
Running head: STATISTICAL INFERENCE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Statistical Inference 

Patrick Holness 

New Jersey City University  

 

 

 



STATISTICAL INFERENCE 

 

2 

Introduction  

Statistical Inference 

“Statistics is a tool that better helps us to understand the world around us” (Salkind, 2017, 

p. 10). This comparative report is designed to review a mainstream article and a scholarly article 

by showing how each author(s) uses statistical analysis in varying ways. The theme of both 

articles centers on school improvement and turnaround leaders. Article I, “The School 

Improvement Gains Nobody’s Talking About” by Alan Ginsburg, Marshall S. Smith, and Phyllis 

W. Jordan, was published online December 17, 2018, by Education Week. This article highlights 

positive findings from the School Improvement Grant. Article II, “Developing Arizona 

Turnaround Leaders to Build High-Capacity Schools in the Midst of Accountability Pressures 

and Changing Demographics” by Rose M. Ylimaki, Lynnette Brunderman, Jeffrey V. Bennett, 

and Thad Dugan is a scholarly article that was published by Leadership & Policy in Schools. 

This article presents findings of an Arizona Turnaround Leadership Development Project.  

Mainstream Article  

In the article, “The School Improvement Gains Nobody’s Talking About” (Ginsburg, 

Smith, & Jordan, 2018), came up with three recommendations for improving education research. 

The article points out specific strategies that were used in Houston and Massachusetts to turn 

their low performing schools around. The article protest that those success stories are not 

highlighted in the Federal Study of the School Improvement Grant (SIG) program a $7 billion 

initiative that put money into low-performing schools (Ginsburg et al., 2018). In a 2017 study 

released by the U.S. Department of Education found no significant improvement for those 

schools receiving SIG funds (Ginsburg et al., 2018).  
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The authors suggest that the U.S. Department of Education take a different approach to 

how the department evaluates programs. FutureEd, an independent think tank looked deeper into 

each published state and local SIG study. Ginsburg et al., found “In 12 of the 17 studies we 

uncovered, involving about 450 schools receiving grants, these schools made significant gains in 

student reading or math achievement compared to public schools that didn’t get SIG support” 

(Ginsburg et al., 2018, para. 5). The authors continue stating that typical 3rd or 4th graders saw 

increases of 40 percent of the expected yearly increase in reading and half the gain in math 

(Ginsburg et al., 2018). Ginsburg et al., stated that in Ohio SIG schools made significant gains in 

reading and math compared to non-SIG schools (2018). San Francisco reduced the achievement 

gap by 35 percent compared to other schools while reducing unexcused absences by 24 percent. 

As a result of the SIG grant Ohio and Texas saw increases in high school graduation rates of 9 

and 5 percentage points respectively.  

The article asks the question of why the federal study demonstrated no significant gains 

in light of evidence proving otherwise? According to Susanna Loeb a Brown University 

researcher “we believe that the study’s ‘statistical power’ was so weak that the student 

performance gains in SIG schools ‘would have had to be unrealistically large for the study to 

have been able to detect them” (Ginsburg et al., 2018, Chapter 7). Ginsburg et al., point out that 

the sample size of 190 schools was not nationally representative. As a result of the SIG analysis 

shortcomings calls for a change in how the program is researched so that the emphasis is not 

solely on accountability but on how to improve the school.  

The author’s call for a collaborative approach by the federal and state government toward 

education research with three recommendations:  
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1. The U.S. Department of Education should use the school outcome and other data 

it already collects from every public school in each state to generate annual or 

biennial state-specific studies of school improvement efforts (Ginsburg et al., 

2018, Chapter 14). 

2. The department should help states conduct their own in-depth studies of school 

improvement using their greater access to school data and knowledge of 

educational contexts (Ginsburg et al., 2018, para. 14).  

3. The department should initiate a National Research Council committee to 

synthesize the research in the united States and internationally on turning around 

low-achieving schools (Ginsburg et al., 2018, para. 14).       

The strength of the analysis provided in this mainstream article is that the authors provide 

positive statistics taken from the Federal Study of the School Improvement Grant program. 

Additional, supporting research is provided by FutureEd. With the relevant data that was 

presented various graphs could have been used to compare populations. When claims were made 

that “there was significant gains” made a chart could have been used to show historical and most 

recent data. It is also necessary to understand the population how many students, demographics, 

define “typical”, and how many states in total participated. The population has to be clearly 

defined before conclusions can be drawn.  

 

Scholarly Article  

In the article, “Developing Arizona Turnaround Leaders to Build High-Capacity Schools 

in the Midst of Accountability Pressures and Changing Demographics”, (Ylimaki, Brunderman, 
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Bennett, & Dugan, 2014) the researchers followed a mixed-methods design. There are three 

research questions that direct this study:  

1) “What is the impact of the Turnaround Leadership Development Project on 

teachers’ and principals’ leadership knowledge and skills within the project period 

as a result of the leadership development program?” 2) “How, if at all do the 

leadership knowledge modules (institutes and network meetings) influence 

turnaround practices in Tier III (persistently underperforming) schools?” and 3) 

“To what extent has the project impacted school performance labels and student 

outcomes?” (Ylimaki et al., 2014, p. 39).  

The study began with a sample of 252 Tier II schools with 45 schools chosen based upon 

superintendent support and participant commitment to the project for 18-months. The schools 

were comprised 56% of schools located in rural areas, 25% urban, and 19% suburban. Of the 45 

schools that participated there were 80 participants.  

The data sources used were a quantitative survey of leadership capacity, program effects 

on turnaround leadership qualitative interviews and Arizona Department of Education labels 

(Ylimaki et al., 2014). The quantitative surveys used a Likert-scale. The survey was deemed 

reliable with (Alpha coefficients .95 and .97 for teachers and principals respectively. There was 

89% rate on return of the survey. The survey sample was reduced after 18 respondents were 

eliminated bringing the participation down to 62 participants (27 staff and 35 principals).  

There was an analysis of the mean differences between teacher and principal groups. 

Significant difference was determined by at least 0.5 or more between principals and staff 

responses on Likert items (Ylimaki et al., 2014). Specific items that were tested included 

leadership, safe and supportive schools, assessment literacy, and PLCs. Pre and posttest data was 
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analyzed to determine changes in knowledge. These included items such as higher student 

engagement activities, data analysis, and progress monitoring. Effect sizes were computed and 

classified using Cohen-convention for effect sizes (≥ .10), medium (≥ .30) and large (≥ .50; Shaw 

et al. 2012). TLDP training had an impact on participants. There was an increase in knowledge 

and leadership capacities to improve instruction with an effect size of 0.54 (Ylimaki et al., 2014). 

Participant knowledge of turnaround leadership for organizational redesign increased (a medium-

sized effect, 0.31 effect size).  

The data that was collected and analyzed aided in answering the authors research 

questions. The researchers acknowledged the small sample size. The notes sections provided 

further explanation regarding rationales for particular statistical analysis. Charts demonstrating 

the comparisons between principals and teachers would have also been helpful. In addition to the 

results of how participants responded to the survey questions.  

Conclusion  

This report demonstrates the differences between a mainstream media article and a 

scholarly written article. The mainstream article grabs the reader’s attention with the title 

“School Improvement Gains Nobody’s Talking About.” Once you begin to read the article with a 

keen eye you discover its positives and negatives. Most of the statistics that were in the study 

have not been substantiated within the article and require the reader to do additional investigation 

into the data source. This makes the mainstream article more of a snapshot.  

Conversely, the scholarly article provided the foundational elements of sound research. 

The reader is able to ascertain what type of study was conducted, how the population was 

selected, what tool or instrument is used for data collect, how is that tool or instrument is 

validated, and what statistical analysis was used. Furthermore, graphs were used to explain and 
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display the data. The reader is able to have a complete picture of how the research was conducted 

and a determination can be made that the study is unbiased. Both articles did a good job in 

demonstrating the need to support low-achieving schools and they both addressed how 

leadership can make a change in that effort.  

 

 

She was standing in front of Ms. Lewis door (Faith). You looked in the hallway I told her to 

come to class. You more preoccupied with whats going on with Ms. Lewis.  Please can you do 

some work. I called the office that she was  
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In Houston, high doses of tutoring helped raise test scores at 
struggling secondary schools. In San Francisco, extended learning time 
for students and workshops for parents made a difference. And 
throughout Massachusetts, greater autonomy for schools and a 
collegial, collaborative, and professional culture for teachers were 
among the factors helping to turn around schools. 
You won’t find these results in the federal study of the School 
Improvement Grant program, an Obama-administration initiative 
that eventually directed as much as $7 billion into low-performing 
schools across the country. 
The 2017 study released by the U.S. Department of Education 
reported no significant improvement for schools receiving the grants, a 
finding that U.S. Secretary of Education Betsy DeVos has repeated 
when she talks about how pointless it is to spend more money on 
struggling public schools. But that’s not the whole story. 
With states set to spend more than $1 billion in federal money in the 
coming year on school improvement, it’s important that we learn the 
full lessons of the SIG initiative—and consider revamping how the 
Education Department evaluates progress. 
"A shift in the federal research mindset is critical so that we 
can produce more useful findings to support school 
improvement under the Every Student Succeeds Act." 
 
 
In a report from the independent think tank FutureEd, which is based 
at Georgetown University, we looked beyond the federally funded 
study at every published state and local study of SIG programs. In 12 
of the 17 studies we uncovered, involving about 450 schools 
receiving grants, these schools made significant gains in student 
reading or math achievement compared to public schools that didn’t 
get SIG support. For a typical 3rd or 4th grader, these average gains 
represent 40 percent of the expected yearly increase in reading 
achievement and half the expected gain in math. 
In California, a study found a dollar spent on SIG grants was more 
cost effective in improving student achievement than a dollar 
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spent lowering class size. In an Ohio study released this year, SIG 
schools made significant gains in reading and math compared to 
schools not in the program. At the local level, SIG schools in San 
Francisco reduced the achievement gap with other schools in the 
district by 35 percent and reduced the odds of unexcused 
absences by 24 percent. And in Ohio and Texas, graduation rates 
increased by an additional 9 and 5 percentage points, respectively, in 
high schools that received the grants. 
Why did the federal study show no significant gains? We believe that 
the study’s “statistical power” was so weak that the student 
performance gains in SIG schools “would have had to be unrealistically 
large for the study to have been able to detect them,” in the words of 
Brown University researcher Susanna Loeb. Moreover, the sample of 
about 190 schools was not nationally representative, so the results 
can’t be generalized to the nation. And the states they reviewed had 
widely varying processes for awarding and administering the grants, 
introducing a lot of static that can drown out positive findings. 
The shortcomings of the SIG analysis warrant big changes in the way 
the federal Education Department and its research arm, the Institute 
of Education Sciences, conduct program research. A shift in the federal 
research mindset is critical so that we can produce more useful 
findings to support school improvement under the Every Student 
Succeeds Act. Of course, accountability is still important, but we 
believe studies have their greatest utility when they identify how to 
improve the neediest schools in each state. 
Which brings us back to Houston, San Francisco, and other districts. In 
contrast to the national study, the state and local studies we reviewed 
yielded valuable insights into what works in turning around failing 
schools. And beyond specific strategies, they point to the importance 
of comprehensive reform work (composed of four or five components) 
that is supported externally and sustained over multiple years. 
These efforts were not reinventing the wheel. The San Francisco work, 
for instance, was replicating five approaches identified by the 
University of Chicago Consortium on Chicago School Research, 
including an emphasis on strengthening school leadership and a 
student-centered learning climate. 
In Houston, Denver, and Lawrence, Mass., SIG initiatives produced 
positive findings using the strategies that Harvard researcher Roland 
Fryer found in successful charter schools: increased instructional time, 
a rigorous approach to building human capital, high-dosage tutoring, 
frequent use of data to inform instruction, and a culture of high 
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expectations. In fact, the 2014 Houston study found that adding small-
group, high-dosage tutoring to reforms increases student 
outcome gains in secondary schools by 200 percent over their peers 
without tutoring. 
MORE OPINION 

 
Follow Commentary here. 

In North Carolina, researchers learned that the required replacement 
of principals had no effect on teachers’ perceptions of the quality of 
leadership, perhaps because many of the new principals were 
inexperienced. Such findings point to the importance of understanding 
how interventions work within local contexts. It’s hard to learn these 
lessons from a national study. 
Making matters worse, the national study didn’t publish outcomes until 
after the SIG work was completed; that is the Education Department’s 
practice, but it meant delay for policymakers and practitioners eager 
to learn what worked under SIG and why. 
All of this calls for a different approach to education research, one 
based on a federal-state partnership. Toward that end, we make three 
recommendations: 
 
• 1. The U.S. Department of Education should use the school outcome 

and other data it already collects from every public school in each 
state to generate annual or biennial state-specific studies of 
school improvement efforts. 2. The department should help 
states conduct their own in-depth studies of school improvement 
using their greater access to school data and knowledge of 
educational contexts. 3. The department should initiate a 
National Research Council committee to synthesize the research 
in the United States and internationally on turning around low-
achieving schools.  

 
This fundamentally different approach to studying program 
interventions would keep a single, nationwide analysis from being the 
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last word on a program playing out differently in schools and districts 
across the country. And the new approach can inform how valuable 
education resources could be used more effectively to improve 
academic success for our most vulnerable students. 
Alan Ginsburg served as Director of Policy and Program Studies at the 

U.S. Department of Education for four decades and is now a 

consultant. Marshall S. Smith was the Under Secretary of 

Education during the Clinton administration and is currently a 

senior fellow at the Georgetown University-based think tank 

FutureEd. Phyllis W. Jordan is the editorial director of FutureEd.  
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Appendix B  

https://draweb.njcu.edu:2074/ehost/detail/detail?vid=3&sid=8676b970-caef-4f84-b940-

642f71668ada%40pdc-v-

sessmgr01&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZQ%3d%3d#AN=95609959&db=aph 

Leadership and Policy in Schools, 13:28–60, 2014 Copyright © Taylor & Francis Group, LLC ISSN: 1570-0763 
print/1744-5043 online DOI: 10.1080/15700763.2014.884226 Developing Arizona Turnaround Leaders to Build 
High-Capacity Schools in the Midst of Accountability Pressures and Changing Demographics ROSE M. YLIMAKI, 
LYNNETTE BRUNDERMAN, JEFFREY V. BENNETT, and THAD DUGAN University of Arizona, Tucson, 
Arizona, USA Today’s accountability policies and changing demographics have created conditions in which leaders 
must rapidly build school capacity and improve outcomes in culturally diverse schools. This article presents findings 
from a mixed-methods evaluation of an Arizona Turnaround Leadership Development Project. The project drew on 
studies of turnaround leadership, capacity, and turnaround leadership development projects. Leadership teams 
attended institutes and regional coaching sessions focused on assessment literacy, curriculum, culturally responsive 
practices, organizational redesign, and community relationships. Results indicated gains in turnaround leadership 
knowledge and the importance of district support, full participation, and relationships with culturally diverse 
community members. It’s a challenge ... going in to a school that hasn’t met AYP for five years, with a lot of recent 
immigrants, Spanish-speaking children, and children living in poverty and the pressure that this needs to happen, 
and this needs to happen quickly. The analogy to that would be, if you look at a large boat, okay, a large boat needs 
thirty miles before it can do a whole turnaround. They need to go thirty miles, little by little, and then it can do a 
whole 180 degree turn around. Well, I didn’t have that thirty miles to go, because we needed to do it now. ... 
(Arizona Principal) Address correspondence to Rose M. Ylimaki, PO Box 210069, Tucson, AZ 85721-0069, USA. 
E-mail: rylimaki@email.arizona.edu 28 Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 29 Today’s accountability 
policies (e.g., No Child Left Behind Act, letter grade systems, administrator/teacher evaluation policies) have 
created conditions in which many school principals must rapidly build school capacity and improve student 
outcomes to avoid official turnaround status and loss of employment. The principal in the opening quote serves in 
one of 252 Arizona schools identified as persistently underperforming (Tier III, focus, or priority) on the verge of 
reconstitution or turnaround status1. Her comments clearly illustrate the challenges principals face when they must 
rapidly improve their school’s performance in the current accountability environment. Further, many Arizona focus 
or priority schools are situated in communities with high percentages of culturally diverse students and/or students 
for whom English is a second language2. Arizona demographics foreshadow demographic shifts across the United 
States, with the percent of the U.S. population of Hispanic origin projected to almost triple by the year 2050 (U.S. 
Census, 2009). Yet few seated principals are prepared to lead in culturally diverse schools on the verge of 
turnaround or in schools officially in turnaround status. In a recent examination of preparation programs available in 
toprated universities in the Western United States, we did not find any programs with courses dealing explicitly with 
leadership in turnaround contexts, although some programs have offered courses in urban education or school 
improvement. And while many for-profit companies and a few universities now offer turnaround leadership 
development, these projects are typically available only to school leaders already in a turnaround school situation. 
Moreover, in a recent review of prominent for-profit turnaround leadership programs (e.g., Mass Insight, Virginia 
Turnaround Model), we did not find any explicit consideration of culturally responsive practices for schools situated 
in racially/ethnically/linguistically diverse neighborhood contexts. In our view, today’s school leaders must have 
both the knowledge and skills to rapidly develop capacity for school improvement and the ability to do so in 
culturally responsive ways. The purpose of this article is to present a Turnaround Leadership Development Project 
(TLDP) designed to help leadership teams make rapid improvements in school performance amidst accountability 
pressures and changing demographics. Specifically, the Arizona Turnaround Leadership Development Project was 
designed to prepare teams (principals and key teacher leaders) to accelerate the development of high capacity in 
persistently underperforming and culturally diverse Arizona schools. The turnaround leadership content drew on 
findings from international research (e.g., the International Successful School Principals Project or ISSPP; studies of 
turnaround stages), effective schools literature (e.g., Edmonds, 1979; Purkey & Smith, 1993), and studies of high-
capacity schools (Mitchell & Sackney, 2000). The article is organized into seven main sections. First, we discuss the 
context for turnaround leadership in Arizona schools. The second section examines prior U.S. and international 
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literature on effective or successful leadership in challenging 30 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. contexts. Third, we highlight 
our re-conception of capacity appropriate for culturally diverse Arizona turnaround schools. Next, we provide a 
comparative description of the TDLP in relation to currently popular turnaround leadership programs. Fifth, we 
describe the mixed-methods project evaluation methods and analysis procedures. The sixth section describes results 
of the project, indicating the effect of the leadership-development model on participating principals’ and teachers’ 
effectiveness (knowledge and skills), performance on Arizona’s letter grade system, and qualitative interviews 
illustrating shifts in turnaround leadership capacity, barriers, and supports for change. The article concludes with a 
discussion of the limitations of the project and implications for research, leadership preparation, and practice. 
TURNAROUND CONTEXT: POLICY PRESSURES AND CHANGING DEMOGRAPHICS Across the United 
States, Latino(a)/Hispanic populations are increasing dramatically. By 2050, the percent of the U.S. population of 
Hispanic origin will almost triple, growing from 9% to 25%, making them the largest minority group (U.S. Census, 
2009). According to the U.S. Census Bureau 2009 report, the percentage of Arizona’s population with Hispanic or 
Latino origin is 30.8%, and 4.9% of Arizona’s population is American Indian, four times the national parameter of 
1.0%. Native Americans in Arizona have inhabited particular state land for thousands of years, with more than one 
quarter of Arizona state land identified as reservation. Mexicans and Native Americans are the only minority group 
within the United States annexed by conquest and whose rights are protected by a treaty. Current accountability and 
language policies have only heightened the challenges Arizona leaders face as they seek to make change in schools 
with many students who face the legacies of colonialism and political pressures against bilingual education. Arizona 
principals must build capacity to attain and sustain high academic performance regardless of language proficiency 
and historical contestation over schooling. If schools do not make adequate yearly progress over a series of years, 
schools may be reconstituted for turnaround. EMPIRICAL STUDIES OF EFFECTIVE AND SUCCESSFUL 
SCHOOLS Early studies of successful school leadership were conducted in the context of effective schools research 
on “outlier” U.S. schools that were providing children with quality education regardless of socioeconomic 
background (e.g., Levine & Lezotte, 1990; Purkey & Smith, 1993). Although these effective school studies did not 
specifically use the term capacity, across these effective school studies, findings indicated that principals had 
personal capacity Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 31 with regard to knowledge about curriculum and 
instruction. “Effective” principals were instructional leaders, the pedagogical lighthouse for the school, and also 
promoted safe and supportive environments. In order to turn around low-performing schools, effective leaders often 
started with a directive approach, securing the internal school environment as well as the neighborhood immediately 
surrounding the school (Levine & Lezotte, 1990). Effective schools literature also frequently identified similar 
correlates, including the importance of a clear and focused school mission, high expectations for everyone, time on 
task, clear direction, and positive home–school relations (e.g., Levine & Lezotte, 1990; Purkey & Smith, 1993). It is 
important to note that Levine and Lezotte (1990) suggested a minimum of five years for leaders to implement all 
correlates of an effective school. Subsequent international research (e.g., Day, 2009; Harris, 2002; Jacobson, 
Johnson, Ylimaki, & Giles, 2005, 2009; and Leithwood, Harris, and Strauss’s (2010) study of turnaround schools in 
the United Kingdom and Canada) has added to this body of knowledge regarding turnaround school capacity, 
strengthening our understanding of what it takes to build high capacity schools in 20 different national contexts. The 
ISSPP began with qualitative case studies, using the same interview protocol across 16 countries and focusing on the 
principal as the unit of analysis. More specifically, in each case study, researchers examined a “successful” school 
and the principal’s contribution to that school success by interviewing the principal twice, in addition to 20% of the 
teachers, 20% of support staff, a focus group of parents, and a focus group of students. Initial case-study work 
(Jacobson et al., 2005, 2009) indicated a gradual transition to school success from early (and often directive) 
leadership efforts focused on securing the building and surrounding neighborhood, to more democratic leadership 
models, a focus on curriculum and instructional improvements, and culturally responsive practices. As in the early 
U.S. effective schools research and Harris’s work in the United Kingdom (2002), many of the ISSPP case-study 
findings indicated that profound school improvement or turnaround typically happened over a five-year period 
(Fullan, 1999). Drawing upon a cross-section of these qualitative case studies of successful leaders in challenging 
contexts across seven different countries (including U.S. cases in high-poverty challenging contexts), Jacobson and 
Ylimaki (2011) found three leadership practices common to all cases: (1) redesigning the organization around 
learning, collaboration, and capacity building; (2) leadership that promotes and fosters high-quality teaching, 
learning, and professional development; and (3) culturally responsive practices. Jacobson and Ylimaki (2011) 
defined “success” as leadership practices that contribute to gains in student outcomes yet recognized the importance 
of educating “the whole child” as a responsible, democratic citizen, using rigorous, culturally relevant curricula. 32 
Rose M. Ylimaki et al. More specifically, in the International Successful School Principalship Project findings, 
culturally responsive leadership was defined as those practices that incorporate the history, values, and cultural 
knowledge of students’ home communities in the school curriculum to develop a critical consciousness among 
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students and faculty to challenge inequalities in the larger society and empower parents from diverse communities. 
Culturally responsive leadership builds upon three propositions of culturally responsive pedagogy (Ladson-Billings, 
2005), namely, (1) students must experience academic success, (2) students must develop and/or maintain cultural 
competence, and (3) students must develop a critical consciousness through which they challenge the status quo of 
the social order. Similarly, other scholars (e.g., Ryan, 2003; Shields, 2010) have indicated the importance of 
inclusive, transformative practices to effective educational leadership in diverse school contexts. Drawing on Freire 
(2000) and qualitative case study findings, Shields (2010), for instance, argued that transformative leadership begins 
with questions of justice and democracy, critiques inequitable practices, and offers the promise not only of greater 
individual achievement but of a better life lived in common with others. Distinguishing transformative leadership 
from transformational leadership, she argued that “transformative leadership holds the most promise and potential to 
meet both the academic and the social justice needs of complex, diverse, and beleaguered education systems” (p. 
562). Shields also clearly acknowledged the challenges of transformative leadership work in diverse school contexts, 
including deficit thinking. In a specific four-year examination of school leaders’ perceptions of racism in diverse 
schools, Ryan (2003) explored the extent to which principals believed that racism existed in their schools and the 
ways in which they understood it. Specifically, Ryan (2003) found that many principals were reluctant to 
acknowledge that racism occurred in their schools. Those administrators who acknowledged the presence of racism 
in their schools identified situations of harassment, graffiti, and other similar forms of representation. In essence, 
then, the principals saw racism primarily in terms of individual actions or isolated incidents. In a later piece, Ryan 
(2006) argued that inclusive leadership dispositions and practices support positive aspects of social-justice work in 
schools and communities with the goal to see that everyone is included in social processes. Ryan cautions, however, 
that inclusion practices must seek system change in order to avoid recreating the status quo. For TLDP, we 
expanded the ISSPP findings (Johnson, 2007; Ylimaki, Gurr, Moos, Kofod, & Drysdale, 2011) about culturally 
response leadership, Shields’s (2010) work on transformative leadership, and Ryan’s (2003, 2006) perspectives on 
inclusive leadership to re-conceptualize culturally responsive capacity posited earlier. Culturally Responsive 
Turnaround Leadership 33 The TLDP content also considered findings from Ylimaki et al. (2011) that indicated 
U.S. principals of high-needs schools also exhibited more directive leadership approaches in early turnaround stages 
and gradually redesigned the organization in ways that fostered leadership capacity and sustainable school 
improvement. In the same ISSPP study, Day (2005) and Gurr, Drysdale, and Mulford (2005) found that principals in 
challenging (turnaround) English and Australian contexts, respectively, approached school turnaround with a 
layered approach to change, with initial—often directive—efforts aimed at bringing order to chaos and later efforts 
aimed at building teacher leadership, instructional improvement, culturally responsive practices, parent involvement, 
and community engagement. Day’s (2003) analysis of effective head teachers in England further indicated the 
importance of a positive, optimistic tone of communication, trust, and responsiveness to the community context as 
part of leadership capacity. TOWARD A RECONCEPTUALIZATION OF CAPACITY FOR CULTURALLY 
DIVERSE CONTEXTS This section highlights our re-conception of capacity appropriate for culturally diverse 
Arizona turnaround schools. Within this section, we examine Mitchell and Sackney’s (2009) framework for high-
capacity schools and then expand that framework for culturally diverse contexts, including culturally responsive 
personal capacity, culturally responsive interpersonal capacity, and culturally responsive organizational capacity. In 
school improvement literature, conceptions of capacity range from Myer’s (1992) general notion of “readiness” (a 
staff’s preparedness to deal with change) through Senge’s (1990) image of the “learning organization.” Mitchell and 
Sackney’s (2000) concept of capacity embraces both of these, grounded in an ecological perspective that recognizes 
all aspects of our world are interconnected. Capacity, or the collective competence of the school to bring about 
change, develops through the interplay among personal abilities, interpersonal relationships, and organizational 
structures (Mitchell & Sackney, 2000; Newmann, King, & Youngs, 2000). Growth in capacity occurs as personal, 
interpersonal, and organizational capacities increase; it is limited as they decrease. In a more recent study of 
successful principals in high-poverty, culturally diverse Arizona schools as part of ISSPP, Ylimaki, Bennett, Fan, 
and Villasenor (2012) expanded these dimensions to include sociocultural capacities, including an awareness of 
demographic shifts, immigration, language issues, and other aspects of border politics. More specifically, we defined 
capacity as having deep understandings about how schools are embedded within the broader sociocultural context, 
such as the United States-Mexico border. Such culturally responsive leadership capacity considers the diverse 34 
Rose M. Ylimaki et al. community expectations and beliefs as an integral part of inclusive processes. Our 
conception of capacity expands Mitchell and Sackney’s (2000) work and echoes Freire’s (2000) critical analysis that 
connects educational change with broader socio-politics and ideologies. Radical, critical education must never lack a 
lucid perception of change, which itself reveals the intervening presence of human beings in the world. Part of this 
lucid perception of change is the political and ideological nature of our stance toward it, regardless of whether we 
are aware of that fact or not. (Freire, 2000, p. 6) In other words, leaders must build capacity for social transformation 
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(Shields, 2010). Socially transformative leadership capacity alleviates the social and cultural inequities as well as 
organizational change. This section is divided into three sub-sections of capacity (personal, interpersonal, 
organizational), each of which begins with a more detailed discussion of the capacity dimension and then considers 
each dimension in relation to the Arizona border context. We conclude with a re-conception of capacity building 
that explicitly considers the role of culturally responsive leadership for transformative work in turnaround schools. 
From Mitchell and Sackney’s (2000) perspective, personal capacity is an amalgamation of all the embedded values, 
assumptions, beliefs, and practical knowledge that teachers and administrators carry with them and the professional 
networks and knowledge bases with which they connect. Building personal capacity involves purposeful work on 
mental models or the assumptions, values, and beliefs in such a way that teachers come to grips with the deficit 
thinking and personal narratives that shape and constrain their professional practice and learning. Such recognition 
of personal mental models is necessary because new learning always confronts prior knowledge, values, and belief 
systems. Here deficit thinking refers to culturally neutral gaps in learner’s knowledge, belief systems, and skills. In 
the case of Arizona school members, developing culturally responsive personal capacity also requires confronting 
deficit thinking about language and colonized populations (Ylimaki, Bennett, Fan, et al., 2012). In other words, in 
culturally diverse settings, school members must confront their own biases with regards to race/ethnicity, gender, 
language, colonized populations, social class and other markers of marginalized populations. Such deficit thinking 
consciously and unconsciously affects expectations for students and impacts educators’ abilities to have honest 
conversations about issues such as achievement gaps. Building interpersonal capacity shifts the focus from the 
individual to the group. According to Mitchell and Sackney (2000), the construction of professional knowledge is no 
longer the solitary pursuit of one individual. Schools where teachers engage in an honest assessment of their skills 
Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 35 and make their practice public have a strong foundation for the 
development of a learning organization. Such organizations have the opportunity for authentic dialogue about 
practice and more difficult conversations, such as racial/ethnic achievement gaps and deficit thinking about 
colonized populations and students living in poverty. In the Arizona cases (Ylimaki, Bennett, Fan, et al., 2012), 
when enacting culturally responsive interpersonal capacity, principals acknowledged the importance of learning 
outcomes, yet each was deeply committed to collaboration and community development in ways that respect and 
respond to the national and local cultures in which their schools were situated. In other words, all four principals 
demonstrated Furman’s (2004) ethic of community to “work together on important problems for the good of the 
community in democratic ways that respect the views and values of others from across multiple sectors or contexts” 
(p. 4). Such culturally responsive interpersonal capacity generates a learning dynamic that can lead to increased 
empowerment and expanded capacity to improve teaching and learning among all members, including those who 
have been traditionally marginalized. In so doing, school members build organizational capacity that honors and 
respects the diverse community context. Organizational capacity begins with the awareness that structural 
arrangements can open doors for teachers, break down walls between them, or keep people away from one another 
(Mitchell & Sackney, 2000). That is, personal and interpersonal capacities are deeply affected by the kinds of 
organizations within which individuals work. A learning community requires a different kind of organizational 
structure than the traditional structures in place in most schools. Traditional school structures have typically been 
characterized by separation of individual administrators, teachers, and students, and power imbalances whereby 
administrators or groups control the decision-making processes. These conditions have served to isolate teachers and 
students, to minimize contact among educators, to reduce flexibility and professional discretion, and to engender 
defensiveness and resistance among the professional staff (and among students). Such conditions are not conducive 
to the creation of a learning community, nor are they likely to generate profound improvements in teaching and 
learning in any context (Mitchell & Sackney, 2000). In a specific consideration of the diverse Arizona environment, 
we defined culturally responsive organizational capacity in ways that explicitly included culturally diverse 
communities. Organizational and community capacity requires that principals understand the border context of their 
schools, have the skills to build trust among differently positioned stakeholders, and lead difficult conversations 
about issues like racial/ethnic achievement gaps (Ryan, 2006; Ylimaki, Bennett, Fan, et al., 2012). Moreover, we 
considered capacity within the current accountability and turnaround context. In other words, today’s turnaround 
leaders who serve culturally 36 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. diverse schools must have the assessment literacy and 
curriculum knowledge necessary to improve academic success for all students. Beyond national and international 
studies of effective or turnaround schools, then, our Turnaround Leadership Development Project was informed by 
the strengths and limitations of extant turnaround leadership development programs. COMPARING 
TURNAROUND LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS Formal turnaround leadership development 
programs emerged in the wake of the No Child Left Behind Act, including most prominently the Virginia School 
Turnaround Specialist Program (STSP), the Mass Insight and Research Institute model based in New York, and the 
Chicago Reconstitution Effort. Such turnaround projects are available for schools that qualify for turnaround status. 
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Virginia School Turnaround Specialist Program (STSP) The Virginia STSP is a joint venture between the Curry 
Education School and the Darden School of Business at the University of Virginia. District and school participants 
receive a one-week summer training course focusing on business strategies in which they develop a 90-day plan for 
rapid improvement. During the fall, faculty members and program staff visit the schools to provide implementation 
support. In January, leadership teams returned for a two-day training on long-term strategic planning followed by an 
additional on-site visit. Since 2004, the Virginia STSP program has provided 95 principals with training in business 
strategies as well as individual coaching to school leaders in Pennsylvania, Illinois, Florida, Missouri, Louisiana, 
Texas, Ohio, and the Dakotas, as well as Virginia. The underlying research base for their business strategies was not 
evident in their materials. According to the Virginia STSP report (Harriman, 2008), 46% of participants (44) made 
AYP compared to only 16% (15) prior to participation in the project. While these results appear promising, the 
report authors did not provide information about how these results were analyzed or the statistical significance of the 
difference in AYP results pre- and post-participation in STSP. Mass Insight and Research Institute The Mass Insight 
and Research Institute’s project for rapid school improvement (Calkins, Guenther, Belfore, & Lash, 2007) redesigns 
three to five low-performing schools into Partnership Zones, giving Lead Partners full authority over staffing, school 
programs, and all service providers within Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 37 the clusters. Districts 
and states commit to flexible operating conditions for zone schools with an emphasis on: (1) people (who is 
recruited, hired, and retained); (2) time (the length of the school day as 7:30 am to 5:00 pm); (3) money (how school 
budgets are allocated); and (4) program (the implementation of a rigorous, standards-based curriculum). Results 
from the Partnership Zones were mixed, with two-thirds of participants reporting gains and one-third reporting 
declines in school performance. Researchers in the School Turnaround Group, a division of Mass Insight Education, 
attributed the mixed results and school declines to “the lack of sufficient outside partners to coordinate the work, too 
much reliance on the old (flawed) system, lack of school autonomy, and lack of coherence among district and school 
reform initiatives” (Mass Insight Education, 2012, p. 1). Chicago Academy for Urban School Leadership (AUSL) 
Chicago’s Academy for Urban School Leadership also assumed control of low-performing schools. Drawing on the 
Mass Insight project, AUSL developed a framework to improve student achievement in participating schools, 
including attention to positive school culture; parent engagement; setting goals; shared responsibility for 
achievement; standards-based, college-prep K–12 curriculum; aligned assessment systems; and engaging 
personalized instruction. Further, AUSL featured focused professional development to ensure teacher effectiveness 
and a deliberate use of Danielson’s (2007) framework. However, the Danielson framework was designed to improve 
classroom climate, teacher leadership, excellent teaching strategies, and parent involvement rather than turnaround 
leadership approaches. It is important to note that the Danielson framework is the only citation provided as rationale 
for the AUSL program. In spite of the strong political support and comprehensive framework, AUSL’s results have 
also been mixed. “Many students have made considerable progress, but as a group, these students still lag behind 
their district peers” (Hood & Ahmed-Ullah, 2012, p. 3). All of AUSL’s schools remain on academic probation, 
including the two original AUSL schools (Sherman and Harvard) designated in 2006 and 2007, respectively. These 
two schools have made elite status, indicating that they may be removed from academic probation in one year. Some 
schools have attained high performance on district benchmarks; however, Hood and Ahmed-Ullah (2012) reported 
that these schools have “pushed out the lowest performing children who could not attain the benchmark scores, thus 
artificially elevating their scores” (p. 1). As in the case with the Virginia model and the Mass Institute project 
described earlier, AUSL evaluators did not make their evaluation processes public so it is difficult to draw any firm 
conclusions. Brinson, Kowal, and Hassel (2008) analyzed early results from the Virginia STSP, the Partnership 
Zones, AUSL, and other Turnaround Leadership Development models and 38 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. concluded that 
none of these models demonstrated moderate or strong evidence to support causal conclusions among project 
features and student achievement. More recently, the U.S. Department of Education (2012) report drew the same 
conclusion, acknowledging that only a fraction (10–20%) of schools eligible for turnaround status (and school 
improvement grants) made double-digit gains in math and reading (Brinson et al., 2008; Klein, 2012). In sum, 
looking across the three popular turnaround leadership development projects, we find a common content focus on 
strategic planning, community-parent interactions, leadership teams, rigorous curriculum, and effective instructional 
strategies. Further, all three development models incorporated a coaching or feedback element, either by individual 
school or in district groups. In other words, these projects developed leadership capacity for instructional leadership 
and organizational capacity; however, none of these turnaround leadership projects considered the needs of 
culturally diverse populations. Arizona Turnaround Leadership Development Project (TLDP) The Turnaround 
Leadership Development project (funded for 18 months at $1,000,000 by the Arizona Board of Regents) drew on the 
extant studies of leadership and capacity building in turnaround contexts described above, the strengths and 
limitations of existing turnaround leadership projects, and the needs of culturally diverse Arizona students. Figure 1 
illustrates the TLDP logic: school principals and teachers in high-needs, persistently underperforming Arizona 
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schools who learn about culturally responsive turnaround leadership content (e.g., Leithwood, Harris, et al., 2010; 
Leithwood, Louis, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010; Ylimaki, Bennett, Fan, et al., 2012) through a combination of 
delivery components build capacity to diffuse the TLDP SCHOOLWIDE EXPERIENCE Changes in capacities, 
motivation, & settings CLASSROOM EXPERIENCE Turnaround Leadership Content Improved Student Outcomes 
Direct Instruction Regional Meetings Building Capacity of Systems Whole School Reform Strategy: 
Implementation of the TLDP Whole School Reform Model Outcomes District Context FIGURE 1 Logic model for 
TLDP. Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 39 training throughout their classrooms and schools, in turn 
improving student outcomes and making their communities better places to live. Although the project was funded 
for 18 months, the professional development activities lasted only about one year. Specifically, five features 
distinguish the design of TLDP: (1) a focus on schools on the verge of official turnaround status due to persistent 
underperformance over a series of years; (2) research-based turnaround leadership content; (3) an intensive 
professional development program delivered through four direct instruction/institutes (10 days throughout the year) 
focusing on the turnaround process/stages, effective leadership, safe and supportive learning environments, 
assessment literacy, curriculum, culturally responsive practices, collaboration in professional learning communities 
(PLCs), community relationships, and student engagement, as well as ongoing regional meetings (professional 
network) whereby educators experience capacity building firsthand as they extend and apply the content received in 
the institutes; (4) explicit attention to culture and context; and (5) a research and evaluation system maintained by 
external evaluators to continuously monitor results, ensure accountability, and provide information for making 
implementation decisions. In the next section, we describe how we evaluated the TLDP model using both 
quantitative and qualitative methods. EVALUATION METHODS FOR TLDP The TLDP evaluation followed 
guidelines for mixed-methods design. Research questions were: (1) What is the impact of the Turnaround 
Leadership Development Project on teachers’ and principals’ leadership knowledge and skills within the project 
period as a result of the leadership development program? (2) How, if at all, do the leadership knowledge modules 
(institutes and network meetings) influence turnaround practices in Tier III (persistently underperforming) schools?, 
and (3) To what extent has the project impacted school performance labels and student outcomes? Sampling 
Drawing from the statewide sample of Tier III schools (252), 45 schools were selected for participation in the 
project. The school selection largely depended upon superintendent support and participant willingness to commit to 
all aspects of the project for the 18-month period. Schools were located throughout the state of Arizona with 56% 
located in rural areas, 25% urban centers, and 19% suburban areas. Representing the 45 schools were 80 
participants; their racial/ethnic/gender demographics were predominantly female (74% of staff and 62% of 
principals) and Anglo (60%). Other representations included Latino/a/Hispanic (14% staff; 27% principals), Native 
40 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. American (3% staff; 11% principals) and Other (23% staff; 2% principals). It is important 
to note that most principal participants had a tenure of three years or less, and many were in their first year of 
service. Data Sources and Collection Data sources included the quantitative surveys of leadership capacity for 
turnaround described earlier, a survey of program effects on participant knowledge of turnaround leadership, and 
Arizona Department of Education labels, as well as qualitative interviews. QUANTITATIVE SOURCES As noted 
earlier, we used an adapted version of the ISSPP survey to determine limited turnaround leadership capacities (see 
Bennett, Ylimaki, Dugan, & Brunderman, 2013 for an explanation of how gaps among survey participants were 
used to identify limited turnaround capacities). The principal survey added one section to the ISSPP survey to assess 
the extent to which the principal perceives he/she demonstrates the practice of successful leadership characteristics 
in 16 different areas (e.g., reflection, relationship building, planning, and professionalism).3 Ten more open-ended 
questions were added to allow more elaboration in each section and at the end. Section 1 contains eight questions 
about school and demographic information. Section 2 examines perceptions of school priorities in twelve areas, 
including an equal number of questions querying the current extent of their achievement in the school and progress 
over the past five years (24 questions). Section 3 consists of 11 questions that examine respondents’ perspective of 
curriculum and, similarly, the principal’s contribution to curriculum and instructional leadership in the school (22 
questions). Section 4 is comprised of 20 questions that assess the extent to which various capacities related to 
student learning exist in the school and the extent of contribution of the principal in the 20 areas (40 questions). 
Section 5 queries respondents about the systems for evaluation and accountability in the school as well as the extent 
to which they feel accountable to stakeholders (seven questions). Section 6 examines the current levels of 
assessment literacy in the school in 16 areas as well as an equal number of questions considering the extent to which 
the principal has contributed to them (32 questions). Sections 7 and 8 examine teacher tensions and dilemmas (six 
questions) and perceptions of student cultural background and attainment (six questions). All questions in sections 
2–8 contain Likert-scale responses. All scales of the survey achieved acceptable levels of reliability (Alpha 
coefficients were .95 and .97 for teachers and principals, respectively; Ylimaki, Bennett, Brunderman, & Dugan, 
2012). Survey respondents yielded Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 41 an 89% return rate. Surveys 
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from 18 respondents were eliminated due to large amounts of missing data. Open-ended questions revealed survey 
data were incomplete due to the respondent’s lack of knowledge about the school year as they were new in the 
position, reducing the total survey sample to 62 participants (35 principals, 27 staff). Mean imputation was used to 
replace missing data for the remaining participants, which, at most, included one or two questions per survey 
(Bennett et al., 2013). Another survey determined pre- and post-Institute knowledge about leadership capacity. More 
specifically, respondents rated their knowledge over eight topics using a 10-point rating scale (1 to 10, 10 high) of 
their “before Institute” and “after Institute” knowledge (Shaw et al., 2012). Finally, we used the Arizona Department 
of Education website to determine letter grades for schools with differing levels of participation (full participation, 
partial participation, and no participation). QUALITATIVE SOURCES The qualitative phase of the study featured 
30–45 minute semi-structured interviews with participants who had completed all aspects of the training, including 
(a) attendance at all institutes and follow-ups, (b) completion of the survey, and (c) attendance at regional meetings. 
Interviews were conducted by interviewers (outside of the internal researchers), paid by the grant and trained in 
qualitative interviewing techniques. Interview questions featured leadership practices in relation to the three stages 
of turnaround leadership (Leithwood, Harris, et al., 2010), including levels of capacity building, collaboration, 
community involvement, assessment literacy, curriculum, and overall priorities. Interviews were designed to 
examine participants’ (principals and teachers) understandings of turnaround stages, conceptions of leadership, and 
capacities. Specifically, semi-structured interviews were conducted during the last two institutes in order to 
determine the perceptions of changes in capacity building that occurred throughout the intervention period. Initial 
interview participants included 16 principals and 13 teachers representing Anglo (84% staff; 56% principals), 
Latino/a/Hispanic (8% staff; 25% principals), Native American (19% principals) and Other (8% staff). In addition, 
77% of the interviewed staff and 75% of the principals were female. After each of three institutes, external 
evaluators (Cloud Team) also asked participants qualitative information about how to improve logistics, training 
delivery, and communication of the project as a whole. Data Analysis Consonant with our mixed methods study 
procedures, this section is divided into two main sub-sections: (1) quantitative analysis procedures and (2) 
qualitative analysis procedures. 42 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS PROCEDURES In order 
to determine what capacities principals needed to develop, survey results (Likert-type responses) were first analyzed 
descriptively, using means to compare trends and gaps between principal and staff participant groups. Specifically, 
we examined low-, medium-, and high-capacity trends between the principals’ self-reported responses and teachers 
familiar with her/his practice. We considered low capacity as having a mean score of 1 or 2 (on a 5-point Likert 
scale) for teacher and principal groups. Medium capacity was indicated by a mean score of 3. High capacity was 
indicated by survey Likert-type items with a mean score of a 4 or 5 on a 5-point scale. Next, we analyzed the gaps or 
mean differences between teacher and principal groups, which also suggest limitation in capacity. We intended to 
use chi-squared tests to determine whether mean differences were statistically significant or not but some categories 
of Likert-type items received too few responses.4 Therefore, we determined significant difference meant at least a 
mean difference of 0.5 or more between principals and staff responses on Likert-scale items. Specifically, these 
limited capacities included effective turnaround leadership, assessment literacy, safe and supportive learning 
environments, curriculum, culturally responsive practices, collaboration in professional learning communities, 
community relationships, and student engagement (see Bennett et al., 2013). The Cloud External Evaluation Team 
analyzed pre- and posttest data for multiple items examining changes in knowledge. These included knowledge of 
measurement and data analysis, knowledge of leading faculty to higher student engagement, knowledge of 
additional progress monitoring tools, knowledge of ways to change assessment strategies, knowledge of value-added 
models, preparation for data-based strategic planning for school improvement, confidence in ability to analyze 
Arizona Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) scores for improvement, and confidence in knowing how to 
motivate teachers and improve scores. Effect sizes were computed and classified using the Cohen-convention for 
classifying effect sizes as small (≥ .10), medium (≥ .30) and large (≥ .50; Shaw et al., 2012). We also examined the 
impact our training intervention on school performance labels and student outcomes, first analyzing descriptively the 
differences among school letter grades for schools5 that participated in all components of the initiative, schools that 
participated in some components of the initiative, and schools that were invited but did not participate in the TLDP 
initiative. Next, we analyzed the relationship between the level of participation and the net change in school letter 
grades. A Spearman’s rho correlation was utilized because the variables Level of Participation (1 = none; 2 = some; 
3 = full) and Net Change in Improvement (-2 = declined 2 letter grades; -1 = declined 1 letter grade; 0 = no change; 
1 = increased Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 43 1 letter grade; 2 = increased 2 letter grades) were 
comprised of discrete scales (Field, 2009). QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS PROCEDURES Since the qualitative 
portion involves contextually sensitive data concerning individual perceptions about the work of each teacher and 
principal, we employ an interpretative lens to allow for an in-depth inquiry into the turnaround leadership 
“phenomenon in real-life context” (Merriam, 2001, p. 191). Our purpose, in this approach, is to uncover causation 
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through “insight, discovery and interpretation” (Merriam, 1988, p.10). Using NVivo9 software, interview data were 
analyzed inductively and deductively in light of turnaround leadership practices (Jacobson et al., 2009; Leithwood, 
Harris, et al., 2010; Ylimaki, Jacobson, & Drysdale, 2007). Inductive analysis was also used to allow particular 
themes to emerge based on lived experiences. To ensure reliability, codes and themes used in this study required 
consensus with two additional coders. It is important to note that all of the researchers (two women and two men) 
are Anglo. That is, four Anglo researchers conducted interviews with participants who were primarily Anglo. At the 
same time, two of the researchers have been principals in high-poverty, culturally diverse schools. The next three 
large sections present quantitative results, qualitative results, and results from the external evaluation. 
QUANTITATIVE RESULTS Pre-training Survey to Determine Training Content Survey findings at the outset of 
the TLDP training suggested principals possessed high self-capacity for developing people, commitments, setting 
direction, and effectively improving some aspects of the instructional program within their schools, although these 
views were not equally shared by staff.6 Most capacities for turnaround leadership at the beginning of the 
intervention period ranged from low to medium and reveal certain discrepancies or weaknesses.7 Schools 
manifested a keen awareness of accountability pressures, and ability to comply with mandates that required use of 
some practices necessary for curriculum change (e.g., curriculum maps, benchmarks), although they had difficulties 
in defining success and articulating specific assessment literacy procedures. Schools valued supportive, professional, 
collaborative, democratic environments although they neither lacked deep-rooted connections or consciousness with 
their communities nor seemed to value their contributions or support. These limited capacities, then, informed our 
turnaround leadership development curricula. 44 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. Effects of Training on Participants’ 
Knowledge of Turnaround Leadership Figure 2 (Shaw et al., 2012) illustrates that as a result of the TLDP training, 
participants increased their knowledge and leadership capacities to improve the instructional program through data 
measurement and assessment literacy (0.54 effect size).8 Principal and teacher-leader participants increased their 
knowledge of turnaround leadership for organizational redesign, people development, and collaborative direction-
setting processes as a result of the training (a medium-sized effect, 0.31 effect size). Effect sizes were computed and 
classified using the Cohen-convention for classifying effect sizes as small (small ≥ .10; medium ≥ .30; large ≥ .50; 
Shaw et al., 2012). Changes in Student Outcomes Reflected in School Letter Grades In examining the designations 
for Arizona Tier III schools over a two-year period, certain observations were evident. Figure 3 presents a clear 
visual representation of the differences. 9 The largest proportion of schools that experienced no change consisted of 
those who participated in only some aspects of the TLDP training. None of the schools with full participation 
experienced any decline in improvement. A Wilcoxon signed-rank test indicated those schools that participated in 
the entire TLDP intervention (N = 16) experienced significant gains in improvement between 2011 and 2012 (z = 
−2.640, p < .01). However, the level of participation was rather weakly correlated with the net change in 
improvement over the previous year (r = .22) although significant at the p < .05 level. Schools with lower levels of 
participation (i.e., some, none) were still able to make improvements, although not significant. Interestingly, the vast 
majority of schools (84%) that did not stay with the project (i.e., some participation) were located in rural 0 5 10 15 
20 25 30 35 40 45 50 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Knowledge Before Institute Knowledge After Institute Self-reported 
ratings (1–10,10 high) of knowledge of measurement and data FIGURE 2 Knowledge of measurement and data 
analysis. Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 45 FIGURE 3 Changes in letter grades. areas. Those schools 
that had participated in the TLDP intervention showed greater improvement overall than the schools that had not 
participated in the training. QUALITATIVE RESULTS In this section, using qualitative data, we illustrate 
participants’ shifts in leadership conceptions from individual to capacity; developing culturally sensitive 
interpersonal capacity and organizational capacity in professional learning communities; and building relationships 
with their districts and culturally diverse communities. Within these dimensions, we also consider participants’ 
assessment literacy skills and understandings of the border culture, as well as barriers and supports. Developing 
Personal Capacity: Overcoming Deficit and Individualistic Thinking Early in the project, participants primarily 
talked about leadership as the sole role of administration. Like instructional leaders from the effective schools 
research, participants who emphasized individualized instructional leadership expressed mental models of their 
administrative roles in leading the curriculum and instructional development at their schools. They tended to answer 
the question of defining turnaround leadership in “I” statements. For example, a charter school principal responded, 
“I’m looking at the bigger picture. I’m looking at the curriculum. I’m looking at how everybody is approaching the 
kids and what they can do differently.” In particular, according to participants early in the process, the principal’s 
role as a leader centers on his/her abilities to monitor instruction and staff/student interactions. More specifically, 
participants defined this role in 46 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. classic terms of direct supervision and management. One 
principal noted that leadership meant, “ensuring teachers are doing their best, that the students are actually learning 
from the method the teacher is using, and that students are not being abused in some way.” Similarly, a high school 
assistant principal emphasized that her role as a turnaround leader is to confront ineffective instructional practice. 
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She indicated, “If they’re not using effective practices, we [administration] step in and make sure they do, in 
whatever way that happens.” Yet notice the culturally neutral, instructionally focused language in the descriptions of 
turnaround leader as well in these quotes. Culturally neutral principal- and policy- discourse dominated conceptions 
of turnaround leadership and appeared to have a direct impact on the ways these principals interacted with other 
school members and diverse community members. As one principal noted, “I do not include parents on PLC 
meetings yet because I have to make sure that teachers can talk about their practices together without worrying 
about other issues.” Another teacher commented, “We do not really deal with cultural diversity or even diversity of 
ideas among teachers. It’s all rule-based information from the principal, how we analyze data, how we use data to 
change our practices.” Early in the project, then, many principals compartmentalized effective instruction, standards, 
and assessment literacy as distinct from diverse cultural expectations. By the midpoint of the project, some 
principals talked about how they were confronting their own beliefs about diversity “on a daily basis” and 
“rethinking what it means to lead a school turnaround process in a culturally diverse community.” More specifically, 
building personal capacity for turnaround amidst changing demographics and border politics required participants to 
confront and change deficit thinking about students of color, a change many of our participants were still reluctant to 
undertake at the beginning of the project. For example, one principal stated, “The preconceived notion has been 
talking about ‘those’ students, ‘those’ (i.e. Latino/a, Native American) kids; from the community, from the children, 
and unfortunately from some educators on staff as well.” Importantly, as in Ryan’s (2003) study, other principal 
participants were reluctant to talk about racism in their schools, revealing their own deficit thinking about culture. 
For instance, one principal in a high–Native population school stated, It’s very important for us to try and help those 
students coming from those homes so that they have a better chance at the future. I live where the educated people 
live. And I said that if you get a good education, you can live down there too. In a sense, unknowingly, this principal 
has created a vision of her school and community that devalues the funds of knowledge (Moll, Amanti, Neff, & 
Gonzalez, 1992) and lived experiences of the very students whom she Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 
47 wished to educate. Moreover, her comment overlooked important historical and social conditions that create real 
barriers outlined by another principal in a similar context. For a high school principal, it was perception about the 
historical context—and subsequent disconnected relationships between schools and communities—that provided a 
mental model or deficit to overcome: I think that the challenge that we have is the history of education on the 
reservation with the BIA [Bureau of Indian Affairs] schools and the parochial schools that were established on the 
reservation. As a result, there is a kind of resistance, or maybe an undercurrent of resistance, to education. An 
assistant principal similarly noted that the disconnect between the school and community culture creates the biggest 
barrier. “I think that our biggest challenge is dealing with a culture that is kind of removed ... because their life on 
the reservation is quite different from the dominant culture.” These participants who were able to confront their own 
and others’ deficit thinking about cultures that differed from their own were able to develop the respect and trust 
among diverse stakeholders necessary to build relationships and have authentic dialogue among culturally diverse 
community members. By contrast, those participants who did not recognize their own deficit thinking were unable 
to make progress in working with their changing demographics. Developing Culturally Responsive Interpersonal 
Capacity Our working definition of interpersonal capacity at the beginning of the TLDP involved a shift from 
individual beliefs, values, and mental models to a consideration of the broader community. Such an expanded 
capacity centers on improving teaching and learning among all members, including those who have been 
traditionally marginalized. Early in the training, a few participants were unable to “fit collaboration into” current 
(principal-dominated) leadership practices. Referring to collaboration around data in their professional learning 
communities, one principal stated, “I think it is something that has to start small and build before it goes system 
wide. We just don’t have the time to put one more thing on teachers’ plates.” Likewise, a superintendent/principal 
identified a lack of time and other mandates as her rationale for not promoting PLCs at this time. According to her, 
the school is going to collaborate next summer “to work on curriculum mapping, pacing guides, and creating our 
own formative assessments.” Indeed, at the beginning of the project, most participants identified curriculum as the 
focus of many collaboration efforts, including teacher teams’ development of benchmarks and curriculum maps. 48 
Rose M. Ylimaki et al. Yet, as these narratives clearly indicate, these participants struggled with how to integrate 
leadership capacity dimensions with very important issues of curriculum and data. Other participants identified some 
struggles in their transition toward interdependent learning communities. According to a middle school principal, 
“the biggest challenge has been from re-culturing the school from that old industrial model into a professional 
learning community.” Another principal found that collaboration processes brought to light areas that were in need 
of focus that went undiscovered until teachers worked together. He stated that collaboration “forced us to look a 
little bit deeper at our data. That was kind of alarming ... We maybe had that before and really didn’t focus on it.” 
This principal is clearly developing authentic dialogue and uncovering important areas for collaborative focus, an 
important step toward interpersonal capacity and change (Mitchell & Sackney, 2000), but far from embracing the 
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goals of transformative practice (Shields, 2010). Going further, other participants indicated that “collaborative time 
is now focused on equity and excellence” and “our PLC time is the place for ongoing personal and team 
development around improving teaching and learning for all of our kids.” Importantly, schools with participants who 
made the greatest changes in their practices were able to articulate their individual and team goals for change. 
Developing Culturally Responsive Organizational Capacity Drawing on previous case study findings from Arizona 
cases in the ISSPP, we defined organizational capacity in ways that explicitly included culturally diverse 
communities in important turnaround practices, such as data analysis, curriculum alignment, and instructional 
improvement. Organizational and community capacity requires that principals understand the border context of their 
schools, have the skills to build trust among differently positioned stakeholders, and lead difficult conversations 
about issues like racial/ethnic achievement gaps (Ylimaki, Bennett, Fan, et al., 2012). The TLDP institute instructors 
supported participants to collaborate with culturally diverse teachers, parents, and students using common formative 
assessments and mapping processes to plan culturally diverse curricular and instructional practices. Participants 
highlighted the use of professional learning communities (PLCs) to redesign their organizations and drive the use of 
formative assessments and other data (e.g., state test results) for instructional decisions. For principals of Tier III 
schools, data-based decision-making was essential to make adequate yearly progress on standardized tests. While 
the majority of participants identified some level of engagement among diverse stakeholders in the development and 
implementation of PLCs at the end of the project, they were at varying levels of implementation. Culturally 
Responsive Turnaround Leadership 49 For instance, some participants noted that the development of PLCs were 
still in their initial stages. For example, some participants have started to look at how they can implement PLCs into 
practice at their schools. As one principal noted, “We have looked at how we instruct our students, how we build 
community within and beyond our school.” Similarly, another principal stated that she implemented PLCs at each of 
her campuses. However, principals in the beginning stages of PLC implementation defined the implementation of 
PLCs as “an ongoing process” and “slow going.” Other participants saw the implementation of PLCs as an 
experience that changed the way that they viewed leadership as building capacity among the entire school staff. For 
a high school assistant principal, PLCs are “really looking at how you define the school, and how you take the role 
of not necessarily the leader, but how you build that collaboration with everybody to focus on what your true 
priorities are for the school.” This nature of leadership enabled the extent of collaboration among staff “to really 
understand that we are here to serve a common mission,” which “has to be built around the values of the school, the 
border community.” In other words, structural change toward professional learning community helped participants 
shift their understandings from the I, individual leadership, to we, co-active practices among diverse stakeholders in 
PLCs. Despite the struggles implementing professional learning communities, by the end of the turnaround 
leadership development process, leadership teams in the most successful schools responded that the PLC model has 
made a positive impact on their school and staff practices. An elementary school principal reported that, “It’s given 
them [teachers] more structure for knowing what to do with data and then having the trust with each other and with 
the administration that we are going to do what we need to do.” For a middle school principal, transitioning from 
more traditional professional development to a PLC has improved instructional practices and focused staff on 
important dialogue about educational opportunities for all children. As one teacher leader noted, “Everybody is more 
on the same page and even more comfortable with having difficult conversations about achievement gaps.” Our 
Turnaround Leadership project specifically worked on assessment literacy as a focus for organizational capacity and 
school improvement. BUILDING ASSESSMENT LITERACY At the beginning of the training, most participants 
indicated a strong need for leadership development in how to analyze data and communicate assessment results to 
their constituents. About one-third of participants indicated that they did not know how to analyze assessment data 
at any depth. More specifically, these participants were unsure about how to make observations and inferences about 
their data. As one principal put it, “We can 50 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. figure out if we made adequate yearly 
progress or not or how close we were to making it, but that’s about as far as it goes.” Closely related, participants 
needed to learn how to calendar the academic year around data analysis and communication activities. During the 
course of the project, participants increased their assessment literacy skills and use of data in their daily practices. 
As one principal noted, we are using data and the strategies we learned in the institutes in our PLCs ... Primarily 
we’ve been modeling leadership processes and making data-based decision making. Everyone has a voice at the 
table, but the voice needs to be informed by research and data. It is helping slowly.” Another participant reflected, 
So, being able to model a lot of the strategies that were given to us, and how to kind of start the year; professional 
learning communities, a lot more departmental discussion, and seeing the key players from the school and 
community kind of coming to surface because of that, and utilizing them at a higher level throughout the year. In 
other words, these schools are clearly beginning the process of using data to develop capacity for improvement and 
change. Participants from the most successful schools also made the most growth in their assessment literacy 
development. District Context: Barriers and Supports For some principals, it was the lack of district support for new 
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knowledge implementation that created the primary barrier to change. “We don’t get to continue those collaborative 
discussions that then get our superintendent, or our assistant superintendent, or our staff development person 
involved. Which really, in order to implement those things that we discussed here [institutes], we really need those 
people on board as well.” Other participants observed that districts were too disorganized, lacking in effective 
communication, or overwhelmed with too many competing demands to encourage participation and give adequate 
support. As one teacher commented, “We started with the superintendent and other principals and now we are the 
only ones left. We feel like they are missing the boat.” District barriers, or lack of support for the turnaround 
development process, remained an issue throughout the project. Lack of central office attention made it difficult to 
carry on the dialogue at the district level about the value of the intervention participants received. Many participants 
did not believe their interest and enthusiasm for curriculum change and building community relationships was 
equally shared in the district. In a few cases, Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 51 the superintendents 
left the districts, and new superintendents came in with new agendas, unwittingly stalling the turnaround change 
process. Still others identified the overwhelming number of district mandates as a barrier to change. Statements such 
as “We had a lot of directives that threw teachers off this year” or “We have so many district initiatives that we can’t 
focus on one thing” were typical of many interviews. Many participants acknowledged, however, that these 
criticisms were not universally shared by district officials. For example, one principal lamented, “We do so much 
professional development that we don’t stick to any one item, and I know that the superintendent would disagree 
with that.” Here district leadership transience and inconsistent support prevented some schools from moving beyond 
low capacity and early turnaround stage work. At the same time, participants identified clear supports that were 
necessary for building turnaround leadership capacity. By contrast, some principals identified the district as a source 
of strength and support. For instance, some districts provided complementary staff development, and in other 
instances, the district provided resources for principals to collaborate about implementation of TLDP content and 
processes. Consider, for example, the following principal quotes regarding district support for change: Principal 1: 
We also have a lot of support structures in place, from our administration above, that are willing to get, not only us 
as new principals, but also our staff as well, a lot of in house professional development that complements what we 
learned in the trainings. So, that’s a real strength for us. Principal 2: I think some key ideas would probably really 
include the fact that as a whole district of administrators, we’ve had a lot more time to collaborate about what we’ve 
learned in TLDP. It’s been K–12, where in the past, you might have seen the two elementary school principals 
talking or collaborating once in a while, but now it’s district wide. And it’s opened up a lot of really good discussion 
about where we want our whole district to go, and they know that it starts in the elementary level. So, we all need to 
be on board, on the same page, doing kind of the same structures, the same systems, in order to make progress for all 
kids. In most instances, schools with district support were able to implement TLDP content more quickly and 
effectively. When the district provided schools with time to share what they learned in the training and make plans 
for implementation, TLDP participants were able to build capacity for much-needed changes. In other instances, 
districts supported TLDP along with multiple other initiatives, thus dividing school members’ attention and energy. 
52 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. DISCUSSION This article presented a Turnaround Leadership Development Project 
designed to help leadership teams make rapid improvements in school performance amidst accountability pressures 
and changing demographics. Over an 18-month period, 45 leadership teams were supported to build capacity and 
diffuse the TLDP training throughout their classrooms and schools, in turn improving student outcomes and making 
their communities better places to live. The TLDP training content drew on effective schools literature (e.g., 
Edmonds, 1979), the International Study of Successful Principalship Project or ISSPP (Day, 2005; Gurr et al., 2005; 
Jacobson et al., 2005, 2009; Ylimaki et al., 2011), literature on culturally responsive (Johnson, 2007), transformative 
(Shields, 2010), and inclusive (Ryan, 2003, 2006) leadership, and Mitchell and Sackney’s (2000) personal, 
interpersonal, and organizational dimensions of capacity adapted for culturally diverse contexts (Ylimaki, Bennett, 
Fan, et al., 2012). Our findings extend the leadership on building high capacity in culturally diverse turnaround 
contexts and with regards to the accelerated timeframe of accountability (one to two years rather than five years or 
more). In this section, we draw attention to four overarching findings and link those findings to the literature. First, 
according to both quantitative and qualitative sources, participants increased their turnaround leadership knowledge 
and skills (e.g., assessment literacy, curriculum, community relationships) and personal capacities to overcome 
deficit thinking. To begin, quantitative survey results indicated that participants increased their knowledge about 
turnaround leadership through data measurement and assessment literacy (0.54 effect size). Principal and teacher-
leader participants also increased their knowledge of turnaround leadership for organizational capacity, interpersonal 
capacity, and collaborative direction setting processes as a result of the training (a medium-sized effect, 0.31 effect 
size). Our analysis of Arizona state assessments and letter grades indicated that the full intervention (turnaround 
leadership content delivered through institutes and professional network meetings) helped participating schools 
increase their performance labels. Schools that participated in all intervention components increased their 
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performance labels more than schools that did not participate in all study components, and these increases were 
statistically significant. Importantly, none of the fully participating schools declined in their school performance 
grades. It appears that it takes full immersion in turnaround leadership development content delivered through 
institutes and small group professional network meetings to offset the challenges facing leadership teams in Tier III 
culturally diverse schools. In other words, the TLDP design itself helped leadership teams build turnaround capacity. 
Qualitative data sources corroborated quantitative findings that participants who attended all aspects of the 
development project expressed shifts in their Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 53 understandings about 
leadership from an individual role to capacity. These findings extend the extant literature on Turnaround Leadership 
Development Programs (e.g., Mass Insight) with results that indicate the importance of full participation and the 
TLDP design. While early results from the Turnaround Leadership Development Project are promising, we do not 
make a causal claim about the TLDP and student achievement results. District context and other variables had a 
clear impact as well, but this was beyond the scope of this study. Further research is needed to validate the TLDP in 
additional settings that explicitly consider these mediating variables. More specifically, future research with a multi-
level analysis is needed to examine the nested effects of students, classrooms of participating teacher leaders, school, 
and district. Second, qualitative data indicated that most participants (principals and teachers) demonstrated shifts in 
personal capacity for culturally responsive turnaround leadership, such as overcoming deficit thinking and assuming 
more collaborative approaches to change. Early in the project, like previous research on leadership in challenging 
contexts (e.g., effective schools literature in the United States, Alma Harris’s (2002) research in the United 
Kingdom; research on ISSPP, (e.g., Day, 2005; Jacobson et al., 2005; Ylimaki et al., 2007), many of the 
participating principals used a directive leadership approach to restore safety and order in their underperforming 
schools. Yet, as noted earlier, principals from TLDP had far less time to develop collaborative leadership capacity 
aimed at improved student outcomes than principals in previous effective schools (e.g., Purkey & Smith, 1993). 
Institute presenters and network facilitators consistently reinforced the importance of shared vision, culturally 
responsive interpersonal capacity, and organizational capacity for sustained school improvement in diverse 
communities; however, many participants struggled to let go of authority early in the project. By the end of the 
project one year later, with coaching support from the institutes and professional network meetings, most 
participants changed their conceptions of leadership from the individual role of the principal to a capacity for school 
improvement through professional learning communities. Participants also overwhelmingly indicated struggles with 
overcoming deficit thinking about culturally diverse populations in their schools and communities. Early in the 
project, then, many principals compartmentalized effective instruction, standards, and assessment literacy as distinct 
from diverse cultural expectations. This finding echoed Ryan’s (2003) findings about principals’ reluctance to 
identify and discuss the presence of racism in their schools. By the midpoint of the project, some principals talked 
about how they were confronting their own beliefs about diversity “on a daily basis” and “rethinking what it means 
to lead a school turnaround process in a culturally diverse community.” More specifically, building culturally 
responsive personal capacity for turnaround amidst changing demographics and border politics required these 
participants to confront and change 54 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. deficit thinking about students of color, a change 
many of our participants were still reluctant to undertake early in the project. Curriculum maps, mandated 
benchmark assessments, and surface use of data in professional learning communities took precedence over 
culturally responsive practices and authentic community engagement. While a number of leadership teams were able 
to more closely integrate culturally responsive leadership and assessment literacy by the end of the project, many 
continued to struggle and compartmentalize these aspects of turnaround leadership. As a result, community 
relationships and collaboration remained difficult. Third and closely related, by the end of the project, participants 
relied on the use of professional learning communities (PLCs) in order to build culturally responsive organizational 
capacity for school improvement. Interview data indicated that schools were at varying levels of implementation of 
PLCs. At the same time, because some principals experienced difficulty in relinquishing authority to staff members 
and overcoming deficit thinking about culturally diverse stakeholders in the early phases of the project, the 
establishment of PLCs floundered in some settings. Throughout the project, institute presenters and professional 
network facilitators presented and modeled leadership processes to help principals build interpersonal capacity 
among their leadership team members, and ultimately, teachers and culturally diverse students throughout the 
school. Many participants attributed this continual modeling and reinforcement to shifts in their practices from 
individual conceptions of leadership to leadership as capacity in more collaborative models in professional learning 
communities. Institute presenters and regional coaches continually reminded leaders to build trust among differently 
positioned stakeholders in order to break down structural barriers for collaboration (Ylimaki, Bennett, Fan, et al., 
2012), and qualitative findings indicated some evidence of shifts toward such culturally responsive organizational 
capacity by the end of the project. At the same time, although many participants had concerns about the singular 
policy focus on academic achievement, none of our participants developed their culturally responsive leadership 
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philosophies to the point where they questioned the necessity of the turnaround process. Finally, throughout the 
project, participants identified district barriers and supports to the turnaround process in their schools. In most 
instances, schools with district support were able to implement TLDP content more quickly and effectively. When 
the district provided schools with time to share what they learned in the training and make plans for implementation, 
TLDP participants were able to build culturally responsive interpersonal and organizational capacity. In other 
instances, districts supported TLDP along with multiple other initiatives, thus dividing school members’ attention 
and energy. Those school teams that were able to overcome these district barriers or that had clear district support 
for TLDP efforts were able to move beyond Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 55 the early turnaround 
stages and build capacity for school improvement in culturally diverse settings. CONCLUSIONS While scholars 
have written prolifically about effective school leadership in challenging or turnaround contexts, the literature 
discussing school turnaround has primarily focused on studies of successful schools in challenging contexts (e.g., 
Edmonds, 1979; Harris, 2002; Jacobson et al., 2005; Purkey & Smith, 1993), with little attention to how the 
turnaround process develops among principals and teacher leaders who must quickly lead persistently 
underperforming and increasingly diverse schools through the turnaround process. Across national effective schools 
research and international studies of successful principals, findings indicate that effective turnaround leadership 
occurs in layers, from directive approaches aimed at setting directions and restoring school order in the early 
turnaround stages to leadership capacity among teams in later stages. Extant turnaround leadership development 
models (e.g. Mass Insight, Virginia Project, AUSL) include strategies for directive leadership and as well as 
organizational capacity, with capacity frequently defined in business terms. Results from these turnaround 
leadership development projects have been mixed. In light of changing demographics (e.g. growing numbers of 
students of color, particularly Hispanic/ Latino(a) students, we argue for a culturally responsive re-conception of 
capacity. Such a culturally responsive conception of turnaround leadership capacity has the potential to flesh out 
some of the understudied nuances of the turnaround process as it develops in culturally diverse schools. The 
Turnaround Leadership Development Project drew on a conception of culturally responsive capacity constructed 
from our previous empirical findings of successful leaders in Arizona schools (Ylimaki, Bennett, Fan, et al., 2012), 
related studies (Johnson, 2007; Ryan, 2006; Shields, 2010) and Mitchell and Sackney’s (2000) ecological model of 
personal, interpersonal, and organizational capacity. In culturally diverse contexts, personal capacity involves 
confronting deficit thinking about language and colonized populations. Interpersonal capacity extended to 
community development and response to the local culture as well as teacher collaboration processes. Finally, 
regarding organizational capacity, leaders build trust among differently positioned stakeholders, break down 
structural barriers for collaboration, and lead difficult conversations about issues like racial/ethnic achievement gaps 
(Ylimaki, Bennett, Fan, et al., 2012). In the TLDP, we developed leadership teams to build culturally responsive 
capacity focused on overcoming deficit thinking, assessment literacy (closing achievement gaps), culturally 
responsive curriculum/instruction, organizational redesign in PLC with differently positioned stakeholders, and 
community relationships. 56 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. Findings from the TLDP suggest that, beyond interpersonal and 
organizational dimensions of a learning organization, leadership teams who rapidly develop and enact a culturally 
responsive leadership capacity for school improvement have a critical consciousness about the inequitable social and 
cultural structures in which their schools are embedded. Moreover, these leadership teams know how to build deep 
trust and relationships among faculty and community members so that school members can overcome deficit 
thinking, talk openly about racial/ethnic/linguistic achievement gaps as part of assessment literacy skills, create high 
and equitable expectations for curriculum and instructional improvement, and ultimately change school and social 
structures to make their communities better places to live. In other words, for persistently underperforming schools 
in diverse contexts, culturally responsive leaders seek goals beyond student achievement to focus on making their 
communities better places to live. This study is limited by the number of teacher participants per school as well as 
the number of overall schools; participants were selected as leadership teams by the principal or the superintendent. 
Furthermore, the study is limited by the participant attrition rate; some schools left the project early because they 
were identified as “turnaround status” and eligible for school improvement funds. Other participants left because 
they changed schools during the project, and still others left because the district administration pulled them into 
other initiatives. Nonetheless, the initial survey return rate and high reliability suggest evidence of generalizability. 
In addition, the external evaluators’ survey results indicate a medium to high effect size of the training on 
participants’ turnaround leadership knowledge and skills. Future research (in progress) will validate the turnaround 
leadership model with additional school sites based upon a power analysis. This research will also examine changes 
in Arizona state assessment scores at school and classroom levels. In that same future study, we will examine 
variation in turnaround leadership practices across participating schools. Clearly, Tier III schools face numerous 
challenges to quickly improve school performance and avoid policy sanctions for official turnaround status, and we 
argue that turnaround leadership development must occur prior to the disruption of reconstitution. Further, findings 
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from the turnaround leadership development project underscore the importance of preparing preservice principals 
for culturally diverse turnaround contexts. Many of our participants were in their first year of service. As a result of 
this project, we incorporated a Turnaround Leadership and Assessment Literacy class into our MED and principal 
certification programs. In conclusion, we argue that the need for turnaround leadership development is likely to 
increase with the advent of the interdisciplinary Common Core Standards, related assessments, and changing 
demographics. As the principal in the opening quote noted, there are major challenges in quickly building leadership 
capacity for rigorous curriculum and Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 57 accountability requirements 
in persistently low-performing schools. The Turnaround Leadership Development Project has the potential to 
support principals, teachers, and community members to rapidly build capacity for change in culturally responsive 
ways. NOTES 1. According to the No Child Left Behind Act (2002), schools that do not make adequate yearly 
progress on state assessments over a series of years are subject to reconstitution or turnaround status. When schools 
move from focus or priority status to turnaround status, district officials must hire a new principal and replace at 
least 50% of the teachers. In 2011, 252 schools were identified as Tier III (persistently underperforming). 2. 
Arizona’s population with Hispanic or Latino origin is 30.8%, and 4.9% of Arizona’s population is American 
Indian, four times the national parameter of 1.0%. 3. Additional principal survey items contained Likert-scale 
responses. 4. A Pearson’s chi-squared test is the more statistically valid test than an independent samples t test to 
compare means because Likert-scale items assume a discrete distribution rather than a normal distribution (Field, 
2009). Likert-scale response items on five categories (low to high) can only take on certain values (1 through 5) on a 
scale. Independent samples t-tests compare means that have continuous scales. The expected frequencies in all 
categories of Likert-scale items failed to meet minimum requirements. Expected frequencies should always be 
greater than 5 (Field, 2009). 5. “A” schools demonstrate an excellent level of performance. For example, “A” 
schools earn points equal to a school that has 90% of students passing AIMS and achieves greater academic growth 
with its population of students than most schools. “B” schools demonstrate an above average level of performance. 
For example, “B” schools earn points equal to a school that has 70& of students passing AIMS and generally 
achieves typical or greater academic growth with its population of students than most schools. “C” schools 
demonstrate an average level of performance. For example, “C” schools earn points equal to a school that has 50% 
of students passing AIMS and generally achieves typical academic growth with its population of students than most 
schools. “D” schools demonstrate a below average level of performance. For example, “D” schools earn fewer 
points than a school that has 50% of students passing AIMS and does not achieve typical or greater academic growth 
with its population of students than most schools. “F” schools are those that score as a “D” school for three 
consecutive years. “F” schools are placed in school improvement by the Arizona Department of Education (2012). 6. 
Shared high-capacity items (9%) were scored as a 4 or 5 by staff and principal respondents. 7. Shared low-capacity 
mean scores (23%) consisted of a 1 or 2 on a 5-point scale. Survey respondents scored 49% of the 161 Likert-scale 
items (responses coded 1 through 5) as a 3, indicating medium capacity. For more specific information about the 
analysis of the pre-TLDP training, please see Ylimaki, Bennett, Fan, et al., 2012. 8. Effect sizes reported pertain to 
sections of survey items and were computed by the External Evaluation Team (Cloud). The authors do not have 
access to effect sizes on each survey item. 9. We were only able to obtain state accountability letter grades for both 
2011 and 2012 only on 99 schools in Arizona. Some Arizona schools did not receive letter grades during this period 
due to small size and other factors relative to recent changes in the methodology (Arizona Department of Education, 
2012). The largest proportion (65%) of the sample was comprised of schools that participated in only some of the 
TLDP training as compared to schools that were involved in all aspects (16%) or not at all (19%). REFERENCES 
Arizona Department of Education (2012). A–F accountability. Retrieved from http:// www.azed.gove/research-
evaluation/a-f-accountability/ Bennett, J., Ylimaki, R., Dugan, T., & Brunderman, L. (2013). Developing the 
potential for sustainable improvement in underperforming schools: Capacity building 58 Rose M. Ylimaki et al. in 
the socio-cultural dimension. Journal of Educational Change. Advance online publication. doi:10.1007/s10833-013-
9217-6 Brinson, D., Kowal, J., & Hassel, B. C. (2008). School turnarounds: Actions and results. New York, NY: 
Public Impact Center on Innovation and Improvement, Academic Development Institute. Calkins, A., Guenther, W., 
Belfore, G., & Lash, D. (2007). The turnaround challenge. Boston, MA: Mass Insight Education and Research 
Institute. Danielson, C. (2007). Enhancing professional practice: A framework for teaching (2nd ed.). Alexandria, 
VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. Day, C. (2003). Effective leadership for school 
improvement. London, UK: Routledge. Day, C. (2005). Sustaining success in challenging contexts: Leadership in 
English schools. Journal of Educational Administration, 43(6), 573–583. Day, C. (2009). Building and sustaining 
successful principalship in England: The importance of trust. Journal of Educational Administration, 47, 719–730. 
Edmonds, R. (1979). Effective schools for the urban poor. Educational Leadership, 37(3), 15–18. Field, A. (2009). 
Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. Freire, P. (2000). Pedagogy of the oppressed 
(30th anniversary ed.). New York, NY: Continuum. Fullan, M. (1999). Change forces: The sequel. New York, NY: 



STATISTICAL INFERENCE 

 

28 

Routledge. Furman, G. (2004). The ethic of community. Journal of Educational Administration, 42, 215–235. Gurr, 
D., Drysdale, L., & Mulford, B. (2005). Models of successful principal leadership. School Leadership and 
Management, 26(4), 371–395. Harriman, D. (2008). University of Virginia school turnaround report. Retrieved from 
http://www.darden.virginia.edu/web/uploadedFiles/Darden/Darden_ 
Curry_PLE/UVA_School_Turnaround/UVASTSPAnnualReport2008_Excerpts.pdf Harris, A. (2002). Effective 
leadership in schools facing challenging circumstances. School Leadership and Management, 22(1), 15–27. Hood, 
J., & Ahmad-Ullah, N. (2012, February 26). School reform organization gets average grades. Chicago Tribune. 
Retrieved from http://articles.chicagotribune. com/2012-02-06/news/ct-met-cps-turnaround-
20120206_1_turnaround-schoolsurban-school-leadership-ausl Jacobson, S., Johnson, L., Ylimaki, R., & Giles, C. 
(2005). Successful school leadership in changing times: Cross-national findings in the third year of an international 
research project. Journal of Educational Administration, 43, 607–618. Jacobson, S., Johnson, L., Ylimaki, R., & 
Giles, C. (2009). Sustaining success in an American school: A case for governance change. Journal of Educational 
Administration, 47, 753–764. Jacobson, S., & Ylimaki, R. (2011). Comparative perspectives: An overview of seven 
educational contexts. In R. Ylimaki & S. Jacobson (Eds.), US and cross-national policies, practices, and preparation: 
Implications for successful instructional leadership, organizational learning, and culturally responsive practices (pp. 
1–16). Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer. Culturally Responsive Turnaround Leadership 59 Johnson, L. (2007). 
Rethinking successful school leadership in challenging US schools: Culturally responsive practices in school-
community relationships. International Studies in Educational Administration, 35(3), 49–57. Klein, A. (2012). 
Turnaround momentum still fragile. Education Week, 31(28), 18–21. Ladson-Billings, G. J. (2005). Is the team all 
right? Diversity and teacher education. Journal of Teacher Education, 56, 229–234. Leithwood, K., Harris, A., & 
Strauss, T. (2010). Leading school turnaround: How successful leaders transform low-performing schools. San 
Francisco, CA: JosseyBass. Leithwood, K., Louis, K. S., Wahlstrom, K., & Anderson, S. (2010). Learning from 
leadership: Investigating the links to improved student learning. New York, NY: The Wallace Foundation. Levine, 
D., & Lezotte, L. (1990). Unusually effective schools: An analysis of research and practice. Madison, WI: National 
Center for Effective Schools Research and Development. Mass Insight Education. (2012). The turnaround challenge. 
Retrieved from http:// www.massinsight.org/stg/research/ Merriam, S. B. (1988). Case study research in education: 
A qualitative approach. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. Merriam, S. B. (2001). Case studies as qualitative research. 
In C. F. Conrad, J. G. Haworth, & L. R. Lattuca (Eds.), Qualitative research in higher education (pp. 191–200). 
Boston, MA: Pearson Custom Publishing. Mitchell, C., & Sackney, L. (2000). Profound improvement: Building 
capacity for a learning community. Lisse, Netherlands: Swets & Zeitlinger. Mitchell, C., & Sackney, L. (2009). 
Sustainable improvement: Building learning communities that endure. Rotterdam, The Netherlands: Sense 
Publishers. Moll, L., Amanti, C., Neff, D., & Gonzalez, N. (1992). Funds of knowledge for teaching: Using a 
qualitative approach to connect homes and classrooms. Theory into Practice, 31(2), 132–141. Myers, R. G. (1992). 
The twelve who survive: Strengthening programmes of early childhood development in the Third World. London, 
UK: Routledge. Newmann, F. M., King, M. B., & Youngs, P. (2000). Professional development that addresses 
school capacity: Lessons from urban elementary schools. American Journal of Education, 108(4), 259–299. No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2002, Pub. L. No. 107-110, § 115, Stat. 1425 (2001). Purkey, S., & Smith, M. 
(1993). Effective schools: A review. Elementary School Journal, 83, 427–452. Ryan, J. (2003). Educational 
administrators’ perceptions of racism in diverse school contexts. Race, ethnicity, and education, 6(2), 145–164. 
Ryan, J. (2006). Inclusive leadership and social justice for schools. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 5(1), 3–17. 
Senge, P. (1990). The fifth discipline: The art and practice of learning organizations. New York, NY: Crown. 60 
Rose M. Ylimaki et al. Shaw, R., Hawk, S., Powers, S., Rillero, P., Zambo, R., Lore, C., & Mowafy, L. (2012, April 
26). Statewide, sustainable professional development in principal instructional leadership for Arizona tier III schools 
in high-poverty LEAs: Principal leadership workshop: External formative evaluation report. Cloud Evaluation 
Team. Shields, C. M. (2010). Transformative leadership: Working for equity in diverse contexts. Educational 
Administration Quarterly, 46(4), 558–589. U.S. Census. (2009). U.S. census data: Race, ethnicity, and poverty. 
Retrieved from http://www.census.gov U.S. Department of Education. (2012). Annual performance report (APR) 
FY 2011. Retrieved from http://www2.ed.gov/about/reports/annual/2011report/apr.html Wenglinsky, H. (2000). 
How teaching matters: Bringing the classroom back into discussions of teacher quality. Princeton, NJ: Educational 
Testing Service. Ylimaki, R., Bennett, J., Brunderman, L., & Dugan, T. (2012, November). A statewide project for 
turnaround leadership development in Arizona schools. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the University 
Council for Educational Administration, San Francisco, CA. Ylimaki, R., Bennett, J., Fan, J., & Villasenor, E. 
(2012). Notions of “success” in Southern Arizona schools: Principal leadership in changing demographic and border 
contexts. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 11, 168–193. Ylimaki, R., Gurr, D., Moos, L., Kofod, K., & Drysdale, 
L. (2011). Democratic instructional leadership in Australia, Denmark, and the United States. In R. Ylimaki & S. 
Jacobson (Eds.), US and cross-national policies, practices, and preparation: Implications for successful leadership, 



STATISTICAL INFERENCE 

 

29 

organizational, and culturally responsive practices (pp. 51–74). Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer. Ylimaki, R., 
Jacobson, S., & Drysdale, L. (2007). Making a difference in challenging, high-poverty schools: Successful 
principals in the USA, England, and Australia. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 18, 361–381. 
 

 


