teaching was professional development 

activities and the extent to which the teachers engaged in learning predicated upon 

improving their craft. The team surveyed 502 teachers from 32 elementary schools in the 
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Netherlands and concluded that transformational leadership had an indirect impact on 

effective teaching and pedagogical practices. According to the researchers, there was a 

direct connection between fostering these learning activities and the transformational 

leadership practices of the administrators in motivating these practices (Thoonen et al., 

2011).  

Studies on Teacher Leadership 

 Educational systems and the research that examines the principles of leadership 

have downplayed the importance of teacher-leadership in schools and the impact that 

they have on the ability of a school to achieve their vision. While research has 

increasingly pointed to a need for more effective transformational leaders to steer 

education forward and to reduce the number of failing schools, it is becoming more and 

more apparent that the need for teachers who have leadership skills and capacities can 

assist in bridging the gap between school site administration, classroom teachers, and 

students (Angelle & Schmid, 2007; Camburn, 2009; Shelton, 2014). 

 The research has begun to highlight the impact that teacher leaders have on 

students, student achievement, and the efficacy of the school as a whole. Mangin (2007) 

examined the conditions under which school site administrators are best able to support 

the efforts and initiatives of teacher-leaders in order to better facilitate learning structures 

and achievement. Her study examined principals, teacher-leaders, and their supervisors to 

determine the scope and role of these teachers in their capacity as leaders. Mangin’s 2007 

study concluded that there existed a link between those teacher-leaders who worked 

under principals who understood and facilitated their initiatives and efforts to better the 

curriculum and student achievement in the school. According to Mangin, the implications 
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for this study illuminate the underlying relationships that exist between teacher-leaders 

and their principals that allows for open communication and trust to develop (2007). 

From this study, we can see that effective principals and teacher-leaders demonstrate 

traits of transformational leadership in practice. The Wallace Foundation’s research 

found that distributing leadership between administrators and teachers assists with 

developing stronger relationships between principals, teacher-leaders, and teachers and 

leads to higher student achievement (Leithwood et al., 2011).  

 Not all of the research agrees that teacher-leadership is the panacea to the problem 

of education, though. Research questions the wisdom of removing or distracting those 

teachers that are most highly qualified to teach from the classroom and allocating their 

talents to functions that are for purposes other than teaching (Camburn, 2009).  In fact, 

Camburn states, “Placing such teachers in leadership positions supports school 

improvement initiatives, but it can also pull valuable teaching resources from the 

classroom” (2009). Indeed, throughout his study, he found that consistently, teachers in a 

position of leadership had “substantially more postsecondary training and teaching 

experience than do nonleaders” (Camburn, 2009). While he does admit that the 

scaffolding and leadership functions can assist in training, modeling, and adaptive 

behaviors and practices, the research clearly demonstrates that the loss of these teachers 

in the classroom has a negative effect.  

 Furthermore, several studies also demonstrate the need for teacher-leaders’ 

contributions to the organization as a means of improving school and student 

achievement (Jackson & Marriot, 2012). They argue that while these leaders are 

imperative to improving the functions of schools, they disagree about what constitutes a 
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school leader. The debate continues throughout the literature as to whether a teacher must 

be formally recognized as a leader, i.e. a department chair, in order to be considered in a 

leadership position. Their study is grounded in the concept of leadership being an 

inherent function of teaching and is not tied to “specific functions or roles” within the 

organization itself (Jackson & Marriot, 2012). This idea is intriguing in that it implies that 

all teachers lead and contribute to the organization for the betterment of the vision of the 

school and its students. 

 Another study found that not only do these roles matter, but the educational levels 

were significant as well. The study found that whether the teacher leader was an 

elementary or middle/high school teacher, whether they held a bachelor’s degree or 

graduate degree, and whether they held formal positions as teacher-leaders or were 

teachers with no leadership position all made a significant difference in the perception of 

their leadership ability by other teachers (Agnelle & DeHart, 2011). This quantitative 

study collected data across 43 schools in seven states and found that these relationships 

informed the effectiveness of the teacher-leader was predicated upon other teacher’s 

perceptions, which were affected by these indicators. The ability of the teacher to lead in 

an effective manner and affect change within the organization depended upon the context 

of that leader.   

 Agnelle and DeHart (2011) claim that researchers have failed to look at teacher-

leadership from the perceptions of these teacher leaders. Their study investigated the 

teacher-leaders themselves and asked whether their perceptions differed according to 

their background and the educational level at which they implemented their practice. 

Indeed, they found a significant disparity between those at the elementary level from 
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those at the middle/high school level, and those that has earned a bachelor’s degree from 

those that has earned a graduate degree (Angelle & DeHart, 2011).  

 The perceived efficacy of these teacher-leaders is inherent on their ability to 

recognize their own agency in supporting school-wide initiatives, their own perceived 

value, and the facilitative power they hold as leaders whether formal or informal. 

According to another study, the idea that teacher-leaders were more adept at wielding this 

agency and influencing their peers whether formalized or not (Bowman, 2004). 

Bowman’s concept that teacher-leaders contain “adaptive capacity” to engage in multiple 

ways and to use their relationships has created a system in which the teacher-leader is 

able to navigate social variances in order to achieve the vision and goals of the 

organization (2004). The claim that learning this skill is necessary for a teacher to 

becoming a leader in which they are able to create and sustain a culture of achievement 

for both their organizations and their students. This emergence is deemed a “powerful 

process” and enables a shift in perception between teacher and leader (Bowman, 2004). 

 Another researcher, Brosky (2011) discusses this very idea in his research in 

which he focuses on the micropolitics of teacher-leadership. He posits that it is the 

knowledge of strategic positioning, influential power, and relationship building that 

creates active leadership within the school community. He agrees with Bowman’s (2004) 

assertion that the use of influence by these teacher leaders was essential in gaining and 

maintaining leadership power. While the microcosm of politics plays out within the 

school, the personal goals and needs of the individual are at a constant interplay and work 

to shape the organization. He states that those who have the most influence are most 

likely to be able to mold the goals and vision of the organization to that which is most 
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beneficial. Brosky claims that the theoretical world of leadership that we see in the 

literature and that which is experienced in the real world is drastically different (2011). 

However, it is the ability to navigate this difference that creates effective leadership for 

teacher leaders. In effect, the ability to manipulate relationships is transformational in 

nature. By balancing and leveraging the needs of the subordinates against that of the 

organization, effective teacher-leaders are able to elicit cooperative efforts in which 

leaders and followers are able to work in a symbiotic relationship. 

 This process was underlined in a study that examined the transformational 

teacher-leadership prototypes seen in rural schools in Canada. Anderson (2008) studied 

the fluidity of rural schools in which there were fewer restrictions and allowed more 

creativity to innovate and therefore were free to develop more transformational practices. 

The research determined that in schools that has less restrictive environments, teacher-

leaders were a considered a “source of creativity” and therefore able to develop unique 

leadership styles and relationships because of their ability to operate outside of traditional 

leadership roles typically seen and perpetuated by larger school districts in more urban 

settings (Anderson, 2008).  

 The implications for Anderson’s (2008) study of teacher-leadership as it pertains 

to transformational leadership is that the mutual influence necessitated by smaller schools 

that have fewer administrators allows for distributive leadership, higher levels of shared 

decision making, and greater collaborative participation in the components that make up 

transformational leadership. Therefore, a case can be made for less rigid control of school 

administration and more facilitative power to allow for schools to adopt innovative and 

creative ideas so as not to “exclude valuable sources of leadership” (Anderson, 2008, p. 
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16). This increased participation hints at improved morale, and ergo, improved school 

culture, as they also found this type of shared responsibility to be the norm rather than the 

exception. The teacher-leadership being displayed in these rural settings, while not 

formalized, as is our study, demonstrates the need for administration to incorporate 

creativity and allow for development of a transformational culture of innovation. 

Studies on School Culture 

 One of the frontrunners in the conversation about leadership is Bernard Bass and 

Bruce Avolio. In 1993, their work on the connection between and organization’s culture 

and its leaders demonstrated that a leaders’ impact on the values, beliefs, and practices of 

an organization were imperative for the health of an organization’s culture.  They posited 

that while organizations required strategic and tactical leaders, they also had a need for 

leaders who could understand the undertones and traditions of a school in order to 

support the vision of the organization and create a culture of understanding and problem 

solving in which the leaders are able to trust and depend upon their subordinates at all 

levels to contribute meaningfully to the achievement of shared goals (Bass & Avolio, 

1993). In addition, a school’s culture is essential to the effectiveness of the learning that 

takes place at that school (Bolman & Deal, 2006).  

 Another study sought to reach beyond the cultural boundaries of the educational 

paradigm in the United States to understand whether transformational leadership 

practices had an effect on school in Hong Kong (Yu et al., 2002).  Their study attempted 

to determine whether transformational leadership carried an effect on teacher’s 

commitment to change, and other variables such as school culture, school structure, and 

school environment. Their research found significant disparities in the perceptions of 
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transformational practices between cultures, but also found that the variables were 

influenced significantly (Yu et al., 2002).  

 The researchers found that while there were many factors that influence school 

culture, school structure, and school environment, these were all significantly impacted 

by transformational leadership practices. In effect, the leadership style changed the 

variable conditions at the school. However, the study also found that there was only a 

very weak connection between transformational leadership practices and teacher’s 

commitment to change (Yu et al., 2002). Further, researchers claim that there is a 

disparity in the cultural traditions that underscore personal interactions in the workplace 

between Chinese and American leadership roles, which affects the effectiveness of the 

leadership tactics in practice (Fu & Yukl, 2000).  

 The implications for this study are that the cultural contexts through which the 

school operates are indicative of the effect that transformational leadership practices may 

have on the school culture itself. For example, Yu et al. (2002) found that the highest 

mean rating was the item that the principal set high expectations for ongoing teacher 

development and growth (M= 4.36, SD= 1.13). Interestingly, while studies are being 

conducted in many cultures and across many traditional educational paradigms, it seems 

that transformational leadership affects many aspects of school culture regardless of 

geographic culture. 

 Another study looks at job satisfaction and teacher performance as it relates to 

teacher competence, motivation, and culture. The study collected data from 117 teachers 

and conducted an SEM analysis to see if competence, motivation and school culture had 

an influence on teacher job satisfaction and performance. Their study determined that 
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there was a significant positive relationship between job motivation and job satisfaction; 

however, the results demonstrated that there was not any significant effect on teacher 

performance. This means that job motivation creates more satisfaction at the workplace, 

but not necessarily better performance at that job. The study did find, however, that 

competence and job satisfaction did affect teacher performance. Therefore, and indirect 

relationship between job motivation and performance did exist.  The research also 

demonstrated that the culture of an organization had an affect on job satisfaction (Arifin, 

2014).  

 This study highlights to complex relationship between competence, motivation, 

job satisfaction, and performance as it relates to the culture of an organization. 

Increasingly, studies have begun to uncover the intricate web that creates a culture of an 

organization as it pertains to schools and the performance of its teachers. While the 

research illuminates the need for a better understanding of how organizational culture 

evolves and is shaped by those within it, we also must come to a better understanding of 

how the culture affects those that operate within those systems. Additionally, Arifin 

(2014) suggests that schools can increase motivation by allowing greater accountability, 

encouraging creativity, and allowing teachers to develop professionally, which are 

behaviors associated with transformational leadership. By encouraging an improved 

school culture, we are able to increase job satisfaction and thereby improving 

performance (Arifin, 2014).  

 Dininno (2012) identifies what she calls “promoters” to leadership practices. Her 

study found certain identifiers for promoting healthy leadership practices. Among those 

was the use of distributive leadership to foster decision making accountability, building a 
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trusting culture, creating time for collaboration, administrator availability for mentorship 

and skill building, and differentiated professional development. The study concluded that 

the encouragement factor in a culture that provided these promoters was pivotal in 

supporting leadership initiatives among teacher leaders. This study implies that school 

leaders can support a positive school culture by strategically employing these identifiers 

or “promoters” of teacher-leadership (Dininno, 2012).  

 In fact, another study illustrates the need to improve school culture to create a 

culture of high achievement within the school. The Aspen Institute (2014) studied high 

performing institutions and found that the role that culture plays is essential to the success 

of the school. The study found that while the school has a strong record of achievement, 

their leaders scored very low on instructional leadership practices, but high on cultural 

leadership practices. The implications of this study demonstrate that although a leader 

may lack some leadership traits, fostering a culture of achievement may assist leaders in 

achieving organizational goals (Aspen Institute, 2014).  

 This study has implications for the field of school culture in that it is imperative 

that schools work to assess and reassess the effectiveness of their culture in terms of goal 

setting and vision. The leaders in an organization are strategically responsible for 

building a culture of achievement and success regardless of their leadership role. They 

found that a shared sense of community and responsibility produces achievement, and 

concluded that teacher leaders have a significant impact on the culture of the school. The 

study also concluded that teacher leaders were better positioned to enact change in 

culture (Aspen Institute, 2014). 
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 Indeed, Turan and Bektas (2013) found that creating a positive culture in a school 

was dependent on leadership practices that supported cohesiveness and shared objectives. 

The study concluded that there was appositive and significant relationship between 

leadership practices both of teachers and of educational leaders and the school’s culture. 

The research determined that certain leadership practices such as guidance, questioning, 

encouragement, and vision setting all had a huge impact on the variance of school 

cultures (Turan & Bektas, 2013). The importance of this study underlines the specific 

practices that leaders can use to engage their followers in creating a positive school 

culture.  

 A study conducted in 2013 posited that the more positive a school’s culture, the 

more teacher –leaders would develop and learn leadership practices in order to strengthen 

that school’s culture further (Wang & Zepeda, 2013). The symbiotic relationship that 

they posited found a link between school culture, positive teacher-leadership, and school 

improvement. By comparing their data, they were able to confirm that a positive culture 

fostered improved leadership development in teacher-leaders, and also helped to create a 

collaborative culture within the school; thereby, encouraging increased leadership roles 

and willingness to learn and take on increased responsibilities (Wang & Zepeda, 2013).  

 Conversely, Wang and Zepeda also found that a negative school culture of 

distrust and disenfranchisement led to a difficulty in developing teacher-leaders and had 

an adverse impact on the ability of existing teacher-leaders to effectively enact change. 

They found that negative or unhealthy school culture was detrimental to efficiency and 

achievement of school wide goals and impeded a teacher-leaders’ ability to impact 

educational practice and their peers (Wang & Zepeda, 2013).  
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 The implications of this study to shed light on the cyclical relationship between 

teacher-leadership and school culture in a manner that demonstrates that school culture is 

a result of the functions of leadership, but still impacts leadership efficacy and efficiency 

throughout the organization. A Chinese study found similar results in their survey of 

1318 teachers that found that fostering a culture of virtue and kind deeds could predict 

teacher efficacy and commitment (Cheng, 2012). The study found a cumulative effect on 

teacher and leaders and reaffirms the relationship between positive culture and effective 

leadership practices as a symbiosis of one another. The ability of a leader to effect change 

on an organization’s culture is one that is longitudinal in nature, changing an organization 

over time.   

 In fact, several studies have determined that it is possible to improve the culture 

of a school by using transformational leadership practices such as the type discussed by 

the Aspen Institute (2014). The type of job satisfaction that is inherent in school with a 

healthy school culture are considered to be an affirmation of positive transformational 

leadership (Springer et al., 2012). Their longitudinal study followed a school’s 

transformation from a negative culture to a positive one through the use of 

transformational leadership being used to build trust and employee satisfaction leading to 

increased achievement and performance. They describe the need to empower employees 

to be creative and the efforts of the school leaders to help build a shared vision within the 

organization through open communications and collaborative processes to generate 

change (Springer et al., 2012). These transformational practices worked to shift the 

perceptions of those stakeholders and to build a culture of empowered trust. According to 

Springer et al., “Organizational culture is a determining factor in the efficacy of 
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organizations” (2012). Their study links transitions in school culture as a result of 

transformational leadership.  

 Another case study found similar significance in the role that leaders take in 

assisting to shape school culture through transformational leadership practices (Veiseh et 

al., 2014). They found a “meaningful” relationship between a school’s culture and 

transformational leadership practices such that several factors of transformational 

leadership have a significant effect on culture. Although the found that intellectual 

encouragement had no significant influence on organizational culture, they found that 

inspirational motivation, personal observations, and hopeful influence were positively 

correlated with organizational culture. In fact, they describe the influence that 

transformational leadership has on the role of culture as “remarkable” (Veiseh et al., 

2014).  

 While the majority of the research seems to concur that transformational 

leadership significantly changes the climate, culture, and achievement of a school, not all 

researchers agree that this information is being utilized in a manner that allows for this 

type of successful change in the educational paradigm. Researchers Moujaes et al (2012) 

claim that policymakers fail to enact reforms based on solid research verified practices. 

They claim that while those leaders who have the power to enact significant change in the 

way education is led, they themselves are not transformational leaders capable of 

developing leaders with the capacity to effect real needed reform. Moujaes et al (2012) 

urge these top tier leaders to become transformational leaders themselves in order to be 

able to work with their leaders for the betterment of the educational paradigm.  
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 Moujes et al (2012) introduce a three-part framework that identifies leaders 

capable of making significant transformational change within education. First, they 

identify leaders who are visionary, capable of thinking strategically in order to meet 

future expectations and needs of the school system. Second, they are able to work within 

the existing system in order to affect change from within. Third, they are leaders who are 

able to lead by engaging stakeholders and subordinates during transition in a manner that 

allows for supportive behaviors. Their research looked at specific case studies in many 

regions of the world such as Abu Dhabi, Finland, South Korea, and Canada and found 

that while all of these places had different educational systems, they were very similar in 

their management of these systems: transactional rather than transformational (Moujaes 

et al, 2012). 

 Other research suggests that while these studies are imperative to the field of 

education, that they also have far reaching implications for all leadership roles. Davis and 

Macauley (2011) outlines the need for leaders to create cultures of leadership in which all 

leaders take their roles personally in an effort to transform the organization from within 

through all levels of leadership which in turn impacts school culture.  

 However, not all of the research confirms that transformational leadership 

positively impacts school learning culture. Barnett, McCormick, and Connors (2001) 

conducted a study that concluded that the use of transformational leadership is no more 

effective than transactional leadership in terms of its impact on school culture. Their 

research determined that while transformational leadership does have a positive impact 

on teacher outcomes such as job satisfaction, commitment, and teacher’s perceptions of 

leadership effectiveness, it had a negative impact on student learning culture. The 
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implications of this study were significant because it implies that the relationship between 

leadership and achievement or those factors that influence achievement may be much 

more complex than first noted. Their research surveyed 124 teachers using the 

Multifactor leadership questionnaire (MLQ-5X) instrument to measure the characteristics 

of transformational leadership. Barnett, McCormick, and Connors research conclusions 

indicated that elements of transactional leadership were critical to building and 

maintaining a culture of learning within the school (2001).  

 Interestingly, studies have now expanded from contained school culture to 

educational culture outside of the school. Leithwood and Patrician (2015) discuss the 

need for educational culture to include stakeholders in the home and community to 

improve school culture and to foster a culture of achievement. In fact, their study presents 

a “multi-dimensional” concept of school culture that includes parental engagement, 

instructional support, and leadership as a necessary component to building beneficial 

educational cultures at school (Leithwood & Patrician, 2015).  Tavares-Silva and 

Pessanha (2012), on the other hand, discuss the implications of school culture on 

curriculum and educational management and conclude that the culture of an organization 

is both historical and political in nature, and that the education efforts reach outside of 

school boundaries to deeper sociological issues.  

 Bernard Bass and Bruce Avolio originated the Organizational Description 

Questionnaire in 1992 as a means of exploring the correlation between a leaders’ 

leadership style and that of the culture of an organization (Bass & Avolio 1993). This 

instrument measures transformational leadership culture and transactional leadership 

culture. This instrument has been used in order to evaluate the culture of an organization 
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as either transformational in which the organization seeks to build a culture of trust and 

mutual purpose for growth and change in both the individual and the organization itself; 

or transactional in which supportive environments are in favor of a productive 

organization outside of the needs of the individual (Inabinett & Ballero, 2014). The 

instrument contains 28 survey items, which are half transformational and half 

transactional in nature in order to frame a culture for the organization. The instrument 

allows for an organization to be able to accurately assess their culture in terms of their 

commitment to transformational or transactional leadership. 

Gaps in the Literature 

 A review of the literature shows a considerable amount of research being 

conducted in the area of transformational leadership. The Full Range Leadership Model 

demonstrates a comprehensive overview of leadership styles that are in evidence in both 

schools and in other types of organizations. The components of the model are compelling 

to the study of leadership practices and their impact on culture and collaborative 

practices. Examining school culture as a result of leadership yields a wealth of research 

that effectively determines a positive relationship between building a healthy school 

culture and transformational leadership. 

 There is also a great deal of research being conducted on teacher leadership and 

its impact on achievement and on school culture. The literature is comprehensive in 

providing insight into the need for effective teacher-leaders and the practices that 

encourage effective leadership. Throughout the literature, studies have demonstrated that 

having effective leaders within an organization influences culture. 
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 However, a gap persists in making a connection between teacher-leadership and 

transformational leadership. Very few studies have been made that effectively study the 

need for teacher-leaders to demonstrate the transformational practices that educational 

administrators have been shown to need. While teacher-leadership is essential in an 

effective culture, and transformational leadership is also pivotal to building that culture, 

the logical evolution in research would lead to the need for studies in transformational 

teacher-leadership.  

 In addition, there exists a gap in the literature for practical application. While the 

research hints at usage of transformational practice, the existing research fails to uncover 

a methodology for employing teacher-leadership or transformational leadership in a 

manner that allows for greater achievement of organizational goals and personal vision. 

The research has implications for practical usage, but seems to stop short of creating an 

impetus for actual change within organizations. The implied applications are essential for 

making actual and workable improvements to educational paradigms. The research must 

produce conditions under which form and function become practice.  

 The study being conducted here seeks to fulfill the purpose of highlighting the 

transformational leadership being practiced in schools that have healthy cultures. The 

need for this study becomes apparent when we view the literature as a means of building 

useful practice within the school site for achieving organizational goals and for the 

betterment of the school functions. Teacher-leadership has proven an indispensable asset 

to the vision of schools that have few administrators and even fewer resources. The 

research demonstrates that these leaders have a wealth of untapped ability, but fails to 

connect that resource to transformational practices. 
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Summary  

 A review of the literature demonstrates that the Full Range Model of Leadership’s 

nine components are well tested for reliability and validity and are both accurate and 

robust tests for leadership styles. The improvement efforts of the education system are 

becoming increasingly dependent on having effective leadership that is aware of 

leadership styles and its impact on school culture. By examining the literature, we are 

able to see a clear need to continue in our efforts to understand the cyclical influence 

culture has on leadership and that leadership has on culture. 

 Additionally, the research demonstrates that attention to understanding leadership 

styles has had an impact on improvement practices in leadership throughout a wide range 

of industries and cultures. Our understanding of administrative leadership, teacher 

leadership, and school culture are ever changing and ever evolving. The literature 

reviewed demonstrates this evolution and continued exploration of not only how to 

understand leadership styles, but also on their impact on the organization as a whole.  
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CHAPTER III. Methodology 

 My research study examined the predominant leadership styles of educational 

administrators and teacher-leaders and the relationship between those styles and the 

culture of the school in which they work. A quantitative study was conducted in three 

layers. My study attempted to determine what type of leadership style the leader 

demonstrated and that relationship to school culture. First, the leaders themselves 

evaluated their own leadership style along the Full Range Leadership Model by 

answering survey questions on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Self (MLQ-5X 

Short Form). Second, followers evaluated their perceptions of their leaders’ actual 

leadership style on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Rater (MLQ-5X Short 

Form). Third, all participants will evaluate their organizational culture on the 

Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ).  

 Chapter III includes include the following sections: 

1. A description of the participants of the study including an explanation of the 

selection process for identifying participants. 

2. Research instruments and studies examining validity 

3. Research questions  

4. The procedures for collecting data  

5. Assumptions 

6. Hypotheses  

7. Statistical analysis procedures 

8. Delimitations of the study 
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Description of Participants 

 The participants in the study were educational administrators and teacher-leaders 

currently employed in the Miami Dade County Public School system. The participants 

were drawn from a population of approximately 460 administrators, approximately 3000 

teacher-leaders, and all staff at participating schools in the Miami Dade County Public 

School System. The administrative leaders and teacher-leaders participated in the self-

rater portion of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X). Data collected 

from the staff at participating schools were collected using the MLQ-5X Rater survey and 

the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ). 

 During the data collection process, the study surveyed 139 participants. Sixteen of 

the surveys were discarded because of an unsigned consent form or incomplete survey 

data. In addition, three completed surveys had to be discarded because the leader to 

which they were assigned did not participate.  

 The final sample included one hundred and twenty participants.. Of those 

surveyed, twenty-four of the participants were leaders. Seven of these leader participants 

were administrative leaders, 17 of them were teacher-leaders. In addition, the research 

surveyed 96 followers, each of whom rated one of the 24 leaders in a randomized 

assignment.  

 These leaders and followers were surveyed from three different schools 

throughout Miami Dade County Public School System. At the time of the study, there 

were a total of 17 administrative leaders, and 42 teacher-leaders within those three 

schools. There were a total of 205 faculty members in the three schools at the time of my 
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survey. All leaders and faculty members were provided the opportunity to participate in 

the study.  

 The average demographic participant’s age, gender, racial-ethnic identity, and 

SES was determined by the leaders and followers that chose to participate in the study. It 

is assumed that the demographic sample is representative of the population based on the 

ethnic makeup of Miami Dade County. Participation in the study was on a volunteer basis 

after inviting participation to each school. As a result of the limited number of 

educational administrators and teacher-leaders in Miami Dade County Public School 

system, the participant pool was chosen from the existing administrators in the Miami 

Dade County Public Schools system and the formalized teacher-leadership pools in those 

schools that chose to participate. The pool of teacher-leaders consisted primarily of 

department and grade level chairs, instructional coaches, and other formalized 

instructional positions.  

Research Instruments and Studies Examining Validity 

 The study that was conducted consisted of two research instruments that 

measured the two components of leadership and school culture. The first research 

instrument was used to measure whether the educational administrators and teacher-

leaders actually practice transformational, transactional, or passive/avoidant leadership as 

defined by Bass and Avolio (1997). For the purposes of this study the most recent form 

of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, the MLQ-5X short form was used (Bass & 

Avolio, 2006).  

 Those participants who are leaders were provided the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (MLQ-5X) self-rater form, a survey that determined the leaders’ 
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perception of their own predominant leadership style. The MLQ-5X survey contained a 

5-point Likert type scale with 45 items and was used to determine the leaders’ 

predominant leadership characteristics as determined between the leaders’ perception and 

their followers perceptions of their leadership practices.  

 Several studies have been able to examine the validity of the MLQ-5X short form. 

Antonakis et al. (2003) examined several factors of the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire and determined that the underlying structure of the MLQ-5X is best 

represented by the nine-factor analysis used in the most recent form. There have been 

concerns expressed about the validity of the six-factor model; therefore, the nine-factor 

model was developed to respond to those criticisms and is the model used here 

(Antonakis et al., 2002). These nine factors are Laissez Faire, Management by Exception 

(Passive), Management by Exception (Active), Contingent Rewards, Idealized Influence 

(Attributes), Idealized Influence (Behavior), Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual 

Stimulation, and Individualized Consideration. Judge and Piccolo (2004) found strong 

case for overall validity (r=.44) for the MLQ-5X, and found that transformational 

leadership had a more strongly correlated relationship than did transactional leadership. 

In addition, the five transformational components had a high average inter-correlation 

factor (r = .064, p< 0.01) demonstrating that the nine-factor form contains much higher 

validity than the six-factor model (Eshbach, 2008).  

 The second instrument used in the study was the Organizational Description 

Questionnaire (ODQ). An examination into the validity and reliability of the ODQ 

instrument found the transformational scale to have both reliability and consistency as 
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well as theoretically comprehensive. According to Parry and Proctor-Thomson (2001), 

the Organizational Description Questionnaire demonstrates adequate internal reliability  

(r= 0.88 for transformational culture and r= 0.77 for transactional culture). They also 

found, however, that the transactional and transformational scales do negatively correlate 

with one another (r= -0.61, p < 0.001) (Parry & Proctor-Thomson, 2001).  

 The ODQ contains a true/false type survey whose purpose was to obtain data on 

organizational culture. My survey contained 28 items based on a choice of “true,” “false,” 

or “?.” Each answer was provided a point value, and the organization was given a mean 

score that represents the degree to which the culture type manifests itself in the 

organization (Parry & Proctor-Thompson, 2007).  

 There are nine types of organizational culture defined within the ODQ by Bass 

and Avolio (1994) creating a leadership culture profile. These nine types are: garbage 

can, pedestrian, bureaucratic, loosely guided, coasting, formal, maturing, highly 

developed, and high contrast. These nine types were split into transformational and 

transactional components. Parry & Proctor-Thomson (2007) conducted a validity study 

on the ODQ and concluded that the scale correlated positively with transformational 

culture (r= 0.39, p <0.001). The study also concluded that transactional culture correlated 

negatively with organizational effectiveness at (r= -0.34, p <0.001).  However, a study 

conducted by Nader et al. (2006) found “good levels of internal consistency for both 

dimensions”, transformational and transactional (p. 152). While the Organizational 

Description Questionnaire has not been developed further than the original iteration of 

the survey, it demonstrates both valid and reliable results that measure the organizational 

culture with consistency.  
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Research Questions 

 There are several questions that this study sought to answer throughout the course 

of the research. All of them have potential implications on leadership style and teacher-

leadership and the relationship between that and school culture. These questions are: 

• RQ 1: What is the primary demonstrated leadership style of the administrator and 

teacher leader as determined by the leader’s scores combined with the follower’s 

scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5X Short Form (MLQ-5X)?  

• RQ 2: What is the school culture profile as determined by the leaders’ and 

followers’ scores on the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ)? 

• RQ 3: Is there a connection between the leadership style of educational 

administrators and teacher-leaders and school culture as determined by and 

analysis of variance between leader and follower scores on the MLQ-5X and the 

ODQ?  

Procedures for Collecting Data 

 The procedures for gathering the sample group were to recruit participating 

schools by first sending electronic correspondence requesting participation, followed by 

mailed letters to each of the approximately 460 principals in 464 schools in Miami Dade 

County Public School System. The purpose of this letter was to explain the nature and 

reasons for the research being conducted and to request participation in the survey. There 

were three schools that chose to participate in the research and had the principals, 

administrative leaders, and teacher-leaders surveyed. In addition, all faculty and 

instructional members at the school site were invited to participate in both survey 

instruments.  
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 The data collection period was ten weeks long, beginning with the initial contact 

between the researcher and principal. Once contact was made, the researcher made 

arrangements to meet with the participants at the school during faculty meetings as the 

ease of communication and the least intrusive time on campus. The data were collected at 

the next convenient meeting date for collection with those participants.  

 Prior to the meeting, the researcher prepared two types of survey packets for 

leader and follower participants. Also, prior to the meeting, the researcher requested s 

information from the school such as the number of faculty members, the types of 

leadership, and the number of participants in each department in order to assure 

randomization. The researcher had no control over the number or type of administrative 

leader that participated in the study, nor the followers that would choose to participate, 

which makes this a random sample. The assignment was provided in sealed envelopes per 

department and was randomly distributed to the members of that department.  

 The surveys were randomized according to the school and department in which 

the leader and follower worked. In each department, the packets were prepared for the 

number of followers in the department as well as the number of leaders in the school. In 

addition, the sampling was further randomized per department, with some of the 

members of the department being surveyed about the educational administrator, some 

about the department chair, and some about other administrative leaders or teacher-

leaders within the school such as the test-chair, athletic director, or the activities director. 

Half of the follower packets contained surveys for the department chair, and the other 

half contained surveys for the additional leaders at the school. The packets were marked 

only with “Leader” or Follower” and were separated by department. The follower survey 
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packets were not marked in any other fashion and were distributed blindly according to 

each department only. It is unknown which follower participant received which leader to 

evaluate. The leader packets were assigned a “leader number” in order to preserve 

anonymity for the leader.  

 During the meeting, prior to collecting the data, the researcher provided 

information to the principals, teacher-leaders, and staff about the purpose of the study, the 

random selection process, the confidentiality of the results, and the potential uses for the 

results. The survey included a portion that provided informed consent to all participants. 

 Those who did not wish to participate in the study had the opportunity to decline 

participation. The participants were provided an envelope that contained an informed 

consent form, a short demographic section, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Self 

or Rater (MLQ-5X Short Form), and the ODQ. The followers were given a survey for the 

leader that they were assessing, which was randomized. It is of note that the followers 

assessed the principal, one of the other administrative leaders, their department chair, or 

any other teacher-leaders and assessed only one of these leaders. In addition, each 

participant was given the ODQ, which only has one iteration.  

 At the conclusion of the meeting, the researcher set a due date for the data at the 

next faculty meeting during which a specified leader would collect the sealed packets and 

return them to the researcher. At the conclusion of the ten-week time period, the data 

collection period was closed and any data collected up to that time was used. Late 

surveys were not used in the data analysis. 

 The procedures for data collection included a survey for the participants to 

complete. The survey was a 20-30 minute survey given in a paper format. The survey 
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will had two parts: first, was be the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X) self 

or rater form, depending on whether the participant was a leader or a follower.  

 The second part of the data collected was the Organizational Description 

Questionnaire (ODQ), and was distributed to all participants in the study both leaders and 

staff members. The purpose of the Organizational Description Questionnaire was to 

determine the culture of the school and was used in conjunction with the MLQ-5X short 

form to answer the research questions. 

Assumptions 

 There are several assumptions that underlie this study. First, no difference exists 

between school site administrators and teacher-leaders on the MLQ-5X form. The 

instrument is a measurement of leadership; therefore, the questions posed to the two 

levels of leadership are the same for both. Second, for the purposes of my study, only 

administrative leaders that hold formal titles were used for data collection. Third, the Full 

Range Model of Leadership as defined by Burns (1978), Bass (1985), and Avolio (1989) 

was used to define the leaders’ style of leadership in the MLQ-5X. Fourth, School 

Culture was measured using the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ). Fifth, 

the sample was representative of the demographic makeup of Miami Dade County. 

Seventh, Transactional and Transformational leadership styles define leadership 

differently.  

Hypotheses 

 The hypotheses posed in the study are aimed at discovering a connection between 

leadership style, school administrators, teacher-leaders, and school culture. As indicated 

in Chapter I, there were three hypotheses that were tested in the course of the research. 
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The following are the hypotheses that were tested throughout the course of the study 

being conducted and the assertions made by these hypotheses were the focal point of the 

research. The data collected from the three different surveys were focused on testing the 

hypotheses posed here. 

H1. There will be a difference between administrative leaders’ and  teacher-leaders’ 

 predominant leadership style as measured by the leaders’ and followers’ scores on 

 the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire for Research (MLQ-5X Short Form). 

H1.0- Null- There will be no difference between administrative leaders’ and teacher 

 leaders’ leadership characteristics as measured by the leaders’ and followers’ 

 scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire for Research (MLQ-5X Short 

 Form). 

H2. There will be a difference between transactional and transformational predominant 

 school culture profile as measured by the leaders’ and followers’ scores on the 

 Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ).  

H2.0- Null- There will be no difference between transactional and  transformational 

 predominant school culture profile as measured by the leaders’ and followers’ 

 scores on the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ).  

H3. There will be a difference between administrative leaders’ and teacher-leaders’ 

 predominant leadership style and school culture profile as measured by the 

 leaders’ and followers’ scores on both the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

 (MLQ-5X Short Form) and the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ). 

H3.0- Null- There will be no difference between administrative leaders’ and teacher-

 leaders’ predominant leadership style and school culture profile as measured by 
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 the leaders’ and followers’ scores on both the Multifactor Leadership 

 Questionnaire (MLQ-5X Short Form) and the Organizational Description 

 Questionnaire (ODQ).  

Statistical Analysis Procedures 

 The data for this study were gathered using three groups of participants: the 

educational leader, both administrative leaders and teacher-leaders, and the followers, 

each coded differently for statistical measurement purposes. The Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (MLQ-5x) self-form was provided to each educational leader and teacher 

leader in participating institutions. The MLQ-5X rater form was provided to each 

follower at participating schools. Every participant in the study was provided with the 

Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ) in order to establish the culture at the 

school. Collection of these data permitted a comparative analysis of the predominant 

leadership style as defined by the Full Range Leadership Model and the nine factors of 

the MLQ-5X and its impact on school culture as defined by the ODQ.  

 Once the data were collected, the data were coded and entered into SPSS 

statistical software by hand and the raw data were evaluated. For the MLQ-5X, each of 

the 45 questions used the five-point Likert scale and was coded into a system in which 

each answer was assigned a number 0 through 4, then transposed into the program for 

analysis as per the MLQ-5X instrument instructions (Avolio & Bass 2004) . For the 

ODQ, the 28 True/False/? Questions were coded as a “1” for “True”, a “-1” for “False”, 

and a “0” for “?” as per the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ) instrument 

instructions (Bass & Avolio 2006).  
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 The first seven demographics research questions were answered using descriptive 

statistics. The data were analyzed using mean and frequency analyses and the relationship 

between these descriptive statistics provided insight into the makeup of the participant 

population and will be discussed in the results section of my study.  

 The first analysis completed was for the MLQ-5X Rater and Self form which 

demonstrated the predominant leadership characteristic for each leader. After the data 

collection, data coding, and data entry, the initial analysis was conducted using 

descriptive statistics to examine the makeup of the participant responses. 

 The independent variable for this analysis was the leadership type: Administrative 

leader, teacher-leader, or follower. The dependent variable for this analysis was the 

predominant leadership characteristic demonstrated according to their scores on the 

MLQ-5X. A one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted on the independent 

and dependent variable to test the hypothesis concerning the relationship between the 

educational leaders’ self-perception of their predominant leadership characteristic and the 

followers’ rating of those same leaders based using a comparison of their answers on the 

MLQ-5X. The mean difference between the item answers assisted in a determination of 

the predominant leadership style for each administrator. 

 The second research question concerning the participants’ perceived culture 

profile for their school was examined in the same manner. The data were collected, 

coded, and entered into the statistical analysis program. The first analysis completed were 

descriptive statistics to determine the participant makeup and an evaluation of the culture 

profile.  
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 The independent variable for this analysis was the characteristics of school 

culture. The dependent variable for this study was the predominant culture scores 

transformational and transactional based on the participants’ answers on the ODQ. A 

one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted in order to test the hypothesis 

concerning the relationship between the educational leaders’ and followers’ perceptions 

of their school culture profile based on a comparison of their answers on the ODQ. The 

mean difference between the item answers assisted in a determination of the predominant 

culture profile. 

 The third research question examining a relationship between the leaders’ 

predominant leadership style and the culture profile was examined by first using 

descriptive statistics to determine the mean and frequency of the participants’ answers. In 

addition, a cross tabulation was completed to establish the frequency of the combinations 

of answers for both of the nine characteristic sets for the MLQ-5X and the ODQ. The 

results section illustrates those findings.  

 The independent variable in this analysis was the leaders’ predominant leadership 

characteristic as determined by the participants’ scores on the MLQ-5X. The dependent 

variable was the culture profile as evidenced by the participants’ scores on the ODQ. 

Another one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to test the hypothesis 

concerning the relationship between administrative leaders’ and teacher-leaders’ 

predominant leadership style, and the predominant school culture characteristic. These 

statistics were examined to determine whether a disparity exists between administrative 

leaders’ and teacher-leaders’ leadership style and culture profile. The results are 

discussed in the following chapter. 
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 For each of the analyses in this study, the alpha level was set at .05, which is the 

typical alpha level for social science research. It has been determined that finding a 

significance level of p< 0.05 indicates a significant relationship between leadership styles 

and school culture. 

Delimitations of the Study 

 This study has several delimitations that may have affected the scope and 

generalizability of the study and may have impacted the outcome of the study. These 

parameters were set by the researcher in order to maintain the feasibility of the study. The 

following are some of the delimitations of the study. 

1. This study was limited and offered only to public school administrative leaders 

only in Miami Dade County Public School System due to their availability. 

Therefore, no assumptions should be made about the generalizability of this study 

to private, parochial, charter, alternative schools, or schools in other districts.  

2. This research was also delimited to educational administrative leaders and 

teacher-leaders who hold formal titles. While a case can certainly be made for the 

inclusion of teacher-leaders that act in a leadership capacity without the 

authoritative position, this study sought to ascertain the leadership style of those 

endowed with formal authority to enact changes based on the school’s 

organizational culture and goals.  

3. Since this study contains a multi-part survey, the sample is limited to participants 

that completed all parts of the survey. The leadership styles of the educational 

administrators and teacher-leaders will be ascertained from the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire Self (MLQ- Form 5X Short) (Bass, 1997). The 



60 

perceptions of leadership style by subordinates and peers was ascertained using 

the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Rater (MLQ- Form 5X Short). The 

measurement of school culture was measured by all participants using the 

Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ). Any incomplete surveys were 

discarded. 

Summary 

 The research conducted throughout this study was a randomized sample of 

educational administrators and teacher-leaders in Miami Dade County Public Schools 

that sampled twenty-four leaders and 96 followers to determine the educational 

leadership style as defined by the full range leadership model. In addition, the 

participants of the study were surveyed to determine the schools’ predominant culture as 

defined by the Organizational Description Questionnaire. The study sought to answer to 

the relationship between educational leadership styles and school culture and to 

determine through statistical analysis whether there exists a correlation between 

leadership styles demonstrated in schools and school culture. 
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CHAPTER IV. Results 

 This chapter contains the results of the quantitative research study conducted to 

ascertain the effects of school administrators’ and teacher-leaders’ leadership style on 

school culture. The research conducted attempted to answer the following research 

questions:  

• RQ 1: What is the primary demonstrated leadership style of the administrator and 

teacher leader as determined by the leader’s scores combined with the follower’s 

scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5X Short Form (MLQ-5X)?  

• RQ 2: What is the school culture profile as determined by the leaders’ and 

followers’ scores on the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ)? 

• RQ 3: Is there a connection between the leadership style of educational 

administrators and teacher-leaders and school culture as determined by and 

analysis of variance between leader and follower scores on the MLQ-5X and the 

ODQ?  

 After the surveys were collected and completed, the data was coded and entered 

into SPSS statistical analysis software. The first analysis completed was a demographic 

analysis.  

Demographics and Descriptive Statistics 

 The sample from this study was taken from three schools in Miami Dade County 

Public Schools. The participants were limited to school administrative leaders, teacher-

leaders, and teaching faculty within those three schools. At the time of the study, there 

were a total of 17 administrative leaders, and 42 teacher-leaders within those three 
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schools. There were a total of 205 faculty members in the three schools at the time of this 

survey. All leaders and faculty were provided the opportunity to participate in the study.  

 Throughout the data collection process, a total of 139 surveys were completed. Of 

these, 16 of them were excluded due to an unsigned consent form or incomplete survey 

data. Three others were discarded due to because the leader they were assigned did not 

participate. Therefore, the total size of the number of participants was N=120. The 

research surveyed n= 24 leaders. The subsample totals for the leader groups was 

administrative leaders (n= 7) and teacher leaders (n=7). These leaders were surveyed 

from a total of three different schools throughout Miami Dade County. In addition, the 

research surveyed n= 96 followers, each of whom rated one of the 24 leaders in a 

randomized assignment. Table 1 shows the survey percentages for the different leader 

types for the participants of the study.  

Table 1. Frequency and Percent of Leader Type 
 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent Cumulative Percent 
Administrative Leader 7 5.8 5.8 5.8 
Teacher Leader 17 14.2 14.2 20.0 
Follower 96 80.0 80.0 100.0 
Total 120 100.0 100.0  

 

Of the three schools surveyed, the 120 total number of useable surveys completed varied 

by school due to school faculty size, and participation in the study. As Table 2 

demonstrates, School 1 completed a total of 71 surveys, and accounted for 59.2% of the 

total number of surveys completed. School 2, however, completed 15 surveys and 
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accounted for 12.5% of the completed surveys. School 3 completed 34 surveys, for a total 

of 28.3% of completed surveys.  

Table 2. Frequency and Percent by School 
 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1.00 71 59.2 59.2 59.2 
2.00 15 12.5 12.5 71.7 
3.00 34 28.3 28.3 100.0 
Total 120 100.0 100.0  

 

 The number of followers that surveyed each leader depended on the number of 

participants in each school. The research conducted provided an equal number of surveys 

for each leader to the expected participants; however, the number of surveys completed 

per leader varied by participation due to the fact that the participation was both random 

and voluntary. Therefore, the data demonstrates that the leaders do not have an identical 

number of follower ratings for each part of the survey. In addition, since several of the 

surveys completed were unusable due to incomplete answers or sections, the number of 

followers per leader varies. 

 Table 3 illustrates the number of leaders and the number of participants that rated 

the leaders. Within this distribution of surveys, 12 of the leaders originated from school 

1, while schools 2 and 3 account for 6 leaders each. One leader did not participate; 

therefore, three follower surveys were also discarded, as they became unusable. Out of 

the 139 surveys completed, 86% (N=120) of the surveys were complete and contained 

usable data. Of the 14% that were not used 1 was a leader, and the rest were followers.  
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Table 3. Frequency and Percent, Number of Participants by Leader 
 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1.00 6 5.0 5.0 5.0 
2.00 4 3.3 3.3 8.3 
3.00 5 4.2 4.2 12.5 
4.00 5 4.2 4.2 16.7 
5.00 4 3.3 3.3 20.0 
6.00 11 9.2 9.2 29.2 
7.00 6 5.0 5.0 34.2 
8.00 11 9.2 9.2 43.3 
9.00 8 6.7 6.7 50.0 
10.00 3 2.5 2.5 52.5 
11.00 2 1.7 1.7 54.2 
12.00 6 5.0 5.0 59.2 
13.00 4 3.3 3.3 62.5 
14.00 2 1.7 1.7 64.2 
15.00 3 2.5 2.5 66.7 
16.00 2 1.7 1.7 68.3 
17.00 2 1.7 1.7 70.0 
18.00 2 1.7 1.7 71.7 
19.00 6 5.0 5.0 76.7 
20.00 6 5.0 5.0 81.7 
21.00 6 5.0 5.0 86.7 
22.00 3 2.5 2.5 89.2 
23.00 3 2.5 2.5 91.7 
24.00 10 8.3 8.3 100.0 
Total 120 100.0 100.0  

 
 The gender distribution for the study was 86 female, comprising 71.7% of the 

participants. The male participant number was 34 and consisted of 28.3% of participants. 

The percentage of female to male participants is heavily weighted towards female. Table 

4 shows the total distribution of male to female total participants, while table 5 

demonstrates the number of male to female leaders that participated in the study.  
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Table 4. Frequency and Percent of Participants’ Gender 
 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Female 86 71.7 71.7 71.7 
Male 34 28.3 28.3 100.0 
Total 120 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 5. Frequency and Percent of Leaders’ Gender 
 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Female 19 79.2 79.2 79.2 
Male 5 20.8 20.8 100 
Total 24 100.0 100.0  

 
 The age of the participants consisted of five ranges, 21-29, 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, 

and 60+. Table 6 illustrates that the youngest teachers, those between 21 and 29 made up 

10% of the participants and 30-39% made up 15% of the participant pool. The teachers in 

the middle age range, those aged 40-49 and 50-59 made up the majority of the participant 

pool at 28.3% and 31.7% respectively. While the oldest teachers, aged 60 made up 15% 

of the participants. The distribution of age participation approximates a bell curve and is 

weighted towards the middle participant age range.  

Table 6. Frequency and Percent of Age Groups 
 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
21-29 12 10.0 10.0 10.0 
30-39 18 15.0 15.0 25.0 
40-49 34 28.3 28.3 53.3 
50-59 38 31.7 31.7 85.0 
60+ 18 15.0 15.0 100.0 
Total 120 100.0 100.0  
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The education level demonstrated that the participants primarily held a Bachelor’s 

degree level, with 40.8% of the participants having obtained an undergraduate degree as 

Table 7 demonstrates. Postgraduate degrees comprised 35.8% of the participants holding 

a Master’s degree while 16.7% and 6.7% held a Specialist and Doctoral degree 

respectively. In terms of leaders, as Table 8 shows, only 12.5% of them hold a Bachelor’s 

degree. Those leaders that held a Master’s degree made up 54.2% and 25% of 

participants had a Specialist degree. Additionally, 8.3% of leaders held a Doctoral degree.  

Table 7. Frequency and Percent of All Participants’ Degree Levels 
 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Bachelor's 49 40.8 40.8 40.8 
Master's 43 35.8 35.8 76.7 
Specialist 20 16.7 16.7 93.3 
Doctorate 8 6.7 6.7 100.0 
Total 120 100.0 100.0  

 

Table 8. Frequency and Percent of Leaders’ Degree Levels 
 

Frequency Percent Valid Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Bachelor's 3 12.5 12.5 12.5 
Master's 13 54.2 54.2 66.7 
Specialist 6 25 25.0 91.7 
Doctorate 2 8.3 8.3 100.0 
Total 24 100.0 100.0  

 
Research Question 1 

 Research Question 1 explored the primary demonstrated leadership style of the 

administrator and teacher leader as determined by the leader’s scores combined with the 

follower’s scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5X Short Form (MLQ-
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5X). The purpose of the analysis was to determine the leadership style on the 

transactional to transformational continuum. The transformational characteristics on the 

continuum are Idealized Influence (Attributes), Idealized Influence (Behavior), 

Inspirational Motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, and Individualized Consideration. The 

transactional characteristics are Contingent Reward, Management-by-Exception (Active), 

Management-by-Exception (Passive), and Laissez Faire Leadership.  

 The independent variable in this study were the three types of participants; 

Administrative Leader, Teacher Leader, and Follower. The dependent variables in this 

study were the predominant characteristics as determined by the results of the scores on 

the MLQ-5X. The data was collected and first analyzed based on a frequency and mean 

according to the MLQ-5X (Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). In addition, an ANOVA was 

performed to study the relationship between the variances of the dependent and 

independent variable. The measure of transformational to transactional range was the 

dependent variable for answering this research question, which was the predominant 

characteristic demonstrated by the answers taken on the MLQ-5X Short form. The 

responses had a mean of 3.06 on a Likert type scale of 0 – 4 with a standard deviation of 

2.42 as shown in Table 9.  

Table 9. Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Statistics 
Valid 120  
Missing 0 

Mean 3.0583 
Std. Deviation 2.41944 
Skewness .988 
Std. Error of Skewness .221 
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 The results were coded on a scale of 1 – 9 of the nine characteristics on the 

continuum of transformational to transactional leadership. The following measurements 

on the frequency Table 10 were the representation for each of the answers presented. A 1 

=Idealized Influence (Attributes); 2= Idealized Influence (Behavior); 3= Inspirational 

Motivation; 4= Intellectual Stimulation; 5= Individualized Consideration; 6= Contingent 

Reward; 7= Management-by-Exception (Active); 8= Management-by-Exception 

(Passive); 9= Laissez Faire Leadership. Table 10 illustrates that value 1, Idealized 

Influence (Attributes) accounts for the highest percentage of characteristics at 41.7% (n= 

50), and values 2 and 3 Idealized Influence (Behavior) and Inspirational Motivation 

respectively account for 12.5% (n= 15) and 15% (n= 18). Value 4, Intellectual 

Stimulation accounts for the lowest percentage at 1.7% (n= 2). In addition, value 9, 

Laissez Faire Leadership makes up 3.3% (n= 4) of the characteristics. 

Table 10. Frequency and Percent of Predominant Leadership Characteristic 
 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
1. Idealized Influence (Attributes) 50 41.7 41.7 41.7 
2. Idealized Influence (Behavior) 15 12.5 12.5 54.2 
3. Inspirational Motivation 18 15.0 15.0 69.2 
4. Intellectual Stimulation 2 1.7 1.7 70.8 
5. Individualized Consideration 12 10.0 10.0 80.8 
6. Contingent Reward 10 8.3 8.3 89.2 
7. Management-by-Exception 
(Active) 

3 2.5 2.5 91.7 

8. Management-by-Exception 
(Passive) 

6 5.0 5.0 96.7 

9. Laissez Faire Leadership 4 3.3 3.3 100.0 
Total 120 100.0 100.0  

 



69 

 A One-Way ANOVA was conducted on the MLQ-5X data set to ascertain the 

variance between the predominant characteristics demonstrated in comparison to the type 

of leadership. The descriptive results as illustrated in Table 11 show that Administrative 

Leaders had a mean= 2.47 (n= 7) and a standard deviation of 0.192. Teacher leaders had 

a mean score of 2.43 (n= 17) and a standard deviation of .279. Followers comprised a 

mean score of 2.05 (n= 96) and a standard deviation of .603.  

 
 The ANOVA produced an F(2, 117) = 4.685, p = .011, which indicates that there 

is a significant difference between the Administrative Leader group average of M=2.47 

of the total MLQ-5X scores, the teacher leader’s group’s average of M= 2.43, and 

follower average M= 2.05. Table 12 illustrates the significance value between group 

differences. 

Table 12. Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire ANOVA 
 Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 2.884 2 1.442 4.685 .011 
Within Groups 36.014 117 .308   

Total 38.899 119    

* The mean difference is significant at the p < .05 level 

Table 11. MLQ 5X- Predominant Characteristic Descriptive Statistics 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

 
N Mean 

Std. 
Deviation 

Std. 
Error 

Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound Min 

Administrative Leader 7 2.4657 .19173 .07247 2.2884 2.6430 2.08 
Teacher Leader 17 2.4265 .27890 .06764 2.2831 2.5699 1.85 
Follower 96 2.0508 .60306 .06155 1.9286 2.1730 .00 
Total 120 2.1283 .57174 .05219 2.0249 2.2316 .00 
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A Tukey post hoc test was conducted and a multiple comparison analysis was 

completed to ascertain the between group differences. As Table 13 illustrates, the mean 

difference between groups and determined that the mean difference between 

administrative leaders and teacher leaders demonstrated no significant values at α= 0.986 

(M= .0392, p >0.05). Additionally, the difference between the mean of administrative 

leaders and followers also demonstrated no significance with values of α= 0.140 (M= 

.415, p > 0.05). However, the test determined a significant difference between teacher 

leaders and followers with a significant value of α= 0.030 (M= -.376, p < 0.05). The 

results of this test illustrate that teacher leaders and followers demonstrate significantly 

different results on their total score in the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 5X- 

Short Form, while the other groupings did not demonstrate significant differences.  

Table 13. Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Multiple Comparison 

 

(I) Leadertype (J) Leadertype 

Mean 
Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. 

Error Sig. 
Teacher Leader .03924 .24916 .986 Administrative 

Leader Follower .41488 .21721 .140 
Administrative Leader -.03924 .24916 .986 Teacher 

Leader Follower .37564* .14599 .030 
Administrative Leader -.41488 .21721 .140 

Tukey 
HSD 

Follower 
Teacher Leader -.37564* .14599 .030 

* The mean difference is significant at the p < .05 level. 
 
 The null hypothesis for this research question held that there would be no 

statistically significance difference between administrative leaders and teacher leaders 

leadership characteristics based on the results of the MLQ-5X. The results of the study 

indicate that the null hypothesis is rejected, as there is a significant difference between 
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the leadership characteristics of administrative leaders and teacher-leaders. The 

hypothesis for this research question was that there will be a statistically significant 

difference between administrative leaders’ and teacher-leaders’ predominant leadership 

style as measured by the leaders’ and followers’ scores on the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire for Research (MLQ-5X Short Form). The hypothesis in this case is 

confirmed as is demonstrated by the results of the analysis conducted.  

Research Question 2 

 Research Question 2 examined the primary school culture profile as determined 

by the leaders’ and followers’ scores on the Organizational Description Questionnaire 

(ODQ). The question focuses the fundamental leadership style that guides the culture of 

the school and how that culture is reflected on the transformational to transactional 

continuum. This research sought to understand how the culture of the school is 

manifested according to the perceptions of the stakeholders of the school. The research 

centered on the nine characteristics on the transformational to transactional organizational 

culture continuum. The transformational characteristics are Predominantly Four I’s 

(Maturing), Moderately four I’s (Highly Developed), High Contrast, Loosely Guided, and 

Coasting. The transactional characteristics are Moderately Bureaucratic (Formal), 

Predominantly Bureaucratic, Pedestrian, and Garbage Can.  

 The independent variables in this study were the nine characteristics of the school 

culture profile. The dependent variables were the transformational and transactional 

school culture as determined by the results of the Organizational Description 

Questionnaire. The data were collected and first analyzed based on a frequency and mean 

based on the ODQ (Bass & Avolio, 2006). An ANOVA analysis was completed to study 
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the relationship between the variances of the dependent and independent variable. The 

measure of transformational to transactional culture was the dependent variable for 

answering this research question, which was the predominant characteristic demonstrated 

by the answers taken on the Organizational Description Questionnaire. As Table 14 

demonstrates, the responses had a mean of 2.88 and a standard deviation of 1.89 on a true 

or false survey. The data collected from the survey were coded according to Bass and 

Avolio’s Organizational Description Questionnaire instruction manual (1992) in which 

all “true” answers were coded with a “1”, all “false” answers were coded with a “-1”, and 

all “?” answers were coded with a “0”. A sum total was calculated of those answers and 

the end results were entered into SPSS.  

Table 14. Organizational Description Questionnaire Statistics 
Valid 120  
Missing 0 

Mean 2.86 
Std. Deviation 1.87 
Variance 3.56 
Skewness 1.61 
Std. Error of Skewness .22 

 
 The results of the frequency table for the ODQ produced a culture profile for each 

participant based on the nine characteristics of organizational culture. Table 15, the 

frequency table illustrates that the transformational characteristic of Moderately Four I’s 

(Highly Developed) accounts for the highest percentage of characteristics at 58.3% (f = 

70), with the next closest characteristics of Predominantly Four I’s (Maturing) at 10.8% 

(f= 13) and High Contrast at 9.2% (f= 13). The lowest percentage is Garbage Can at 0.8% 

(f= 1) followed by Predominantly Bureaucratic and Loosely Guided both at 2.5% (f= 3).  
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Table 15. Frequency and Percent of ODQ Predominant Culture Profile 
 

Frequency Percent 
Valid 

Percent 
Cumulative 

Percent 
Predominantly Four I's 
(Maturing) 

13 10.8 10.8 10.8 

Moderately Four I's (Highly 
Developed) 

70 58.3 58.3 69.2 

High Contrast 11 9.2 9.2 78.3 
Loosely Guided 3 2.5 2.5 80.8 
Coasting 7 5.8 5.8 86.7 
Moderately Bureaucratic 
(Formal) 

7 5.8 5.8 92.5 

Predominantly Bureaucratic 3 2.5 2.5 95.0 
Pedestrian 5 4.2 4.2 99.2 
Garbage Can 1 .8 .8 100.0 
Total 120 100.0 100.0  

  

 A One-Way ANOVA was conducted on the ODQ data set to ascertain the 

variance between the predominant transformational and transactional characteristics 

demonstrated in comparison to school culture profile. The ODQ Transactional scores 

were based on all odd numbered questions on the ODQ. The ODQ Transactional scores 

based on the nine characteristics had a total N= 120, and had a range of n= 70 for the 

Moderately Four I’s to n= 1 for Garbage Can. Table 16 illustrates the mean and standard 

deviation for each of the nine characteristics and the transactional scores. Predominantly 

Four I’s (Maturing) had an M= -3.54 (n= 13) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard 

deviation of 4.99. Moderately Four I’s (Highly Developed) had an M= -0.53 (n= 70) on a 

scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard deviation of 4.59. High Contrast had an M= 3.91 (n= 

11) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard deviation of 5.79. Loosely Guided had an 

M= 6.33 (n= 3) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard deviation of 3.05. Coasting had 
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an M= 2.57 (n= 7) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard deviation of 2.57. Moderately 

Bureaucratic (Formal) had an M= 1.29 (n= 7) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard 

deviation of 8.40. Predominantly Bureaucratic had an M= 2.33 (n= 3) on a scale of 0 to -

14 and had a standard deviation of 5.13. Pedestrian had an M= 1.00 (n= 5) on a scale of 0 

to -14 and had a standard deviation of 3.16. Garbage Can had an M= 8.00 (n= 1) on a 

scale of 0 to -14 and had no standard deviation. In totality, the transactional group had a 

total M= 0.22 (n= 12) and a standard deviation of 5.24.  

 The Transformational scores on the ODQ were based on the even numbered of 

the survey. The ODQ Transformational scores also based on the same nine characteristics 

had a total N= 120 and had a range of 70 for the Moderately Four I’s to n= 1 for Garbage 

Can. Table 16 also illustrates the mean and standard deviation for the transformational 

scores, in which the Predominantly Four I’s (Maturing) had an M= 10.62 (n= 13) on a 

scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard deviation of 5.61. Moderately Four I’s (Highly 

Developed) had an M= 9.1 (n= 70) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard deviation of 

6.53. High Contrast had an M= 7.82 (n= 11) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard 

deviation of 8.80. Loosely Guided had an M= 6.00 (n= 3) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had a 

standard deviation of 3.61. Coasting had an M= 11.71 (n= 7) on a scale of 0 to -14 and 

had a standard deviation of 5.21. Moderately Bureaucratic (Formal) had an M= 7.14 (n= 

7) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard deviation of 6.69. Predominantly Bureaucratic 

had an M= 2.33 (n= 3) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard deviation of 12.50. 

Pedestrian had an M= 3.80 (n= 5) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had a standard deviation of 

10.10. Garbage Can had an M= 2.00 (n= 1) on a scale of 0 to -14 and had no standard 
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deviation. The transformational group, on the other hand, had a total M=8.66 (N= 120) 

and standard deviation of 6.96.  

Table 16. Organizational Description Questionnaire Descriptive Statistics 
95% 

Confidence 
Interval for 

Mean 
 N Mean 

Std. 

Dev 

Std. 

Error Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound Min Max 

Predominantly 
Four I's  

13 -3.54 4.99 1.38 -6.56 -.52 -10.00 6.00 

Moderately 
Four I's  

70 -.53 4.59 .549 -1.62 .57 -8.00 12.00 

High Contrast 11 3.90 5.79 1.74 .02 7.80 -4.00 12.00 
Loosely Guided 3 6.33 3.06 1.76 -1.26 13.92 3.00 9.00 
Coasting 7 2.57 2.57 .97 .19 4.95 .00 7.00 
Moderately 
Bureaucratic  

7 1.29 8.40 3.18 -6.48 9.06 -10.00 15.00 

Predominantly 
Bureaucratic 

3 2.33 5.13 2.96 -10.41 15.08 -2.00 8.00 

Pedestrian 5 1.00 3.16 1.41 -2.93 4.93 -2.00 6.00 
Garbage Can 1 8.00 . . . . 8.00 8.00 

ODQ 
TA 
Score 

Total 120 .22 5.24 .48 -.73 1.16 -10.00 15.00 
Predominantly 
Four I's 

13 10.62 5.81 1.61 7.10 14.13 -6.00 14.00 

Moderately 
Four I's  

70 9.10 6.53 .78 7.54 10.66 -14.00 14.00 

High Contrast 11 7.82 8.80 2.65 1.91 13.72 -14.00 14.00 
Loosely Guided 3 6.00 3.61 2.08 -2.96 14.96 2.00 9.00 
Coasting 7 11.71 5.22 1.9 6.89 16.54 .00 14.00 
Moderately 
Bureaucratic  

7 7.14 6.69 2.53 .95 13.33 -2.00 14.00 

Predominantly 
Bureaucratic 

3 2.33 12.50 7.22 -28.73 33.39 -12.00 11.00 

Pedestrian 5 3.80 10.11 4.52 -8.75 16.35 -8.00 14.00 
Garbage Can 1 2.00 . . . . 2.00 2.00 

ODQ 
TF 
Score 

Total 120 8.66 6.96 .63 7.40 9.92 -14.00 14.00 
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 The ANOVA produced a F(8, 111) = 3.168, p = .003, for the transactional score, 

indicating that the transactional group average of (M= 0.2167) of the total ODQ scores 

for transactional leadership was significant.  The transformational score which produced 

an F(8, 111) = 1.194, p = .309, group’s average of (M= 8.68) was not significant. Table 

17 illustrates the significance value between group differences of transactional and 

transformational scores.  

Table 17. Organizational Description Questionnaire ANOVA 
 Sum of 

Squares df 
Mean 
Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 608.31 8 76.04 3.17 .003 
Within Groups 2664.06 111 24.00   

ODQ  
Transactional 
Score 

Total 3272.37 119    

Between Groups 456.23 8 57.03 1.19 .309 
Within Groups 5300.77 111 47.76   

ODQ  
Transformational 
Score 

Total 5756.99 119    

* The mean difference is significant at the p < .05 level 
 
 The null hypothesis for this research question was that there would be no 

statistically significant difference between the transactional and transformational 

predominant school culture profile as measured by the leaders’ and followers’ scores on 

the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ). However, the results of the study 

indicate that there is a significant difference between the predominant school culture 

profile and the participants’ transactional scores. The results of the ANOVA also 

demonstrate that there is no statistical difference in the predominant culture profile and 

transformational scores. Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected and the hypothesis that 

there will be a statistically significant difference between transactional and 
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transformational school culture profiles as measured by the leaders’ and followers’ scores 

on the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ) is confirmed. 

Research Question 3 

 Research Question 3 investigated a connection between the predominant 

leadership characteristics of educational administrators and teacher-leaders and school 

culture as determined by an analysis of variance between leader and follower scores on 

the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire and the Organizational Description 

Questionnaire. The purpose of the study was to examine the relationship between the 

leaders’ nine leadership characteristics and the school culture profile. My study sought to 

combine the previous two elements of leadership and culture and examined each of the 

nine characteristics of leadership and the nine characteristics of school culture. Therefore, 

this section also contains a cross tabulation of results in order to provide an overview of 

the relationship of the participants’ characteristics of both leadership and culture.  

 The independent variable in this study was the MLQ Predominant Characteristic 

of leadership style. The dependent variable was the Culture Profile as evidenced by the 

leaders’ and followers’ scores on the ODQ. The data was collected and first analyzed 

based on a frequency and mean based on the MLQ and ODQ that produced identical 

results to the first two research questions and are exhibited in Tables 10 and 15. A second 

analysis, the cross tabulation, was completed in order to examine the combinations of 

variables and the relationship between them. Finally, an ANOVA analysis was completed 

to study the relationship between the variances of the dependent and independent 

variables and to determine whether there is a statistically significant relationship between 

school leadership and school culture. The ODQ Culture Profile produced an M=2.88 with 
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a standard deviation of SD=1.89, while the MLQ Predominant Characteristic produced a 

mean of (M= 3.06) with a standard deviation of SD= 2.42 as table 18 demonstrates.  

Table 18. MLQ and ODQ Descriptive Statistics 

 ODQ Culture 
Profile 

MLQ 
Predominant 
Characteristic 

Valid 120 120  
Missing 0 0 

Mean 2.88 3.06 
Median 2.00 2.00 
Std. Deviation 1.89 2.42 
Variance 3.56 5.85 
Skewness 1.61 .99 
Std. Error of Skewness .22 .22 
 
 The cross tabulation between the MLQ Predominant Characteristics and the ODQ 

Cultural Profile demonstrate the combination of leadership attributes combined with the 

cultural attributes. The table has been modified in two manners. First, although SPSS 

produces the information in one singular table, the cross tabulation table has been split 

into two different tables for use within this document and can be found in Tables 19 and 

20. Second, for ease of interpretation the labels on both the X-axis and the Y-axis of the 

chart have been labeled with a TA signifying transactional characteristics, or a TF for 

transformational. The intent is to allow readers to understand the connection between the 

participants’ answers on both of the instruments.  

 The cross tabulation results are indicated by the participants’ scores who fall 

within a particular characteristic on the ODQ, and are cross-referenced with the same 

participants’ score characteristic on the MLQ-5X. In total, there are 81 possible 

combinations, 44 of which do not have any singular participant that evidenced both 
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characteristics. As is evidenced in Table 19, the most common combination was TF 

Moderately Four I’s (Highly Developed) combined with TF Idealized Influence 

(Attributes) (N= 30). The next most common combination was TF Moderately Four I’s 

(Highly Developed) combined with TF Inspirational Motivation (N= 13). Twenty of the 

combinations had an N=1, and the remaining 15 had combinations ranging from N= 2 to 

N= 6. A total of 84 participants displayed transformational characteristics on both the 

Leadership characteristics and the culture profile.  

Table 19. MLQ and ODQ Predominant Characteristic Cross Tabulation Part 1 
ODQCultureProfile 

 
Predominantly 

Four I's 
(Maturing) 

Moderately 
Four I's 
(Highly 

Developed) 
High 

Contrast 
Loosely 
Guided 

Idealized Influence 
(Attributes) 

3 30 5 1 

Idealized Influence 
(Behavior) 

5 5 0 1 

Inspirational 
Motivation 

0 13 2 1 

Intellectual 
Stimulation 

1 0 1 0 

Individualized 
Consideration 

1 6 2 0 

Contingent Reward 1 6 0 0 
Management-by-
Exception (Active) 

0 3 0 0 

Management-by-
Exception (Passive) 

1 5 0 0 

MLQ 
Predominant 
Characteristic 

Laissez Faire 
Leadership 

1 2 1 0 

Total 13 70 11 3 
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 As table 20 illustrates, twenty of the participants had characteristics that were on 

the transformational continuum for the culture profile, but were transactional on the 

leadership profile. Conversely, there were 13 participants that scored transactional on the 

school culture, but displayed transformational characteristics on the leadership 

continuum. There were 3 participants that displayed transactional characteristics for both 

the culture profile and the leadership continuum. 

Table 20. MLQ and ODQ Predominant Characteristic Cross Tabulation Part 2 
ODQCultureProfile 

 
Coasting 

Moderately 
Bureaucratic 

(Formal) 
Predominantly 
Bureaucratic Pedestrian 

Idealized 
Influence 
(Attributes) 

5 1 1 3 

Idealized 
Influence 
(Behavior) 

1 1 1 1 

Inspirational 
Motivation 

1 0 0 1 

Intellectual 
Stimulation 

0 0 0 0 

Individualized 
Consideration 

0 3 0 0 

Contingent 
Reward 

0 2 1 0 

Management-
by-Exception 
(Active) 

0 0 0 0 

Management-
by-Exception 
(Passive) 

0 0 0 0 

MLQ 
Predominant 
 Characteristic 

Laissez Faire 
Leadership 

0 0 0 0 

Total 7 7 3 5 
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 The ANOVA examining the variance between the ODQ culture profile and the 

MLQ-5X predominant leadership characteristics, the results showed that the comparison 

had a total mean of 2.88 (N= 120) with a standard deviation of 1.89. The transformational 

characteristic of Idealized Influence (Attributes) had a mean= 3.06 (n= 50) and a standard 

deviation of 2.01. The second characteristic of Idealized Influence (Behaviors) had a 

mean= 3.00 (n= 15) and a standard deviation of 2.39. Inspirational Motivation had a 

mean of 2.72 (n= 18) with a standard deviation of 1.56. Intellectual Stimulation had a 

mean of 2.00 (n= 2) and a standard deviation of 1.41. The last transformational 

characteristic of Individualized Consideration had a mean of 3.08 (n= 12) and a standard 

deviation of 1.83. The transactional characteristic of Contingent Reward had a mean of 

3.20 (n= 10) and a standard deviation of 2.20. Management-by-Exception (Active) had a 

mean of 2.00 (n= 3) and a standard deviation of 0.00. Management-by Exception 

(Passive) had a mean of 1.83 (n= 6) with a standard deviation of 0.41. Finally, the lack of 

leadership, Laissez Faire Leadership displayed a mean of 2.00 (n= 4) and had a standard 

deviation of 0.82 as is demonstrated in table 21. The most predominant characteristic is 

Idealized Influence, in which the leader uses power, confidence and trust to gain the 

respect of followers. The least predominant characteristic was Laissez Faire Leadership 

in which the leader delegates heavily and allows followers to make decisions, rather than 

use the leadership role to guide decision making for the group. Laissez Faire Leadership 

is the leadership style in which the leader delegates authority and lacks leadership skills. 

This type of leader avoids making decisions and acts in a reactive role rather than 

proactively.  
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Table 21. ODQ Mean and Standard Deviation Descriptive Statistics 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 

 N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error Lower 
Bound 

Upper 
Bound 

Min Max 

Idealized 
Influence 
(Attributes) 

50 3.06 2.01 .28 2.49 3.63 1.00 9.00 

Idealized 
Influence 
(Behavior) 

15 3.00 2.39 .62 1.68 4.32 1.00 8.00 

Inspirational 
Motivation 

18 2.72 1.56 .37 1.94 3.50 2.00 8.00 

Intellectual 
Stimulation 

2 2.00 1.41 1.00 -10.71 14.70 1.00 3.00 

Individualized 
Consideration 

12 3.08 1.83 .53 1.92 4.25 1.00 6.00 

Contingent 
Reward 

10 3.20 2.20 .70 1.63 4.77 1.00 7.00 

Management-
by-Exception 
(Active) 

3 2.00 .00 .00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 

Management-
by-Exception 
(Passive) 

6 1.83 .41 .17 1.40 2.26 1.00 2.00 

Laissez Faire 
Leadership 

4 2.00 .82 .41 .70 3.30 1.00 3.00 

Total 120 2.88 1.89 .17 2.53 3.22 1.00 9.00 
 

 The ANOVA comparing MLQ-5X leadership characteristics as the independent 

variable and the ODQ culture profile as the dependent variable produced an F(8, 111) = 

0.593, p = .782, for the ODQ culture profile, which indicates that the ODQ culture profile 

is not significantly different than that of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 
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Leadership style. Table 22 illustrates the significance value between group differences of 

the ODQ culture profile and the MLQ-5X. 

Table 22. MLQ and ODQ ANOVA 
 

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Between Groups 17.34 8 2.17 .593 .782 
Within Groups 405.78 111 3.66   

Total 423.13 119    

* The mean difference is significant at the p < .05 level  
 
 The null hypothesis for this research question is that there would be no 

statistically significant difference between the organizational culture profile and that of 

the leadership characteristics as measured by the leaders’ and followers’ scores on the 

Organizational Description Questionnaire and the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

(5X Short Form). The research results indicate that there is no significant difference 

between the leaders’ leadership style and the predominant school culture profile. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is confirmed, and the hypothesis that there will be a 

statistically significant difference between administrative leaders’ and teacher-leaders’ 

predominant leadership style and school culture profile as measured by the leaders’ and 

followers’ scores on both the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ-5X Short 

Form) and the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ) is rejected.  

Summary 

 This study was conducted on three research questions in order to seek an 

understanding of the relationship between the leadership style of school administrative 

leaders and teacher-leaders, and a school’s culture. There were three distinct levels of 

study within the research. First was an examination of the leaders’ leadership style and an 
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examination of the difference between administrative leaders’ and teacher leaders’ styles 

of leadership. The second level of study was the leaders’ and followers’ perceptions of 

the culture of the school and an examination of where their perceived school culture falls 

on the school culture profile. The third was a cross examination of the leadership style 

and the school culture profile in order to ascertain whether or not there was a significant 

relationship between the two. The research demonstrated significant findings for two of 

the three research questions. The results of the study illustrate the connection between 

transformational and transactional characteristics of school leaders and their perception of 

the culture of their schools.   
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CHAPTER V. Conclusions 

 The field of education is changing. The paradigms that, for centuries, were 

successful at educating our youth are no longer adequate to meet the rapidly changing 

needs of our students, our societies, and our global marketplace. Technology has seen 

advances in the availability of information and the speed with which we can access it. We 

have been forced to reimagine the educational system in a way that faces these new 

challenges head on and seeks to redefine the ways in which we teach our youth. So, too, 

have we had to redefine our leadership practices in order to address the needs of our 

teachers for improved pedagogy, differentiated instruction, technological education, 

standardized testing, standards mastery, and a myriad of other new ideologies. Like 

education, leadership has evolved into a collaborative relationship that is mutually 

beneficial to both leaders and followers.  

 This is the crux of transformational leadership; that it allows leaders to capitalize 

on the cumulative knowledge of followers while also being able to work with those 

followers to share in the increasing burdens of the educational paradigm. The roles 

between leaders and followers have shifted into a less transactional and dictatorial role, 

and into a role of shared work, shared responsibility, and shared success and 

achievement.  

 The purpose of this study was threefold. First, to discover whether or not 

administrative leaders and teacher leaders were leading in a manner conducive to this 

shared practice. The leaders and followers shared their impressions and opinions that 

allowed the researcher to understand the primary leadership characteristics that the 

leaders demonstrated to them and their followers. The second purpose was to uncover the 
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schools’ primary culture profile according to those leaders and followers. The schools’ 

culture is pivotal in guiding tradition, motivation, and shared values and beliefs. 

Therefore, the aim of the second phase of study was to determine the culture profile 

according to the leaders and followers attitudes about the shared work. The third phase of 

the study sought to merge these two ideas to ascertain whether or not there was a 

connection between leadership and school culture. As the summary of findings will 

demonstrate, there were some significant findings within the three analyses that bear 

further discussion.  

Summary of Findings 

 The research study contained three research questions and hypotheses designed to 

discover answers to those questions. The following is an overview of each of those 

questions and the findings that were discussed in the results section of the study. Three 

different research questions were the focus of the study and were answered throughout 

the course of the analysis. The investigation found significant results for two of the 

questions. The following is a summary of the findings.  

 The first research questions sought to illustrate the primary demonstrated 

leadership style of the administrator and teacher leader as determined by the leaders’ 

scores combined with the follower’s scores on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

5X Short Form (MLQ-5X). The results demonstrated that there was a significant 

difference between the predominant leadership characteristics between administrative 

leaders and teacher-leaders. This demonstrates that leadership differs between formalized 

leaders and peer leaders and there is a significant difference between administrative 

leaders’ and teacher-leaders’ predominant leadership characteristics. Further, the 
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predominant characteristics are transformational in nature, demonstrating that leaders 

prefer the types of activities that follow from transformational leadership.  

 The predominant characteristics shown in Figure 1 clearly illustrate Idealized 

Influence (Attributes) to be the most common of the leadership styles and Intellectual 

Stimulation to be the least common of the types of leadership styles.  

 

 

 Of note, both Idealized Influence and Intellectual Stimulation fall within the 

transformational range, meaning that they encourage input and value a collaborative style 

of leadership. Idealized Influence (Attributes) is characterized by a willingness to make 

sacrifices for the good of the group, a charisma in which the followers believe. Those 

who display Idealized Influence (Attributes) characteristics are often considered to be 

confident and powerful, instilling a sense of reassurance in their followers. 41.67% of the 

leaders were found to have this characteristic as their predominant leadership style. 
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 Intellectual Stimulation, on the other hand, the characteristic, which the fewest 

leaders displayed, is leadership that encourages followers to problem-solve using non-

traditional methods, to think creatively, and to reexamine assumptions for problem 

solving. This type of leadership examines perspectives and the premises upon which 

those assumptions are made, and calls upon the followers to problem solve in new and 

unique ways. The results of this study suggest that followers do not interpret their 

leadership to have these types of factors present. The findings suggest that the followers 

do not feel that they are encouraged to problem-solve in creative ways that challenge the 

traditional paradigm.  

 The other factors that had the most common characteristics were Inspirational 

Motivation (15.00 %), Idealized Influence (Behavior) (12.50 %), and Individualized 

Consideration. Interestingly, those attributes that demonstrated the highest percentage of 

participants are three of the four I’s. The results of the study clearly reveal the value of 

transformational leadership. The activities of leadership that are displayed throughout 

these characteristics have shown themselves to be critical in creating positive leadership 

practices.  

 Research question 2 identifies the school culture profile as determined by the 

leaders’ and followers’ scores on the Organizational Description Questionnaire (ODQ). 

The results of the research indicate that the predominant characteristic demonstrated was 

Moderately Four I’s (Highly Developed) as shown in Figure 2. A Moderately Four I’s 

culture is one in which the purpose, vision, and values of the organization is the main 

driving force of the work. Though primarily transformational, this characteristic is 

marked by a lack of transactional characteristics, which also demonstrates that there can 
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be a lack of formalized agreements about this work (Turan & Bektas, 2013). The least 

demonstrated culture profile was that of Garbage Can, in which the participant perceives 

that the organization lacks leadership and a clear vision for the school. Garbage Can 

cultures tend to lack unity and purpose and may not have contractual rules, roles, or 

obligations (Bass and Avolio, 1993).  

 

 The analysis of variance revealed that there is a statistical significance between 

the scores of the participants on the transactional section of the ODQ and those of the 

transformational scores. This indicates a strong difference between the school culture 

profile and transactional leadership. The lack of transactional characteristics in the culture 

profile hints at a less formalized culture in which the organization may lack some of the 

processes and contractual agreements. According to Bass and Avolio (1993), a culture of 

predominantly Four I’s is likely to emphasize employee individuality and potential 

(1993). In addition, organizations of this nature the individuals are likely to exercise 

creativity and tend to be highly adaptive (Bass and Avolio, 1993).  
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 Conversely, the results of the study show that the predominant culture profile 

according to the participants is overwhelmingly transformational in nature. There is no 

statistically significant difference between the transformational sections of the ODQ. This 

demonstrates a likeness in the characteristics of the participants that scored high 

transformational scores on the ODQ. The participants’ opinion of their organizational 

culture is that their schools demonstrate a strong personal and organizational purpose in 

their organization and in their own roles within the organization. In these instances, the 

participants are likely to feel that they have the right to express their needs freely; and 

therefore, these participants are likely to feel valued within their organization. The fact 

that there is no statistical significance demonstrates a synchrony between the two 

ideologies of transformational organizational culture and transformational leadership.  

 So, when the study turns to research question 3, establishing whether there is a 

connection between the leadership style of educational administrators and teacher-leaders 

and school culture as determined by and analysis of variance between leader and follower 

scores on the MLQ-5X and the ODQ, the research takes on a different meaning. While 

there was no statistical significance between the predominant leadership characteristics 

and the school culture profile, it becomes apparent that this is because these 

transformational activities are already happening.  

 The results of the study demonstrated no statistical significance between the ODQ 

Culture profile as the dependent variable and the MLQ leadership style as the 

independent variable, we see that they seem to be synchronous as well. The significance 

value was α =.782 (F= 0.593, p<0.05), demonstrating that the leadership style that was 

predominant was transformational in nature, as was the ODQ. Therefore, we would 
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expect to see no statistical difference between them. In this instance, administrative 

leaders are indicating transformational practices within their schools and are, in fact, 

leading their schools to be transformational in culture as well.  

 The same does not hold precisely true in instances of teacher-leadership where the 

predominant characteristic was less transformational. Those teacher-leaders are charged 

with the daily activities of running their departments, leading their teachers, and working 

within the confines of their own classrooms. Therefore, their activities could be construed 

as more transactional by their very nature. This could be a reason for the perception that 

teacher-leaders are not as transformational in their leadership style and bears further 

examination.  

 The results of this three-phase study have demonstrated a wealth of opportunity 

for the research to understand the connection between the different levels of leadership, 

leadership style, and school culture within the context of the schools in Miami Dade 

County Public Schools. It is apparent that there is a strong significance in administrative 

leaders transformational practices, while teacher leaders do not necessarily show such a 

strong practice. Additionally, school culture has shown itself to be transformational, 

which is indicative of a strong culture of independence, growth, and adaptation. 

Discussion and Limitations of Results 

 Educational leadership is the cornerstone of educational practices within the 

schools themselves. It is imperative that we work towards a greater understanding of how 

the style of leadership practiced within each organization impacts those within that 

school. This study sought to shed light on the style of leadership within the frame of 

transformational and transactional leadership. It also sought to elucidate the connection 
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between the particular leadership style of administrators themselves, and their direct 

subordinates- the teacher-leaders. One of the findings of this study was that there is a 

significant difference between administrative leaders’ and teacher leaders’ leadership 

style.  

 The implications of this finding are many, but the main takeaway from this study 

is that there is a need for increased attention to the leadership styles of teacher leaders. 

Their activities are often in direct contact with the teachers and students in their 

department, therefore it is imperative that leadership training and understanding extend to 

those teachers in that role (Shelton, 2014). The research is lacking in teacher-leadership 

practices and there has been a lack of focus on how these teachers can help administrators 

to solidify the vision of their schools (Angelle & Schmid, 2007). For instance, Mangin 

(2007) demonstrated that administrators who understood the importance of teacher-

leaders were better able to bridge the gaps in education and attainment while working to 

improve school initiatives. Therefore, this study demonstrates that there is a gap between 

either the training that administrative leaders and teacher-leaders receive, or there is a 

difference in natural leadership abilities.  

 This difference is one of the limitations of this study. The study does not evaluate 

whether these leadership styles are innate, or learned. Therefore, the study lends itself to 

a natural progression of research, in that finding out the origin of leadership styles and 

their development could help us to further understand exactly why some leaders are 

better at creating success, and why some leaders naturally exhibit transformational or 

transactional tendencies. This in turn, could help us to better train those teacher-leaders 

that are so very imperative to a school’s success.   
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 In addition, one of the main facets of the research was the connection made 

between leaders and their followers. This study demonstrates that the predominant 

characteristic of the leadership is significantly skewed towards transformational 

leadership. One of the more interesting conversations revolves around the leaders’ 

perceptions versus those of their followers. The research results demonstrated that the 

predominant culture profile was Moderately Four I’s, which is a tendency towards 

transformational leadership tempered with transactional formalized agreements. It is this 

formalization that maintains the ordered paradigm of the education system.  

 It has also become increasingly apparent that a school’s culture is one of the key 

determining factors in the success and achievement of the school as a whole. Bolman & 

Deal (2006) highlighted the essential qualities of culture that make for success at a school 

and Arifin (2014) uncovered the connection between culture and job satisfaction. This 

study reveals that a transformational school culture is tantamount to transformational 

leadership in that both of these types of activities are critical to success. The activities 

that take place at the school are more or less successful depending on the amount of buy-

in, engagement, and dedication of those whose job it is to fulfill those functions. School 

culture plays an important role in that capacity. Those who operate in the culture 

influence the culture in and of themselves by their very interactions within the school. 

 Therefore, it is the leadership and the followers that both help to guide the culture 

of the school and also operate within that culture. One of the implications of this study is 

that there is an obvious accord between leadership style and school culture. The results 

demonstrated that there was a significant difference between transactional culture and the 
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school’s culture, which demonstrates that the schools have shifted away from the codified 

practices of transactional culture and towards those of flexible and collaborative practice.  

 One of the limitations of this study is that school culture has several other 

influencing factors. Issues such as socio-economic standing, community relations, and 

parent involvement all influence those who operate within the school. This study does not 

differentiate out those factors in the examination of school culture. It may be that one or 

more of these other factors have a greater influence on the schools’ culture than 

leadership.  

 However, it was precisely this connection that this study sought to highlight; the 

connection between administrative leadership, teacher-leadership, and school culture. 

The research has already shown that leadership and culture are connected, but it is 

unclear why or just how (Aspen Institute, 2014). While the results of this research 

demonstrated statistical significance, it is of note here that the predominant leadership 

style was transformational, just as the predominant school culture profile was 

transformational. The end result is that the reasons for the correlation, while apparent, 

remains elusive. As previously pointed out, there are many mitigating factors in school 

culture and also in leadership styles (Veiseh et al., 2014). It may be that any one of those 

factors has an influence that is more significant.  

 However, the connection is still clear. Transformational leadership is a chief 

factor in these schools’ leaders, just as it is in school culture. Therefore, the discussion 

turns to more a minute examination of the precise practices that make up both of these 

factors between leadership and culture. This leads to more questions that could further 

guide researchers in forging a better understanding of leadership and school culture. Are 
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there particular things that transformational leaders do that create transformational 

culture? Conversely, are leaders more transformational because of the culture? Each of 

these questions open up a new avenue of inquiry which could help researchers to better 

understand this connection between leadership and culture. 

 This study contributes to the body of research by connecting leadership, teacher-

leadership, and school culture. The era of purely transactional leadership is past, but this 

study shows that effective schools still have some component of those formalized 

agreements that make for effective processes and efficient organizations. Indeed, the 

schools surveyed in this research demonstrated components of transactional culture as 

well as those of transformation. It is this middle ground that will enable real change to 

take place in that while we understand the need to change the processes and to 

collaborate and encourage individualistic thinking, we often fall back on the pedagogies 

that have always been the cornerstone of education.  By understanding the school culture, 

the leaders and followers alike can use the school’s strengths and weaknesses in order to 

make real change.  

 One of the main findings in this study demonstrated that there was a significant 

difference between teacher leaders and followers. Additionally, the teacher leader group 

demonstrated more transactional characteristics than those of the administrative 

leadership. This demonstrates a need to focus on teacher leaders’ contributions to the 

school in order to ascertain the true impact that teacher leaders have on their followers 

and on the culture of the school. While it is important to note the differing roles that 

teacher leaders play in the context of the daily activities that they fulfill in terms of the 

hands on management of those in their department, it is also crucial for us to understand 
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how teacher leaders obtain their leadership skills. By understanding whether teacher 

leaders are trained leaders or rather those that display innate leadership characteristics, 

we will be able to target training practices in which we can leverage these leadership 

abilities to create a more thoughtful leadership program. By pairing administrative 

leaders with teacher leaders in a deliberate manner, we can potentially influence the 

culture of the school. 

 The relationship between leadership styles and school culture is apparent and 

bears further scrutiny, and this study opens the door to a wider understanding of this 

connection. The results of this study demonstrate that transformational practices are alive 

and well within these schools, and that the symbiosis that exist between teachers and 

leaders creates a culture that encourages challenge, originality, and capacity building 

rather than rewarding compliance, assimilation, and passivity. This study is important 

because it demonstrates that leadership and culture are coexistent and interdependent 

upon one another. This study shows us that leadership styles help to build a culture; 

where we find leadership characteristics, we also find culture.  

Suggestions for Further Research 

 The research completed within this study sought to fill a gap in the research and 

create a connection between administrative leadership and teacher-leadership and school 

culture. The study contributes to a growing body of research that demonstrates that there 

is a need to broaden the scope of the research being conducted in terms of education and 

leadership. While studies abound regarding teaching, students, pedagogy, and curriculum, 

we are beginning to understand the importance of educational leadership and its impact 

on systemic efforts to educate our youth.  
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 Leadership within the education system is multifaceted with some challenges that 

are completely unique to leadership. While the results of this study demonstrated a strong 

transformational connection between administrative leaders and teacher leaders, there 

may be a need to understand the leadership characteristics of followers. Further study into 

the followers’ innate or trained characteristics may prove to be beneficial in that it may 

assist formalized leaders in using leadership practices that are effective and differentiated 

to the needs of the followers. 

 In addition, further study may be warranted into effective transactional practices. 

While transformational leadership is critical to a modern organization, it is also clear that 

some transactional practices are necessary to maintain roles, obligations, and contractual 

formalized agreements between leaders and followers. While there is some research that 

elucidates the benefits of transactional leadership (Moujaes et al, 2012), it may prove 

useful to research specific best transactional practices that lend themselves to improved 

transformational leadership and the characteristics of transformational leadership. So, 

further research into how each of these practices works within the symbiosis between 

leadership styles and culture may be beneficial for the use of purposeful training and 

cultivation of characteristics that show themselves to be the most relevant to productivity 

and motivation.  

 Interestingly, the thinking portion of Intellectual Stimulation is ingrained within 

education and is the cornerstone of educational attainment, and so it raises questions 

about why our leadership would not seek this in followers. Further research could help to 

elucidate the reasoning behind a paradigm that seeks inventive problem solving in 

students but not in those whose primary purpose is to teach those same students. 
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 Challenging the paradigm of traditional education is the cornerstone of 

educational reform practices; therefore, it is the very idea of non-traditional problem 

solving that will eventually lead to innovative change and practices in a system which is 

becoming increasingly antiquated for our society and our youth. Examining the means 

through which we can encourage and implement new, unique, and non-traditional 

answers to questions and asks that those within a paradigm to reexamine and question 

previous assumptions may lead to a greater understanding of initial suppositions. By 

investigating these beliefs, researchers may find a way in which leaders can gain new 

perspectives and answers to problems within education.   

 One suggestion for further research into organizational culture is the means 

through which specific transformational cultures develop and can be nurtured within an 

organization. Purposeful means through which leaders can build organizations whose 

culture focuses on those transformational practices would be valuable. Researchers are 

only now beginning to understand that culture may be purposefully cultivated and 

teacher-leadership may play an important role in those activities that help promote 

transformational culture. Practical applications for developing and implementing 

transformational practices will be essential in creating a purposefully transformational 

culture.  

 This research can lead to a “best practices” approach in which we work to 

research the specific activities of transformational leaders in order to be able to find a 

best fit for schools that are suffering from a strong transactional culture in which there is 

little collaboration and little symbiosis between leaders and followers. By placing 

transformational leaders within a school that is highly transactional, the leader will be 
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able to introduce some of these best practices for transformational leadership. This in turn 

will enable the collaborative growth and processes that will unlock innovative ideas 

leading to transformation. 

 Conversely, this research demonstrates that an organization that is too 

transformational can lack formalized agreements and processes necessary for the day to 

day running of the organization. An organization that lacks these processes tends to focus 

on the theoretical solution rather than the practical application of the solution. Therefore, 

a leader that proves themselves to be more transactional in nature can assist in clarifying 

and implementing the agreements, rules, and roles needed for these visions to become a 

reality. This research can help to elucidate the needs of the schools by examining the 

culture profile and then examining the leaders within the school to see whether they are 

the best fit for the needs of the school environment.  

 Further, this research was limited to the scope of the schools within Miami Dade 

County Public Schools that were surveyed. A wider study that encompasses many 

schools within Miami Dade may yield differing results. Replication of this research may 

be beneficial in more traditional school systems in which we may be able to understand 

the implications of smaller paradigms. The question of whether more conservative school 

districts are more or less likely to practice transformational leadership or transformational 

culture. In addition, widening the scope of this research to other large districts may 

elucidate whether the schools within Miami Dade are unique in their leadership practices 

and components of culture.  
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Conclusion 

 Throughout this study, it has become clear that there are many avenues that can 

be further explored in the connection between school leadership and school culture. By 

using this research as a keystone research, school systems can adapt their leadership 

styles to the needs of the specific schools and can select leaders that exhibit the needed 

characteristics of the school to maximize the potential for achievement and to improve 

the culture of the school. In addition, they can target training practices within the district 

in order to deliberately train and place leaders in positions in which they will achieve the 

greatest improvement results. 

 This study follows a body of research that seeks to understand leadership and 

school culture so that educators and educational systems can better address the needs of 

leaders, teachers, students, and the educational organization. There are a myriad of 

concerns surrounding the current state of education. The paradigms under which we 

operate are complicated, confounded, and often comingled in a manner that makes it 

difficult to gauge the best means through which improvements can be made.  

 One thing is clear, in the increasingly turbulent systems that govern education, 

leadership and the roles that all leaders play is ever more important. Understanding how 

effective administrative leaders and teacher-leaders guide others and their organizations 

has been the cornerstone of this study. These leaders are the foundation upon which the 

organization rests; it is their duty to lead teachers and students into achieving their 

highest potential. The practices that they inhabit influence the future of those they touch, 

and their example is what makes a school effective.  
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 The habits, visions, and functions of the school dictate on many levels the 

successes of the school and its students. This basis for shared mission brings together the 

village that seeks to educate the youth of our society. It is this culture within which these 

organizations and its people operate, and is truly a microcosm of the societies from which 

they are borne. And so it is imperative that we continually seek to comprehend the 

relationships that exist between administrators, teacher-leaders, and school culture.  
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