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This study examined relationships between principal turnover rate, and selected 

school characteristics (percentage of minority students, percentage of students with 

disabilities, percentage of students who are economically disadvantaged, and student 

achievement in reading/English language arts and math measured by Adequate Yearly 

Progress (AYP) on the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT)). This study 

sample comprised public schools (elementary, middle and high). All of these schools 

were located in one selected Florida school district.  Data were collected AYP reports 

publicly accessed on the Florida Department of Education’s website, and the school 

district’s Data Warehouse website.  The director of communications at the county’s 

public school district office collected data on the frequency of principal turnover. Data 

were statistically analyzed using a Quasi-Poisson regression model. This study found 

that an increase in reading and math scores indicates a lower rate of principal turnover.  

It also indicates that the higher the minority rates in a school and higher percent of low 

socio-economic students, the greater the principal turnover rate.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Background 

Major school reform agendas, as recent as ten years ago, were lacking in the 

area of school leadership (Porter, Murphy, Goldring, Cravins, & Elliot, 2008; Hull, 2012; 

The Wallace Foundation, 2013). Today, with the role of the principal evolving daily, 

improving school leadership is a greater priority in regard to school reform (Anthes, 

2002).  The Wallace Foundation—known for their work with improving and promoting 

positive school leadership—noted the growing prominence of school leadership as a 

topic in the national policy conversation about education reform, and as a priority in 

programs such as Race to the Top [RttT] (Porter et al., 2008; Seashore-Louis, 

Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010; The Wallace Foundation, 2012).  

The multi-faceted responsibilities involved with school leadership continue to 

intensify. A good principal is “the keystone of a good school” (Bouchard, Cercone, 

Hayden, Riggens-Newby, & Zarlengo, 2002, Acknowledgements, para.1). The 

importance of a principal’s behavior in building the school and classroom conditions that 

promote student learning has been established in large-scale studies (Bryk, Sebring, 

Allensworth, Luppescu, & Easton, 2010; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010).  Without effective 

educational leadership in place, efforts to raise student achievement become nearly 

impossible (Bouchard et al., 2002).  Principals are ranked “second” in influence upon 

students, just behind teacher-influence, and are often an underestimated role (Hull, 

2012; Leithwood, Seashore-Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004).  In years past, 

effective principals were “problem solvers, good communicators, risk takers, and good 

managers” (Bouchard et al., 2002, p.1). Likewise, they know that “instruction formed the 
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core of the school” (Bouchard et al., 2002, p.1). Some research argues that the school 

principal is, and has historically been, the primary indicator of student achievement and 

school success (Bouchard et al., 2002).  As the role of principal expands and evolves, 

an insurmountable challenge arises, if the success or failure of a school rests on this 

one individual’s shoulders (Bouchard et al., 2002).  Historically, a school principal 

performed like a manager and overseer.  Today, a new concept of school leader has 

evolved—closer to a model suggested by Jim Collins (2001): disciplined leaders who 

rigorously focus on people and culture.  Principals now must commit to creating a 

school-wide culture, which embraces not only high standards, but also the success of all 

students (Murphy, 2008b; Wahlstrom & Louis, 2008; The Wallace Foundation, 2013). 

With the No Child Left Behind [NCLB] (2001) law in place since 2001, all public school 

principals are held accountable for meeting the required Adequate Yearly Progress 

(AYP).  As defined by NCLB, Adequate Yearly Progress uses standardized tests to 

determine academic success of all students and schools throughout the nation (NCLB, 

2001).  Student achievement was to increase each year until 2014 when every school 

was to reach 100% proficiency on the reading and math state standardized tests 

(NCLB, 2001). In 2003, in accordance with NCLB, various repercussions were 

established for those schools that did not meet the AYP standard (Anthes, 2002). The 

consequences varied from replacing the school administration to the school being taken 

over by the state. For these reasons, the primary focus and duties of principals shifted 

to something new.  No longer was the principal merely the manager and overseer of the 

school.  The principal has become much more than that. He or she is regarded as one 

who drives student achievement, and is responsible for school improvement.  This has 
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caused added pressure to an already stressful job.  According to NCLB (2001), if the 

school is not performing well, the principal is often fired or reassigned.  The percentage 

of low socio-economic status (SES) students, students with disabilities, and minority 

students are variables proven to have negatively affected overall student achievement.  

Socioeconomic status continues to be one of the most reliable predictors of student 

performance (Rainwater & Smeeding, 1995; Rodgers & Payne, 2007).  This study 

addresses variables such as low-SES rates and minority rates. It was determined that 

some of the variables were significant predictors of principal turnover. The need for 

school systems to provide adequate succession planning for schools was identified.  

Principal turnover, (whether due to typical attrition, or “turnaround school” issues)—a 

term borrowed from the private sector (Murphy, 2008a), is a relevant concern in 

education today. 

Problem Statement 

School districts commonly replace their principals in an attempt to increase 

student achievement, now that NCLB (2001) specified this option in the law.  This may 

have a negative impact on student achievement as measured by the Florida 

Comprehensive Achievement Test (FCAT).  Principal turnover further affects school 

morale and teacher turnover (Meyer & Macmillan, 2011).  School culture takes many 

years to develop; school improvement does not occur overnight.  Thus, frequent 

principal turnover negatively affects a school’s culture (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010; 

Leithwood, Louis, Wahlstrom, Anderson, & Mascall, 2009).  According to The Wallace 

Foundation (2013), principals should be in a school at least five to seven years for 

optimum impact.   A high rate of principal turnover has negative effects on school 
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performance, therefore schools with higher principal turnover rates tend to perform 

lower overall on standardized math and reading tests (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010).   

Employee turnover and employee attrition differ in definition.  Both occur when 

an employee leaves an organization. Turnover results from “a variety of employment 

actions, such as discharge, termination, resignation or job abandonment” (Mayhew, 

2014, para. 1). However, when an employee retires or when the company eliminates a 

position, it is referred to as “attrition” (Mayhew, 2014).  Mayhew (2014) further states, 

when turnover occurs, the company seeks someone to replace the employee, but in 

cases of attrition, “the employer leaves the vacancy unfilled or eliminates that job role” 

(see Employee Turnover vs. Attrition, para. 2).  It would benefit school districts to pay 

close attention to school characteristics that lead to a high rate of principal turnover in 

order to minimize unnecessary replacements.  

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and RttT offer the option of replacing the 

principal as part of a turnaround policy for struggling schools.  However, consistent 

principal turnover can actually impair a school and stunt school growth, since principal 

turnover impacts school performance (Beteille, Kalogrides & Loeb, 2012).  On the other 

hand, replacing the principal may significantly improve a school’s performance.  This 

particular Florida county had 46% of their schools with 4, 5, 6, or 7 principals within a 

ten-year span (see Appendix A), while the national average of principal turnover is 

between 15-30% (The Wallace Foundation, 2012). The new principal must be highly 

effective, and must have at least five years to improve school performance, including 

implementing innovative strategies (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010; Portin et al., 2009; The 

Wallace Foundation, 2013). If schools replace an ineffective principal with a highly 
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effective leader, they should offer the new principal incentives to remain at the school 

for more than five years. This could prove to benefit the school greatly in the area of 

student achievement (Porter et al., 2008; Leithwood et al., 2009; The Wallace 

Foundation, 2013).  Part of the schools’ succession planning should include efforts to 

retain new, highly effective principals at schools for five to seven years, as per the 

aforementioned research.   

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to determine the relationship between school and 

student characteristics, and principal turnover.  This research examined relationships 

among selected school and student characteristics, and principal turnover in one Florida 

county school district. School and student characteristics used as predictors include 

performance variables (FCAT math/FCAT reading), percentage of minority students, 

percentage of students with disabilities (SWD),  percentage of low socio-economic 

status (SES) students (as determined by free and reduced lunch program), and school 

type. The strength of the relationships was measured using Quasi-Poisson regression.  

This study will add to the body of knowledge on school and student characteristics, and 

the relationship of these variables to principal turnover rates. This study’s findings will 

provide public school systems with valuable information to aid in future principal 

succession planning, as well as principal transfers within systems.  The educational 

implications of principal turnover are far-reaching, and well worth investigating.  

Significance of the Study 

Until recently, little research was performed on the principal’s role and impact on 

student achievement.  Increased accountability and data that are more accessible are 

beginning to change this. Research studies indicate a significant relationship between 
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principals and student achievement (Duke, Carr, & Sterrett, 2012; Loeb & Reininger, 

2004; Murphy, 2008a; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). One study found that a 

school led by a highly effective principal performed 10 percentage points higher than a 

school led by an average principal (Waters et al., 2003). Based on value-added scores 

in one study, “a highly effective principal increased students’ achievement from the 50th 

percentile to between the 54th and the 58th percentiles in just one year, depending on 

the type of analysis” (Branch, Hanushek, & Rivkin, 2012, p. 11). The school level, the 

demographics of the students, and the initial performance of the students all influence 

principal impact (The Wallace Foundation, 2013).  As significant as principal presence, 

a principal’s absence is just as impactful. In a study of Miami-Dade County Public 

Schools (MDCPS), researchers found that students experiencing a new (to their school) 

principal performed lower than they had with their previous principal (Beteille et al., 

2012). If the new principal had prior experience—even at another school—the negative 

effect was minimized (Beteille et al., 2012). Similar results were found when studying 

principals in North Carolina (Miller, 2009).  Because of the importance of the principal’s 

role, this study aimed to determine whether there is a relationship between principal 

turnover, and various school and student characteristics.  In an effort to assist public 

schools in succession planning and retention of quality principals, this study adds to the 

body of research on “What makes them stay?” or “What turns them away?”   

Research Question 

 RQ1: Is there a statistically significant relationship between selected school and 
student characteristics, and principal turnover? 

This research question led to the following sub-research questions: 

 RQ1a: Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and percentage of students with disabilities?  
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 RQ1b:  Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and percentage of minority students?  

 RQ1c:  Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and percentage of low socio-economic status students?  

 RQ1d:  Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and reading FCAT scores?  

 RQ1e:  Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and school type? 

 RQ1f:  Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and math FCAT scores? 

Research Hypotheses 

In determining whether there is a relationship between principal turnover rate, 

and various school and student characteristics, the following hypotheses were 

developed. 

 H1: Selected school and student characteristics are significant predictors of 
principal turnover rate.  

 H1a: SWD is a statistically significant predictor of principal turnover rate.  

 H1b:  Percentage of minority students is a significant predictor of principal 
turnover rate. 

 H1c:  Percentage of economically disadvantaged students is a statistically 
significant predictor of principal turnover rate.  

 H1d: Reading FCAT scores are statistically significant predictors of principal 
turnover rate. 

 H1e: School type is a statistically significant predictor of principal turnover rate.  

 H1f:  Math FCAT scores are statistically significant predictors of principal 
turnover rate. 

Null Hypotheses 

 H01: Selected school characteristics are not significant predictors of principal 
turnover rate. 
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 H01a: SWD is not a statistically significant predictor of principal turnover rate. 

 H01b: The percentage of minority students is not a statistically significant 
predictor of principal turnover rate.  

 H01c: The percentage of economically disadvantaged students is not a 
statistically significant predictor of principal turnover rate. 

 H01d: Reading FCAT scores are not statistically significant predictors of principal 
turnover rate. 

 H01e: School type is not a statistically significant predictor of principal turnover 
rate.  

 H01f: Math FCAT scores are not statistically significant predictors of principal 
turnover rate. 

Identification of Variables 

For the purpose of this study, the following are variables of interest: 

 ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS (AYP): The federal No Child Left Behind Act 
requires that states establish performance goals for all schools, districts and the 
state to ensure that all students reach 100% proficiency on state assessments by 
2014. AYP refers to the intermediate yearly goals that each state must establish. 
Test scores are analyzed yearly to determine if schools, districts and states have 
reached the intermediate goals, (reached AYP).  

 FLORIDA COMPREHENSIVE ACHIEVEMENT TEST: FCAT 

 LOW SOCIO-ECONOMIC STATUS (SES): percentage of students who qualify for free 
or reduced lunch in the state of Florida (Florida Department of Education). 

 MINORITY:  percentage of students categorized as Black, Hispanic, American 
Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian/Pacific Islander, or multiracial under Florida 
guidelines (Florida Department of Education). 

 PRINCIPAL TURNOVER: number of times a school changed principals during the 
2002-03 through 2012- 13 school years (Bruggink, 2001). Turnover may result 
from a number of employment actions, such as discharge, termination, 
resignation or job abandonment. When turnover occurs, the company seeks 
someone to replace the employee, unlike attrition, where the employer leaves the 
vacancy unfilled or eliminates that job role (Mayhew, 2014). 

 STUDENTS WITH DISABILITIES (SWD):  percentage of students receiving special 
education services in the school (Florida Department of Education, 2012). 
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 SCHOOL TYPE (ELEMENTARY, MIDDLE, OR HIGH SCHOOL):  For differentiation 
purposes, 1 was elementary, 2 was middle, and 3 was high school (in the data, 
for school type).     

Research Plan 

This study used a Quasi-Poisson regression research design to determine if 

there was a significant relationship between principal turnover rate, and select school 

and student characteristics. The following variables were used: low socio-economic 

student rate (low SES), students with disabilities rate (SWD), minority rate (see 

definition, page 18), student achievement based on FCAT reading and FCAT math, and 

school type. Other research indicates that principal characteristics play into principal 

turnover as well, however due to privacy policies of the district, this information is not 

included in this study. A regression research design was most suitable for this study 

because the variables already existed, and no treatment was applied by the researcher 

(Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, & Sorensen, 2006).  Experimental manipulation was not used, 

nor pre- or post-testing, or random assignment of subjects to conditions because events 

had already occurred, and manipulation of variables would have been unethical.  

Determining whether principal turnover rates affect student achievement would be 

impossible given all the extraneous variables. The primary concern was determining 

relationships among principal turnover, students with disability rate, minority rate, 

economically disadvantaged rate, student achievement, and school type. 

Summary 

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) placed increased pressure and 

accountability on schools to make significant gains from year-to-year. The NCLB 

guidelines specified removal of the principal if student achievement does not meet state 

requirements for AYP (Anthes, 2002).  This change in administration may have more 
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negative than positive consequences because of possible harmful effects on the 

school’s culture and its students’ achievement.   

Retaining quality principals for a sufficient period of time and assisting schools in 

succession planning, as opposed to disrupting school culture and student progress, 

would be beneficial for optimum student achievement (Loeb & Reininger, 2004; 

Marzano, 2003; Meyer, Macmillan & Northfield, 2009; Samuels, 2012).    
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Introduction  

During the 1990s to early 2000s, the modern world faced a cavernous gap in the 

area of leadership in both the public and private sectors.  Indeed, a “chronic crisis of 

governance—that is, the pervasive incapacity of organizations to cope with the 

expectations of their constituents—is [now] an overwhelming factor worldwide” 

(Rothwell, 2010, Preface, para. 3).  The days of apprenticing oneself under a master 

tradesman are, by and large, gone.  According to Rothwell (2010, Preface, para. 4), 

“Employees wonder what kind of employment they can maintain when a new 

employment contract has changed the relationship between workers and their 

organizations.”  Employee longevity was once something that was cherished and 

respected, but recently longevity is not easily attainable. Likewise, employee loyalty is a 

concept that is becoming foreign, as organizations focus more on the “bottom line,” and 

less on the people who work for them. In the 1990s, many businesses began drastically 

downsizing, and this continues today (Rothwell, 2010).  This has led to a problem with 

employee engagement: 19% of employees in the United States actively work against 

the goals of their employers (Rothwell, 2010).  “Changing demographics makes the 

identification of successors key to the future of many organizations when the legacy of 

the cutbacks in the middle management ranks, the traditional training ground for senior 

executive positions, has begun to be felt.  Demographics tell the story: The U.S. 

population is aging and that could mean many retirements soon” (Rothwell, 2010, 

Preface, para. 4). 
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Leadership Turnover and Succession in the Private Sector 

The crisis of leadership has been most evident in the business arena.  However, 

this may also extend to areas of education. Joseph Murphy of Vanderbilt University 

suggests that the information provided to turning around failing businesses could be 

applied to failing schools as well (2008a).  Specifically, the literature indicates a strong 

correlation between turnaround leadership in both business and education.  That being 

said, Murphy looks at the private sector, which also struggles with leadership turnover, 

but approaches it in a much different way than public education (Charan, 2005; Murphy, 

2008a; Murphy, 2008b).  Charan (2005) stated, “The CEO succession process is 

broken” (p.105).  Despite the money budgeted for talent recruitment, the talent pool is 

still lacking.  As a result, the growth of these companies is limited (Ready & Conger, 

2007). Nearly all human resource executives in Ready and Conger’s (2007) study of 40 

worldwide business organizations stated that their “pipeline of high-potential employees 

was insufficient to fill strategic management roles” (p.1). The survey indicated two 

primary reasons. First, the professional development or leadership programs no longer 

align with company needs to stay competitive in modern markets. In an effort to save 

money, some organizations cut jobs that would offer potential leaders the hands-on, 

valuable training that could prepare someone to easily transition into leadership 

positions.  Second, Ready and Conger (2007) point out that human resource 

departments often struggle to keep “succession planning” a top priority with presiding 

leaders.  Succession planning must be a top-down priority in order for organization 

success and longevity.  There are companies out there that manage succession well.  

Ready and Conger (2007) note two corporations who train up leadership from within, 

and rapidly fill organization needs: Proctor and Gamble, and HSBC Group.  Although 
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these corporations are managed differently, Ready and Conger state that they both 

focus on “functionality (rigorous talent processes that support strategic and cultural 

objectives) and vitality (management's emotional commitment, which is reflected in daily 

actions)” (2007, p. 2).  Functionality and vitality are two key components to a thriving 

succession management system.   

Hill (2008) takes a different approach to changing leadership: a global view. 

Specifically, she feels that we can learn from developing countries and people groups 

that have only recently been given global business opportunities.  In South Africa, Hill 

notes that the African National Congress has “provided rigorous leadership preparation 

for many black executives” (2008, p. 123), to whom previously such ventures were 

denied.  Hill (2008) points out two key elements in both developed and developing 

countries that she believes will be vital to the future growth of businesses: “leading from 

behind”  and “collective genius” (p.123 ).  According to Hill (2008), leading from behind 

includes noting others’ strengths within an organization and being able to step aside for 

a time, for the good of the company.  Collective genius refers to looking at the strengths 

of the group, and fostering these strengths to channel innovation.  Hill (2008) further 

cites HCL Technologies and IBM as being noteworthy in these areas, though finding 

leaders who cultivate these attributes can be challenging. 

According to Charan (2005), positions such as chief executive officer (CEO) are 

short-lived, and the turnover rate is higher than normal.  What is prompting the high 

turnover rate for top executives?  Though hired because of their experience, many 

CEOs lack the development and executive guidance necessary to cultivate them into a 

long-term solution for leadership.  Much of the professional development that most 
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companies invest in rest with the middle management positions, while the time and 

commitment necessary to discover the top quality CEO candidates is neglected.  

Moreover, when companies seem to have the right person for the position, the effort to 

develop a succession plan is lacking and, as a result, a fragile foundation is put into 

place, ready to crumble at the first short fall the company experiences (Schaeffer, 

2002).  Succession planning is merely creating a list of highly-potential employees who 

are capable of filling upcoming vacancies (Schaeffer, 2002). The willingness to be a 

great leader may be evident in the candidates, but the experience necessary to follow-

through as a great leader is discounted, and the company suffers long-term. According 

to Charan (2005), “The resulting high turnover is particularly damaging, since outside 

CEOs often bring in their own teams, can cause the company to lose focus, and are 

especially costly to be rid of” (p. 105).  Employing current employees, equipping them 

with tools for leadership success, and being cognizant of employee and organizational 

strengths are all important when succession planning (Charan, 2005).   

Well-known companies such as Eli Lilly, Dow Chemical, Bank of America, and 

Sonoco Products have succeeded in creating a pipeline or pool from which they 

develop and recruit aspiring leaders (Conger & Fulmer, 2003).  Conger and Fulmer 

(2003) cite five best practices drawn from these successful organizations.  These 

include an intense focus on growth, identify critical leadership positions, emphasize 

transparency, administer summative and formative frequent assessments, and remain 

flexible. In Eli Lilly’s “action-learning” program, aspiring leaders are assigned a strategic 

issue to help resolve so they can obtain some hands-on training in leadership 

development. Many best-practice companies rely on web-based succession-
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management tools to map out succession plans.  Employees are required to update 

their profiles and upload needed documents. Interestingly,  it was found that best-

practice organizations also assess the strengths and weaknesses not only of individuals 

applying for positions,  but of the entire group, to ensure that the applicant would be a 

good fit overall with those who currently work there (Conger & Fulmer, 2003). These 

companies commit to continual change, and meet the evolving needs of the 

organization.  Just as in education, a change in leadership is not always easy.  

Reverting back to past managerial practices and coping mechanisms is the instinctual 

reaction of most executives when faced with a crisis (Schaeffer, 2002).  

Similar to schools, when a company does well, its CEO (principal) is recognized 

and praised.  When it does poorly, the CEO (principal) is blamed and often let go, or 

transferred. Unfortunately, investors now identify specific CEOs as the primary reason a 

company succeeds or fails (Collins, 2007). Likewise, stakeholders in the education 

arena tend to associate certain high-level individuals as the indicator of school 

performance.  In reality, most companies’ performances remain status quo after firing a 

CEO. Even worse, “the organizational disruption created by a rushed firing can leave a 

company with deep and lasting scars” says Wiersema (2002, para. 1).  The blame for 

such poor results, Wiersema said, “Lies squarely with boards of directors” (2002, para. 

1). The board of directors often lacks the depth of understanding of the business 

needed to successfully replace a CEO. The focus tends to be on restoring investor 

confidence as quickly as possible, and not necessarily on what is in the best interest of 

the company.  The same issues may continue, even with a new leader in place. 

According to Wiersema (2002), success lies in having a good board; this includes 



 

27 

members who take an active role in replacing and equipping a new leader, and less 

about pleasing the investment community. Instituting these best practices is likely to 

contribute to organizational stability (Wiersema, 2002).  Perhaps, this would decrease 

the amount of CEO upheaval.  Likewise, a healthy school board and superintendent—

one party not having too much power--, looking out for the good of the student, and not 

just a quick recovery to please lawmakers, could be most beneficial for schools.        

Harvard Business School professor Bower (2007) found, through studying 1,800 

successions, that businesses had more long-term success if they appointed CEO’s from 

within their organization. He points out that lack of succession planning results in firms 

turning to outsiders to fill executive positions: when the time comes to name a new chief 

executive, more firms turn to outsiders.  According to Bower (2007), there are strengths 

and weaknesses for both insiders and outsiders.  Insiders are sometimes blind to the 

need for great innovation, while outsiders may see the need for the changes, but do not 

know the organizational culture well enough to make the changes.  Bower (2007) further 

states that what companies must do is prepare “insider-outsiders.”  These are 

leadership candidates that are home-grown; they are insiders who have an outside 

point of view. This includes insider candidates being given opportunities to manage and 

know the culture, yet still be mentored to preserve their outside perspectives (Bower, 

2007).  This, in theory, preserves the business culture and guiding principles, while 

enabling fresh ideas and changes.   

Collins and Porras (1994), in a six-year research project at Stanford University 

Graduate School of Business, studied what makes exceptional business truly 

exceptional.  They studied eighteen long-lasting companies that had an average age of 
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nearly 100 years.  Each company was examined in comparison to competitors at 

multiple time-increments throughout the age and growth of the company. They identified 

companies like General Electric, 3M, Motorola, Johnson & Johnson, Boeing, Wal-Mart, 

Hewlett Packard, Procter & Gamble, Walt Disney, and Philip Morris as “visionary 

companies” and sought to determine contributing factors to their success. 

Collins and Porras (1994) also found that several commonly held myths were just 

simply not true. This includes the myth that the only way for companies to implement 

significant change is to hire a CEO from outside their current company. One of the most 

significant findings was that the successful, “visionary companies” implement a home-

grown management plan six times more often than their competition, who were less 

successful. According to their study, there is significant evidence to support the idea of 

promoting from inside the corporation, and the ability to stimulate significant change. 

These companies have shown repeatedly that they do not need to hire top management 

from the outside in order to get change and fresh ideas. Likewise, their study 

demonstrates the challenge of remaining a highly visionary company when hiring 

executives from outside the organization.  These findings are also consistent with the 

education arena.  If schools want to consistently perform well, the literature reveals the 

importance of providing a strong pipeline or pool program as a successful way to train 

up new leaders, while still embracing change and staying competitive.  

Leadership in Schools 

Leadership accountability is not only being emphasized in the private sector, but 

within public schools as well. Recent changes in American society are contributing to a 

more intense look at the principalship (Levine, 2005).  High-stakes learning and 

increased accountability place greater demands on the principal.  In 2001, the No Child 
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Left Behind Law (NCLB, 2001) reinforced the idea that “principals are accountable for 

Adequate Yearly Progress” (AYP).   

In 2009, President Obama’s administration designated $4 billion toward turning 

around low-performing schools (U.S. Department of Education [DOE], 2010). 

Consistently low-performing schools are eligible under this initiative to receive federal 

funding.  However, in order to receive the funding, they must commit to drastic changes 

as outlined in the law.  One of the changes include changing staff—restructuring, and 

often a change in principal (Dillon, 2011; Tucker, 2010; U.S. Department of Education, 

2010).  Since principals affect the school’s culture and its students’ performance, this 

can be a beneficial change at times (Hallinger & Heck, 1996, 1998; Leithwood et al., 

2004); however, Dillon (2011) believes that improvement efforts can be compromised 

when there is a change in leadership.  Thus, the decision to restructure a school should 

be carefully considered.  

Between 2011 and 2014, under the Obama administration, the National 

Governors Association developed Common Core state standards with funding from 

Washington, D.C. (Burke, 2013; Eilers, 2012).  Common Core state standards are a 

highly controversial subject, due to strong feelings on both sides about federal 

intervention into education and local control being taken away (Herzog, 2014).  The 

change in verbiage (for example, from “high school completion” to “college and career 

readiness”) signifies a culture shift (Riddile, 2012).  Some claim that the CCSS 

represents a daunting challenge for school leaders (Riddile, 2012).  The principal’s job 

structure is changing in today’s society.  Principals now work in direct partnership with 

other school-based leaders.  Responsibility, accountability, and stress-level have all 
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expanded within the principal’s leadership role.  As these changes in education take 

place, based on research, it is likely that this type of change in job-focus could create a 

higher rate of principal turnover.  

Lawmakers tied $4.35 billion in Race to the Top (RttT) grants to individual state 

adoption of these standards (Burke, 2013). The adoption of Common Core plays a 

major role in securing a No Child Left Behind waiver.  The waivers were created by 

lawmakers when they realized that the 2014 deadline for states obtaining “proficiency” 

was unattainable. In 2012, Florida submitted an Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act (also known as NCLB) Flexibility Request (a request for a waiver) (DOE, 2014).  

According to the FLDOE’s website, the flexibility waiver enabled Florida to streamline 

the accountability system.  Between 2011 and 2014, the State Education Agency (SEA) 

and local education agencies (LEAs)—specifically, the RttT and Leader Preparation 

Committee—worked together to revise Florida Principal Leadership Standards (SBE 

Rule 6A-5.065, Florida Administrative Code). The Florida Administrative Code defines 

expectations for effective school administrators.  It also explains the principal’s role in 

maintaining standards-based learning for student achievement (DOE, 2014).  These 

changes influenced evaluations of administrators and teachers by LEAs.  Two primary 

documents represent guidelines for local teachers and principal evaluation systems:  

Section 1012.34 of the Florida Statutes (Personnel evaluation procedures and criteria), 

and Florida’s RttT Phase II Participating LEA Memorandum of Understanding (MOU, 

Attachment 10b).  For implementation of evaluations, two governing rules are in effect 

to help LEAs: Rule 6A-5.065, FAC, The Educator Accomplished Practices (Attachment 

10c); and Rule 6A-5.080, FAC, Florida Principal Leadership Standards (Attachment 
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10d).  These rules guided the development of this district’s newest evaluative model.  

This model has been in effect for three years, and is based on Marzano’s (2003) School 

Leadership Evaluation Florida Model.   

Marzano (2003) indicates that the leadership of the school principal is the most 

crucial “aspect of effective school reform” (p. 172).  Waters, Marzano, and McNulty 

(2003) identified twenty-one leadership responsibilities associated with student 

achievement.  Among those twenty-one responsibilities were “school culture, order, 

discipline, situational awareness, and intellectual stimulation” (Waters et al., 2003, p.3), 

to name a few. All of the responsibilities are critical, but naturally take time, energy, and 

resources in order to be effective.  The Florida district’s evaluation model is based on 

Marzano’s (2003) School Leadership Evaluative Model, and describes five domains (1: 

A data-driven focus on student achievement, 2: Continuous improvement of instruction, 

3: A guaranteed and viable curriculum, 4: Communication, cooperation, and 

collaboration, 5: School climate), with 26 elements of school administrator behavior that 

research shows has an impact on raising student achievement (Marzano, 2003).  A 

principal who performs well in these areas is considered to be applying successful 

leadership characteristics.  Due to the Marzano philosophy (2003) behind what a highly 

effective principal looks like in the state of Florida, if principals are not observed 

performing well in the designated areas, they could become discouraged and decide the 

job is not for them.  This increase in accountability and rigor could be a cause of 

principal turnover: principals could leave the job altogether if doing poorly or cannot 

keep up, or be transferred within district (if doing well) to help with turnaround schools.    
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 In 2011, Florida Governor Rick Scott signed Senate Bill (SB) 736 The Student 

Success Act. The bill reinforces the RttT requirement that “50% of a school 

administrator’s evaluation is based on the performance of the students assigned to the 

school over a 3-year period” (SB 736).  The remainder of a school administrator’s 

evaluation would include “the recruitment and retention of effective or highly effective 

teachers, improvement in the percentage of classroom teachers evaluated at the 

effective or highly effective level, other leadership practices that result in improved 

student outcomes, and professional responsibilities” (SB 736).  According to recent 

research, many are opting out of the principalship, feeling it is just not “doable” (Usdan, 

McCloud, & Podmostko, 2000).  “Mounting demands are rewriting administrators’ job 

descriptions every year, making them more complex than ever” (CCSSO, 2008a, p. 3) 

and more quality leaders are opting out.    

More recently, there has been a change in how district-level leadership deals 

with the accountability of principals (Samuels, 2012; Fuller, 2012).  The idea of 

“principal churn” (high turnover rate of principals) is a seemingly popular strategy. The 

strategy suggests that frequent change of school-based leadership (in an effort to make 

the grade) will render positive results (Fuller, 2012).  Principal “churn” has long-lasting 

effects, and seems to be most detrimental in challenging schools (Samuels, 2012). 

Districts eager to make changes may actually be causing more harm than good.  

Principals who are new to a school encounter many issues that principals 

promoted from within a school do not (Lashway, 2003; Weinstein, Jacobowitz, Ely, 

Landon, & Schwartz, 2009). Not only do they feel the need to quickly adapt and 

assimilate to a new environment, but they also have the day-to-day procedures of being 
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a principal to learn and implement (Lashway, 2003; Weinstein et al., 2009).  First-year 

principals have added stressors, which could be an implication of the high turnover rate 

for principals in the first five years. 

In a study of New York City (NYC) public schools, there was very little 

significance between principal experience as a teacher, and math and reading scores 

(Cohen,  McCabe, Michelli, & Pickeral, 2009).  However, of greater significance was 

principal tenure at the same school, and math and reading scores (Clark, Marorell, & 

Rockoff, 2009).  Dhuey and Smith (2011) studied principal impact in British Columbia, 

and found that it took a principal being at the same school five years to measure 

significant impact.   

Principal Turnover 

On average, across the United States, annual principal turnover rates range 

between 15 to 30% (Béteille et al., 2011; Dhuey & Smith, 2011; Gates et al., 2005).  

Fuller, Young, and Orr (2007) found that 50% of three different cohorts, principals left 

their Texas schools within the first three years.   

Small, rural districts in Washington State indicated that 56% of principals left their 

schools within five years after their initial placement (Elfers, Plecki, & Knapp, 2006). 

Illinois and North Carolina indicated a principal turnover rate of 63% and 79%, 

respectively, at the six-year mark (Gates et al., 2005). Weinstein and colleagues (2009) 

found that between 1993 and 2002 (approximately ten years), new high schools in New 

York City experienced high principal turnover rates: 48% of schools experienced one 

principal change, and 36% experienced two or more (Burkhauser, Gates, Hamilton, & 

Ikemoto, 2012).   
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The RAND Corporation study (Burkhauser et al., 2012, p.17) states, “Our survey 

and case study analysis lend support to the notion that rapid turnover stems from 

school, district, or [Chief Marketing Officer] CMO choices rather than from individual 

principal choices—in particular, a desire to “trade up” to a “better” school.”  The survey 

responses of the RAND Corporation study indicate that frequent turnover is not 

principal-driven, but district-driven.  This is the idea previously mentioned—principal 

churn.  The principals mentioned not voluntarily moving positions.  Many planned to 

seek principal jobs outside of their district, or pursue a job other than principal within 

their same district (Burkhauser et al., 2012). 

Low-Performing Schools 

Low-performing schools appear to endure the most negative effects of principal 

churn (Samuels, 2012).The solution to the problem of “churn” is not a one-size-fits-all 

formula; there is no quick-fix.  At times, it is logical to allow principals extended time to 

implement change.  Ultimately, districts must consider each situation on a case-by-case 

basis.  Districts must ensure that they are hiring the best school leaders for each job 

(Samuels, 2012). Under NCLB/ESEA’s Academic Assessment and Local Educational 

Agency and School Improvement 1116 (b), school improvement is mapped out, along 

with consequences for lack of adequate yearly progress. Granted, the schools that 

require restructuring are Title 1 schools, which have had many opportunities for 

improvement. According to the Act, restructuring occurs after six years of no adequate 

yearly progress, known as the Fourth Tier (Rivers & Sattler, n.d.).  When the state steps 

in, it is not always to reconstitute schools in need of improvement (SINI).  This action is 

referred to as “turnaround” in the private sector.  
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Turnaround Schools  

Turnaround schools are in crisis. Until recently, there was little empirical 

evidence to identify and “fix” turnaround schools.  This triggered researchers to start in 

the private sector, where turnaround refers to corporations, churches, and political 

parties, and data has been collected through the years (Brobeck, 2011). The private 

sector typically has a very cut and dry response to turnaround: immediately fire the 

bosses.  In education, however, there is a much longer-standing plan in place (three to 

five years), and often the employees are the first to be terminated.  Another difference 

between turnaround in the private sector and turnaround in education is that the former 

revolves around budgets and money.  Whereas other areas begin with efficiency 

moves, education is slow to make changes (Brobeck, 2011).  “This is not a time to 

decentralize and get people involved,” Murphy says, “this is a time for someone to say, 

“I just put the brake on. We’re turning the car and we’re going in a different direction”” 

(as cited in Brobeck, 2011, para.12).  The private sector handles turnaround much more 

aggressively.   

 Unlike the No Child Left Behind initiative, the U.S. Department of Education’s 

School Improvement Grants (SIG) takes a targeted approach to identifying low-

performing schools, and providing funding to turn them around. The grants permit four 

different interventions, which are intended to improve the academic achievement of the 

lowest performing five percent of schools. Of the various interventions possible, actually 

closing a failing school and sending its students elsewhere would appear to be the most 

extreme solution, and, in fact, it is the intervention least chosen by districts receiving 

SIG funding. The independent think tank, Education Sector (2011), in “A Portrait of 

School Improvement Grantees,” calculated that 73% of SIG schools are pursuing a 
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transformation intervention, 21% are implementing a turnaround model, and 4% have 

chosen to restart as charter or privately managed schools. Only 2% of SIG schools are 

slated to be closed.  

It is not known yet whether such a large number of consistently low-performing 

schools can be turned around. Many past turnaround efforts have not been entirely 

successful. In 2010, the Thomas B. Fordham Institute published a study, “Are Bad 

Schools Immortal?” The study’s author, David A. Stuit, Ph.D., a Vanderbilt alumnus, 

examined the effects of turnaround efforts in a group of 2,025 low-performing schools in 

10 states. Schools—both district and charter schools-- were tracked from 2003-04 to 

2008-09. After five years, 80% of the district schools, and 72% of the charter schools 

remained low-performing. Ten percent made moderate improvement, while only 1% 

improved dramatically. Only 19% of the charters, and 11% of district schools were 

closed (Stuit, 2010). 

Writing in the report’s executive summary, Stuit (2010) concluded that turning 

around a school can be extremely challenging, and charter authorizers and education 

policy-makers should give more consideration to closing failing schools, especially when 

higher-performing schools are close by.  However, Collins (1995a) reported, 

“Reengineering and other prevailing management fads that urge dramatic change and 

fundamental transformation on all fronts are not only wrong, they are dangerous. Any 

great and enduring human institution must have an underpinning of core values and a 

sense of timeless purpose that should never change” (para. 4).  Whether restructuring 

or closing a school, education is one of those “great and enduring human institutions,” 

and must be handled carefully.  Private sector organizations can move quickly and 
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efficiently, and maybe it is because they do not necessarily involve critical stakes, such 

as the education and future of children (Brobeck, 2011).  If corporations took five years 

to implement a plan of action, they would be bankrupt (Brobeck, 2011) and long gone. 

Mass Insight Education, a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization based in Boston, 

Massachusetts transforms public schools into “high performance organizations,” and 

aims to minimize the achievement gap between high-poverty and low-poverty schools 

(Calkins, Guenther, Belfiore, & Lash, 2007).  They argue that comprehensive and 

dramatic change in low-performing schools will raise student achievement within two 

years of restructuring (Murphy as cited in Brobeck, 2011).  Mass Insight Education, and 

other similar organizations, provides a service to attempt to save a school from failing, 

before the State intervenes and restructures it.  

Restructuring includes many options, one of which is reconstitution (Rivers & 

Sattler, n.d.). One of the steps, according to the law, is to change the governance 

structure of the school.  This can involve removal of the principal. With this added 

weight and accountability level, principals are feeling the pressure more and more. In 

some cases, before the school can get to the point of restructuring, the superintendent 

may “suggest” that a principal move to another school, as a preventive measure.  This 

can be a positive or negative move—if a principal is doing a great job in one location, a 

superintendent may make a strategic move to help a struggling school with a new, 

proven principal.  

Generally, when a principal leaves a position, it is not due to being fired (Gates et 

al., 2005). Although there are no national statistics, as a whole, on principal turnover, 

small-scale studies show that most principal turnover occurs within districts—not 
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dismissals (Gates et al., 2005; Loeb et al., 2010; Ringel, Gates, Chung, Brown, & 

Ghosh-Dastidar, 2004).  Murphy (as cited in Brobeck, 2011) believes that the first move 

in turning around a failing school should be to replace the principal. Declining schools 

share a common denominator: poor leadership (Duke, 2008).  According to Duke 

(2008), capable leaders are extremely important when turning around schools. 

Leadership reassignment is, at times, believed to be in the best interest of the 

schools.  Frequent turnover is believed by some to benefit overall school improvement.  

However, the majority of literature does not provide sufficient evidence that this is 

beneficial.  According to Loeb et al. (2010), the majority of principal turnover is 

voluntary.   

According to Fuller (2012), there are three key reasons principal turnover is worth 

looking into. First, high principal turnover often causes an increase in teacher turnover, 

which is related to poor student achievement (Béteille et al., 2011; Fuller, 2012; Fuller et 

al., 2007) Not only can teacher turnover negatively impact school improvement efforts, it 

can negatively affect other school outcomes as well (Fuller, 2012; Fuller et al., 2007, 

Ronfeldt, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2011).  Moreover, it can create financial burdens on the 

district (Levy, Fields, & Jablonski, 2006). Ronfeldt et al. (2011) found that “teacher 

turnover has a significant and negative effect on student achievement in both math and 

ELA . . . [and] is particularly harmful to students in schools with large populations of low-

performing and black students” (p. 6).  Principal turnover affects teacher turnover, which 

strongly impacts student achievement.  

Second, recent research confirms that there is a direct relationship between 

principal turnover, and school and student outcomes (Béteille et al., 2011; Burkhauser 
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et al. 2012; Miller, 2009). The strongest impact seems to manifest itself immediately 

after turnover occurs (Béteille et al., 2011; Burkhauser et al., 2012; Miller, 2009). School 

districts should keep this information in mind when creating principal succession plans. 

Finally, the literature indicates that frequent principal turnover lends itself to 

teachers not investing in vital changes, but rather choosing to “wait [principals] out” 

(Hargreaves et al., 2003, p. 8). If teachers are not investing in the school improvement 

initiatives, the necessary growth of the organization will be stunted (Fullan, 1999).  

Having principals committed to a minimum of five years could increase the likelihood of 

large-scale school improvement (McAdams, 1997; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). 

The national MetLife Survey of the American Teacher: Challenges for School 

Leadership (2012) indicates that three of four K-12 public school principals feel that the 

job complexity has become more than they can handle.  Approximately one-third says 

they will most likely change careers (Heitin, 2013).  Most principals claim that the 

principal’s job has changed over the last five years, and they are often under great 

stress (Heitin, 2013).  There has been a significant decline in job satisfaction:  68% said 

they were “very satisfied” in 2008, and 59% percent said so in 2013 (Heitin, 2013). 

Berrong (2012) found that the increases in responsibility and stress-level are 

causing principals to reconsider their career choice, and leave the profession at a higher 

rate than ever before.  For example, principals in Illinois and North Carolina have a 

yearly turnover rate between 14 and 18% (Rand, 2007).  Two-thirds of principals leave 

their position within the first six years on the job in New York (Papa, Lankford, Wyckoff, 

2002). The majority of these were intra-district moves, or principal positions in another 
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district.  Also, the larger the student population, the higher the principal turnover rate 

(Papa et al., 2004).   

According to Fuller, et al. (2007), principal turnover occurs less in suburban 

areas, schools with small student populations, and schools with higher principal 

salaries. In Texas, 50% of administrators left their positions within the first five years of 

their career.  Within 10 years, 75% of principals left school-level leadership positions.  

Principal characteristics such as sex and age also factor into principal turnover rate.  

Females leave at a greater rate than males. Additionally, age played a significant role in 

principal turnover. Principals older than age 46 were more likely to leave their principal 

position than principals 46 and younger (Fuller et al., 2007). 

Annual turnover rates for principals range between 15% and 30% (Beteille et al., 

2012). Like leadership turnover in other professions, turnover rates at more challenging 

schools are on the higher end of that spectrum (Beteille et al., 2012; Boyd, Grossman, 

Lanksford, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2008; Clark et al., 2009). For instance, large, urban 

districts have similar turnover rates: Miami-Dade County Public Schools (MDCPS) is 

22%, Milwaukee is 20%, San Francisco is 26%, and New York City is 24% (Beteille et 

al., 2012; Boyd et al., 2008; Clark et al., 2009). However, within MDCPS, the turnover 

rate is higher for the district’s highest-poverty schools (28%), versus lowest-poverty 

schools (18%) (Beteille et al., 2012). New York City school findings were similar (Clark 

et al., 2009).  Low-performing, low-SES schools that lose an effective principal, often 

struggle due to having a replacement that is less-experienced and less-effective 

(Beteille et al., 2012; Branch et al., 2012). 
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The Wallace Foundation is conducting a five-year study on the following large 

school districts: Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools, North Carolina; Denver Public Schools, 

Colorado; Gwinnett County Public Schools, Georgia; Hillsborough County Public 

Schools, Florida; New York City Department of Education; Prince George’s County 

Public Schools, Maryland.  The study is called the Wallace Principal Pipeline Initiative. 

According to The Wallace Foundation (2013), “The initiative’s theory of change holds 

that when an urban district and its principal training programs provide many talented 

aspiring principals with training, evaluation, and support following these specifications, 

the result will be a pipeline of principals able to improve teaching quality and student 

achievement” (Summary, para.2).  This theory is similarly aligned with the 

aforementioned research and trends on corporations.   

Not all principal turnover is negative (Brown, 1982; Denis & Denis, 1995).  Some 

turnover side effects include purging ineffective leaders and cultivating new innovative 

ideas (Brown, 1982; Denis & Denis, 1995).  If ineffective leaders are often the principals 

who leave, it could end up being beneficial to the school.  Too much turnover, however, 

can harm school culture, induce teacher turnover, add fiscal burdens to the district, and 

create overall organizational instability (Abelson & Baysinger, 1984; Hull, 2012; Grusky, 

1960; Mobley, 1982). 

Leadership turnover often causes disruption and upheaval in the workplace, 

whether it is within corporations, higher institutions, or K-12 schools. The question 

remains, how do school characteristics relate to principal turnover?  Specifically, how do 

SES, SWD, minority rate, FCAT reading scores, FCAT math scores, and school type 

relate to principal turnover in K-12 public schools?  
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Principal Turnover and Low-Socioeconomic Schools 

There is plenty of literature supporting a link between low SES and student 

achievement (Hull, 2012; Kannapel, Clements, Taylor, & Hibpshman, 2005). The link is 

so well-established that people often make the false assumption that low SES students 

are destined for poor academic performance.  Despite the fact that many educators do 

not buy into this way of thinking, it is true that high-poverty students and schools face a 

unique set of obstacles to overcome.  

Disheartening trends appear when principal changes and career paths are 

studies, in regard to urban schools (Fuller et al., 2007; Mitang, 2003; Papa et al., 2002). 

It is very difficult to attract and retain principals at schools with high percentages of low 

income students (Mitang, 2003). New York urban school principals tend to be less 

experienced, and have graduated from less-prestigious colleges (Papa et al., 2002). 

Papa and colleagues (2002) also found that New York urban principals moved to new 

positions outside their school district more often than their suburban districts peers did.  

Suburban principals also remained in their positions more often, while urban principals 

left the principalship at a higher rate. 

A study in Texas using low socioeconomic status as variables to determine 

principal turnover rates found that “principals in low-SES schools were promoted to 

district-leadership positions at a higher rate than principals at high-SES schools” (Fuller, 

Young, & Orr, 2007). This created a pipeline to district-level positions through low-SES 

schools.  By default, it caused principal’s at high-SES schools to leave their schools to 

fill the low-SES principal jobs.  In North Carolina, the schools with the highest principal 

turnover rate were the highest poverty schools (Clotfelter, Ladd, Vigdor, & Wheeler, 

2006). Principals in low-performing, high-poverty North Carolina schools tended to have 
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previously been teachers or assistant principals at the school they were leading; also, 

they had lower principal certification test scores than high-achieving, low-poverty 

schools (Clotfelter et al., 2006).  

Principals tend to “transfer up” as their careers progress (Loeb et al., 2010; Papa 

et al., 2002a). It is not unusual for school leaders to feel that as their years of tenure 

increases, a benefit of seniority would be transferring to a school with a higher SES 

population (Loeb et al., 2010; Papa et al., 2002a).  It is very rare for principals to receive 

a salary increase when they change schools within a district; therefore, intra-district 

transfers can provide non-financial benefits (Horng, 2009). Safety, school culture, 

facilities, and student characteristics are some of the strongest indicators of teacher and 

principal preference when choosing a school (Horng, 2009; Loeb et al., 2010; Loeb & 

Reininger, 2004). Schools with less-appealing characteristics typically do not receive as 

many applicants for school leadership positions, and therefore cannot be as selective 

about who they place in said positions (Roza, 2003). 

Student absences are lower in schools led by effective principals than they were 

in schools led by less-effective principals (Branch et al., 2012). The impact was most 

obvious in low-performing and high-poverty schools than in high-performing and low-

poverty schools (Branch et al., 2012; Clark et al., 2009).  Likewise, principals can affect 

a school’s graduation rate. A high school led by a highly effective principal can have a 

graduation rate nearly 3 percentage points higher than a high school led by an average 

principal (Coelli & Green, 2012). However, it takes time for even highly effective 

principals to have such an impact. On average, principals’ effect on their school’s 

graduation rate begins in their second year at the school.  The full effect is felt at the 
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four-year mark (Coelli & Green, 2012). This indicates yet another incentive for districts 

to encourage principals to remain in the same position for a minimum of five years.   

Principals were found to be most effective in high-poverty schools than principals 

in less-challenging settings.  A study by the CALDER Center (Branch et al., 2012) used 

value-added model (VAM) scores to determine the impact of principals.  The impact, 

according to VAM scores, was “twice as large in high-poverty schools as in low-poverty 

schools” (Branch et al., 2012).  In 2009, the CALDER Center conducted a similar study 

which found that the greatest impact of principals was in large, high-poverty schools 

than in large, low-poverty schools (Branch et al., 2009, 2012; Clark et al.,  2009; Loeb et 

al., 2010). Principals appear to have most impact in high-minority, low-performing 

schools (Branch et al., 2012).   

High-performing, high-poverty schools share commonalities that differ 

significantly from practices in lower-performing, high-poverty schools.  These traits 

include a “school-wide ethic of high expectations; caring, respectful relations between 

stakeholders; a strong academic and instructional focus; regular assessment of 

individual students; collaborative decision-making structures and a non-authoritarian 

principal; strong faculty morale and work ethic; and coordinated staffing strategies” 

(Kannapel et al., 2005).  A strong principal who has built a positive rapport with 

students, faculty, and the community would be desirable in a high-poverty school in 

order to implement these traits effectively.   

Students with Disabilities (SWD) 

The only subgroup that did not make annual yearly progress on the 2013 FCAT 

reading and math scores was students with disabilities (SWD) (Florida Department of 

Education, 2013). This particular population faces unique challenges, and not just in the 
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area of academics. According to Dyson (2010), students with disabilities may have 

difficulties in the area of “speaking, reading, writing, reasoning, and mathematical 

abilities” (p. 44). These challenges typically account for the student’s inability to obtain 

knowledge at the same rate as their non-disabled peers (Cortiella, 2007a, 2007b).  It 

has been shown that students with disabilities with “average intelligence are not as 

successful as students without disabilities of equal intelligence, because of their 

cognitive- processing deficits” (Johnson, Humphrey, Mellard, Woods, & Swanson, 

2010). According to Johnson et al. (2010), a primary characteristic of SWDs is poor 

academic performance. Many students classified as SWD require an individual 

education plan to meet their specific needs (Mattison, 2008).  Many SWDs find reading 

in particular a challenge.  Reading fluency is a skill that students must develop at a 

young age, or long-term reading comprehension issues may arise (Chard, Vaughn, & 

Tyler, 2002).  According to Torgesen (1989), many students with poor reading skills 

early in life continue with comprehension difficulties, and identifying or decoding printed 

words. These students rarely catch up, because they lack the “reading practice needed 

to restore missing skills” (Rashotte, Torgesen, & Wagner, 1997). 

Students with disabilities are more likely to drop out of school (Thurlow, Sinclair & 

Johnson, 2002); the primary reason for the drop-outs was poor academic performance.  

Although the Federal Government has spent billions of dollars to help close the 

achievement gap between students with and without disabilities, the gap still remains 

(Meyer, 2004).  One of the No Child Left Behind initiatives’ performance goals was to 

“decrease the achievement gap between SWD and students without disabilities”, 

however, the SWDs are still found lacking on the state achievement tests (McLaughlin, 
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2010).  The No Child Left Behind Act requires that all students, regardless of disability, 

take state annual assessments to determine adequate yearly progress.  

Migrant Students 

It is no secret that Florida’s population includes migrant farm workers and their 

families.  There are many challenges faced with educating migrant students.  Poverty, 

lack of educational support, and discontinuity of education are just a few of the issues 

that migrant families face (Education World, 2013).   Some counties offer migrant 

students summer school to offset these difficulties, and help with stability and continuity 

of learning.  Migrant students may spend part of the year in one state, and then move to 

another state for the remainder of the year.  Educators have difficulty tracking students 

who move state-to-state (Crary, 2005), and many times, the students fall behind and 

end up dropping out of school (Education World, 2013).  The cycle of un-education and 

poverty that their parents came to America to leave behind, continues (Crary, 2005).  

With the country, and specifically the state of Florida, in one of the largest demographic 

shifts, and immigration influencing social, political and education reform, this subject 

cannot be ignored (Green, 2003).  The Florida county that this study was conducted in 

has an area that serves migrant families, and has consistently low-performing schools.  

Likewise, the principal turnover rates at these schools are high.  It could be that the high 

migrant population influences the principal turnover rate, but due to lack of 

documentation, this was not a variable in this study. 

Certification and Training 

A relationship has been found between schools with poor student achievement 

on standardized tests, and the principal (Baker & Cooper, 2005). Principals, who failed 

the principal certification test and had to take it more than once, generally oversee 
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schools with a larger amount of uncertified teachers, than do principals who took the 

test once and passed (Baker & Cooper, 2005). Baker and Cooper (2005) also 

discovered that schools with higher percentages of minority students were led by 

principals who initially had failed their certification exam, whereas high performing 

schools were found to have the opposite circumstances: higher numbers of certified 

teachers and principals who did not fail their certification test. Principals who attend 

notable universities are more likely to hire and retain highly qualified teachers than 

principals who attend less-selective universities (Baker, Orr, & Young, 2005; Clotfelter 

et al., 2006). Additionally, the principals who acquired their training at highly-selective 

universities were placed into school leadership positions more rapidly than their peers 

who received their training from less-selective universities (Fuller et al., 2007).  

Policymakers and district leaders must put better principal selection processes in place 

in order to find the best qualified candidates to fill positions in struggling schools 

(Samuels, 2012). 

Teacher Turnover 

 Principal turnover can lead to increased teacher turnover, which causes 

negative ramifications to the overall school performance (Béteille et al., 2011; Fuller et 

al., 2007; Miller, 2009; Papa, 2007). It should be noted, that this type of research is 

correlational rather than causal; it is difficult to determine whether principal turnover is 

leading to, or being caused by these outcomes.  In Texas schools, there was a 

significant relationship found between principal tenure and percentage of veteran 

teachers working at a school (Fuller et al., 2007).  The more experienced principals 

retained teachers, and generally hired veteran teachers (Fuller et al., 2007). These 

veteran principals also had lower numbers of uncertified teachers (Fuller et al., 2007).  
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Results from teacher surveys indicate the teachers’ intents on changing or staying at a 

school, based on principal leadership critique (Sparks, 2013).  This points out a critical 

element for districts to consider, and emphasizes the need for a strong selection and 

placement process for principals within their district. 

Effective Principals 

“Effective” is a subjective term. Stogdill (1974), as well as Bass and Stogdill 

(1990), studied definitions of “effective leadership,” and found there to be many 

divergent interpretations.  Burns (1978) states, “Leadership is one of the most observed 

and least understood phenomena on earth” (p. 2).  According to Dave Ulrich of 

University of Michigan, in April of 2014, there were 480,881 books whose topics have to 

do with effective leaders.  Most common definitions include both guidance (of the 

school) and exercising influence (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003).  Effective leaders influence 

student learning by casting a vision, setting school-wide goals, and making sure 

resources and procedures are in place for effective instruction (Leithwood & Riehl, 

2003).  Marzano’s (2013) effective leadership definition focuses more on results and 

student achievement.  Murphy, Elliot, Goldring, and Porter (2006) emphasize learning-

centered leadership, which includes a process of influencing others, rather than a set of 

traits or skills. Process, influence and purpose are all what they claim makes effective 

principals (Murphy et al., 2006).  As stated previously, the terms “effective leader” and 

“effective principal” are not easily defined. However, for the purposes of this study, an 

“effective” principal is one whose students make greater than average gains than similar 

students in other schools, as measured by the Interstate School Leaders Licensure 

Consortium (ISLLC). In the field of education, we have The Interstate School Leaders 
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Licensure Consortium Educational Leadership Policy Standards (ISLLC) of 2008, which 

lists six standards that define “strong school leadership”: 

 Standard 1: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the 
success of all students by facilitating the development, articulation, 
implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that is shared and 
supported by the school community. 

 Standard 2: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the 
success of all students by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture 
and instructional program conducive to student learning and staff professional 
growth. 

 Standard 3: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the 
success of all students by ensuring management of the organization, operations, 
and resources for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment. 

 Standard 4: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the 
success of all students by collaborating with families and community members, 
responding to diverse community interests and needs, and mobilizing community 
resources. 

 Standard 5: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the 
success of all students by acting with integrity, fairness, and in an ethical 
manner. 

 Standard 6: A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes the 
success of all students by understanding, responding to, and influencing the 
larger political, social, economic, legal, and cultural context. 

According to ISLLC (2008), vision and teacher buy-in are important, as is building 

a positive school culture.  An effective leader also collaborates with the community, and 

encourages community involvement from the school members. The effective leader is to 

lead a school ethically and cognizant of his or her great, multi-faceted influence.  

One important key to principal effectiveness is strong instructional leadership 

(Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008). Instructional leadership includes everything from 

designing instructional strategies to implementing graduation requirements—and the 

many steps in between (Murphy, 2008b).  Principals also affect students by selecting 
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and hiring effective teachers, keeping teachers motivated, and ensuring the selected 

curriculum is being taught (Branch et al., 2011; Brewer, 1993; Eberts & Stone, 1988; 

Fuller et al., 2010). 

Samuels (2012) examined principal success and how various approaches and 

activities influenced success. He found that “principals focused most or all of their time 

on the following activities: promoting data use, observing classrooms, creating a healthy 

school culture, forming leadership teams, and promoting teacher professional 

development” (para. 10). However, he found no link between student success, and 

principal time spent on each of these activities. The principals who were highest in 

success rate were those who effectively implemented change, and those whose staff 

bought into the intended changes.  Staff buy-in greatly influenced a principal’s decision 

to stay in the position a second year.   

Furthermore, according to Samuels (2012), principals who respect existing 

school philosophies, rituals and practices of the school culture, are more likely to be 

successful.  He also found that this practice of including existing traditions into school 

improvement plans encourages staff cohesion, which influences school culture; thus, 

employees are more likely to embrace the necessary changes needed for school 

improvement.   

Peter Drucker, author of The Practice of Management (1954) and The Effective 

Executive (1967), says that an unclear vision from a leader is one of the easiest ways 

for organizational failure.  A clear, concise vision from the principal of a school is vital.  It 

allows teachers, students, and parents to know where they are headed and what is 

expected.  Vision and mission are so crucial to leadership, that without them, failure is 
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imminent (Drucker, 1967).  Setting clear goals and a vision on how to reach those goals 

help overall school performance (Druker, 1967; Marzano, 2003; McEwan, 2003).  

As discussed earlier, Florida has adopted a principal evaluation tool based on 

Marzano’s School Leadership Evaluation Florida Model.  The selected county for this 

study has implemented this tool.  Principals can be deemed “Highly effective,” 

“Effective,” “Needs improvement” or “Unsatisfactory.” This evaluation tool is aligned with 

the Florida Principal Leadership standards, SBE Rule 6A-5.080. 

Principal Assessment Data 

The Dallas-based George W. Bush Institute’s examination of all 50 states’ 

principal policies and related data collections found that even states with “otherwise 

comprehensive longitudinal-data systems collect limited information about principals” 

(Sparks, 2013, para. 5).  For some states, collecting data on principals was “not even on 

their radar.” However other states, like Rhode Island, are developing over-arching 

systems to track principals from their “training programs through licensing, placement, 

and school leadership” (Sparks, 2013, para. 5).   

Former Florida Commissioner of Education, Dr. Tony Bennett, said states need 

to establish criteria to evaluate principals’ effectiveness.  He said state and district 

administrators should be able to “identify whether a principal is effective by using data 

they likely already have on hand:  schools’ achievement status and teacher-quality 

ratings” (Sparks, 2013, para.17).  Interestingly, according to recent reports, despite tight 

budgets, Denver Public Schools has hired more people to coach and evaluate leaders 

(Gill, 2013). This indicates a strong need for principal support and accountability. 

Denver Public Schools Superintendent Tom Boasberg says that principal supervisors 

are the most important link between district leadership and our schools (Gill, 2013).  
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This study found that principal turnover data is not collected at the state DOE 

level, at least not in a comprehensive manner.  However, a similar study on principal 

turnover from the fourth-largest county in the United States, Miami-Dade County Public 

Schools (MDCPS) found that their rates of turnover were similar to other studies: 

Milwaukee and North Carolina schools have annual turnover rates of around 20%, San 

Francisco has a turnover rate of 26%, and New York City has a turnover rate of 30% 

(Beteille et al., 2012). Although the demographics are different between MDCPS and 

the selected county for this study, there are various similarities; the MDCPS study was 

helpful in gathering comparable research and a review of the literature.   

Summary  

According to the research presented, it is clear that change in leadership is a 

pressing issue not only in the business world, but in education as well. Quality principals 

are a necessary part of the school’s success. Cash (2008) points out that “While there 

may be no clear definition of the word leadership, the research is very clear in always 

identifying effective leadership as one of the most critical components in effective 

schools” (p.23).  Much of the principal leadership research indicates that the principal’s 

job responsibilities are becoming too numerous and overwhelming (Gilson, 2008).  The 

abundant responsibilities make it a challenge to determine whether a principal has 

direct impact on student achievement.   

Further research should be conducted on the relationship between effective 

principals and student achievement. It takes time for a principal to implement change 

and affect school culture.  It could be implied that principals who adequately 

communicate and implement their vision, can affect school culture and ultimately 

student success.  Likewise, principals who are forced to change schools frequently may 
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not be given the opportunity for successful outcomes.  In education, we must strive to 

see past the common use of buzzwords and fads, and implement timeless qualities in 

ways that are applicable to today’s schools (Collins & Porras, 1994).  School leaders 

should strive for “visionary schools,” and use a structured succession plan to prepare 

leaders.  This study will help schools determine what retains quality principals, and what 

turns them away. It will determine the relationship between principal turnover, and 

select school and student characteristics in one Florida school district.  
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 

Participants 

This study was based on public schools in one selected school district in Florida 

(Appendix B).  The school district has 47 schools, and serves a total student population 

of 44,573. There are 29 elementary schools, 10 middle schools, and 8 high schools.  

One of these schools physically meets in one location and goes by the same name, but 

reports data as three independent schools: elementary, middle and high school (a 

combined school). There are also 12 Alternative School Programs. Participating schools 

were a combination of elementary schools, middle schools and high schools. Charter 

schools and alternative programs were eliminated. 

Setting 

The setting for this study was in one selected school district in Florida.  The 

schools’ populations vary from 200 students to nearly 3,000.  The schools have other 

differences such as a varying percentage of SWD, ELL, and economic status. I chose 

not to restrict participation because of these differences, but rather compare these 

variables with the frequency of principal turnover. Therefore, only charter schools and 

alternative schools and programs were excluded.  

Instrumentation 

Various instruments were used in data collection. For the purpose of this study, 

the 2013 student scaled scores from the FCAT were used, as calculated for AYP by the 

state of Florida, in reading and math (Appendix C).  

Principal turnover was measured by the number of principals leading a given 

school. Schools with the same principal for the past 10 years (or longer) were given a 
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one as the principal turnover rate, after offsetting the number of years. Schools with ten 

separate principals over the past 10 years were given a ten as the principal turnover 

rate. Principal turnover was based on “academic year”:  August through June.  It was 

more logical for this study to use an academic year than a traditional calendar year.  

However, within the private sector, turnover may be measured in fiscal year or calendar 

year.  When collecting data, the numeric data were scaled on a 1 to 10 scale (discussed 

further in the Procedures section of this chapter). The percentage of SWD was 

measured by the state of Florida as the “percentage of students at a given school who 

were qualified and participated in the given school’s special education program for the 

year” (FLDOE, 2014). The percentage of minority students was reported to the state of 

Florida as the “percentage of students at a given school who are not Caucasian” 

(FLDOE, 2014). The percentage of economically disadvantaged students was 

calculated by the state of Florida as the “percentage of students in a given school who 

qualify for the free or reduced lunch program” (FLDOE, 2014), and was collected 

through the school district’s Data Warehouse program.  Principal turnover, the 

percentage of SWD, the percentage of minority students, and the percentage of 

economically disadvantaged students for each school were the predictors for this study. 

School type was defined in the data as a “1” for elementary, “2” for middle schools, and 

“3” for high schools (Appendix D).  

Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test 

According to the Florida Department of Education’s website, “the FCAT began in 

1998 as part of Florida's overall plan to increase student achievement by implementing 

higher standards.” FCAT is a criterion-referenced assessment measuring progress in 

students (grades 3–11), in the areas of reading, math, science, and writing (FLDOE, 
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2013).  The FCAT also has a norm-referenced component in math and reading, which 

“compares individual student performance to national norms” (FLDOE, 2013). The 

FCAT measures student progress in meeting the Florida Sunshine State Standards 

(SSS).  According to the FLDOE’s website, “During the 2010-2011 school year, Florida 

began the transition from the FCAT to the FCAT 2.0 and Florida End-of-Course (EOC) 

Assessments.”   Achievement levels are rated on a scale of 1 (lowest) to 5 (highest).  

For the purpose of this study, percentage of proficiency was used—that is, FCAT scores 

3 and above (FLDOE, 2013). 

Adequate Yearly Progress 

According to the Florida Department of Education’s (2013) website, “The No 

Child Left Behind legislation requires all states to report student achievement based on 

results of reading, mathematics, and writing statewide assessments and, also, high 

school graduation rates for all schools, districts, and the State.” The AYP Report informs 

the public of student subgroup success as well.  This includes information on “racial 

groups, economically disadvantaged groups, students with disabilities, and students 

with limited English proficiency” (FLDOE, 2013).  Each subgroup must reach proficiency 

for their school to make AYP. 

Procedures 

The Florida Department of Education publishes public–access data, which was 

gathered for the purpose of this study.  Therefore, consent for participation was not 

needed since all data collected is public information, and archived by the Florida public 

school system. This study was performed after gaining IRB approval to collect data. 

After collection, all pertinent data were organized in a Microsoft Excel 

spreadsheet. Column 1 was school number (numbers 1 through 47). Column 2 was 
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school name (later concealed to protect identity).  Column 3 was the 2013 reading 

score.  Column 4 was the 2013 math score.  Column 5 was the principal turnover rate. 

Column 6 was the percentage of SWD.  Column 7 was the percentage of minority 

students.  Column 8 was the percentage of economically disadvantaged students. 

Column 9 was the school type (“1” for elementary, “2” for middle, “3” for high schools.  

The schools were arranged in Microsoft Excel in no particular order, and the names of 

the schools were changed to numbers rather than actual school names, to protect 

school identity (Appendix C). Data were imported into R 3.0.2 (R Core Team, 2013) for 

analysis, where the mean and standard deviations were calculated for each variable. A 

Poisson model regression was run, at which time various predictors were flagged for 

multicollinearity because of the high correlations between predictors and big numbers 

for generalized variance inflation factors. A variance inflation factor (vif) function from 

“car 2.0-19” (Fox & Weisberg, 2011) package was used to estimate the generalized 

variance inflation factor, testing the severity of the multicollinearity.  According to Martz 

(2013), “Multicollinearity refers to predictors that are correlated with other predictors” 

(para. 3).  It occurs when the model includes multiples factors that are correlated not 

just to the response variable, but also to each other.  In other words, it results when 

factors are a bit redundant.  For example, one could think of multicollinearity in a football 

game (Martz, 2013).  It is easy to give credit for a sack when one opponent has tackled 

the quarter back.  However, if three players tackle the opponent at the same time, it is 

much more difficult to determine who should get credit, and how much each one 

contributed to the sack (para. 4).  Martz further states, “Multicollinearity increases the 

standard errors of the coefficients” (para. 3).  Overinflating standard errors make some 
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variables statistically insignificant when they should be significant.  Without 

multicollinearity (and with lower standard errors), those coefficients might be significant.  

A dispersion test function from the “AER 1.2-2” (Kleiber & Zeilus, 2008) package was 

used to estimate statistic for over dispersion.  There was a problem with under-

dispersion.  Four Quasi-Poisson regression models were then run to compensate for 

the under-dispersion concern (R Core Team, 2013).  The Quasi-Poisson regression 

model assumes variance is equal to the mean, and this was found to correct for the 

under-dispersion. The Poisson model was determined to be an unrealistically 

conservative model, and the Quasi-Poisson model was deemed a better fit for this 

study.  

Data Sources 

The Florida Public Education Report Card and the annual Adequate Yearly 

Progress Report are compiled through data from each school district. Electronic surveys 

collect data on student achievement and various other areas including “system staffs, 

financial records, student information, and Full Academic Year (FAY) students” 

(FLDOE, 2013). 

Once data were collected, reports are sent to each school to ensure data quality 

and validity. School system personnel were responsible for making any needed 

changes to their data. After corrections were made, final reports were submitted again. 

The system report cards are then released to the public via the Florida Office of Student 

Achievement (FOSA), and as AYP reports on the Florida Department of Education’s 

website. These two public websites, as well as the local district Data Warehouse,  

provided the data sources for this study in the areas of math and reading student 
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achievement, percentage of minority students, percentage of economically 

disadvantaged students, and percentage of SWD. 

Access to the Data 

The local school district’s Data Warehouse program and the Florida Department 

of Education’s website were used to collect data for each school in this study.  A 

Microsoft Excel file was created listing each school in the first column. Then, eight more 

columns were created: reading score, math score, principal turnover rate, percentage of 

SWD, percentage of minority students, and percentage of low SES students (lunch 

status),  years school has been in existence, and coded school type.  These data were 

entered in the row corresponding to the participating schools. The end result was one 

Excel file with all participating schools’ data listed in one location (Appendix C). All data 

were publicly accessible for viewing on each website. 

Email correspondence and individual principal meetings were used to collect the 

principal turnover data; however, a request to send a mass email to all participating 

school principals was denied. After this, the principal-turnover data was requested 

through the district’s Supervisor of Communications and Community Relations.  A 

request was granted for access to public records for this data. All data collected and 

entered into Microsoft Excel were checked twice with AYP reports for accuracy. 

Principal-turnover data was entered as soon as the data were received, to ensure that 

data were entered correctly. 

Demographic Profiles 

Demographic profiles were created, and stored in a Microsoft Excel database. 

Principal-turnover rate was then calculated for each school. This data was collected 

from the previous 10-years and given a rating: one represented a school with only one 
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principal over the past 10-years, and ten represented a school with ten different 

principals over the past 10-years. The number of principals per school over the past 10-

years was the principal-turnover rate for this study. The math and reading proficiency 

percentages were also stored for the 2013 school year. Lastly, AYP subgroup data were 

stored for 2013 in the areas of percentage of SWD, percentage of economically 

disadvantaged students, and percentage of minority students. 

Reading and Math Achievement 

The Adequate Yearly Progress scores calculated from the FCAT in math and 

FCAT reading were published, and provided to each school district by the Florida 

Department of Education in the annual AYP report; therefore, no extra permissions 

were needed to use this information (Appendix E). Student names were not used, since 

the data collected represented the average scores of the entire school, with only 

principal succession frequency identified. Each school’s information was compiled into a 

Microsoft Excel spreadsheet.  Principal-turnover data were collected over a 10-year 

period, while FCAT data were only collected for the 2012-2013 school year. Expanding 

the study to include a 3-year trend in FCAT scores may provide different outcomes. It is 

possible that student achievement drops during the first year of principal turnover, and 

increases as the new principal establishes leadership. This study only examined 

principal turnover rates over a 10-year period.  

Data Analysis 

Quantitative data were sorted, and stored in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet. The 

Poisson regression model was used to test significance, which is a general linear model 

(GLM).  An open-source statistical analysis program (R3.0.2) was used to run the 

Poisson regression analysis (R Core Team, 2013). This procedure was used to 
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determine differences in student success in reading and math on the 2013 FCAT in 

schools where principal tenure and turnover vary. The number of principal changes for 

each school over the past 10 years was tested against student achievement on the 

2013 FCAT test. A Poisson regression model was initially used, offsetting for the 

number of years a school has been up and running in the last 10 years. This determined 

any significant relationship between principal turnover rate, percentage of minority 

students, percentage of SWD, and percentage of economically disadvantaged students, 

student achievement, and school type.  Next, the Pearson’s correlation coefficient was 

estimated. After observing high correlations among the predictors (specifically Reading 

score, Math score, Minority rate and SES rate—as measured by Free and Reduced 

Lunch), there was concern over multicollinearity (See Table 3-1).  With multicollinearity 

in mind, four different Quasi-Poisson regression models were run (Reading, Math, 

Minority rate and SES rate). The Poisson model was determined to be an unrealistically 

conservative model and the Quasi-Poisson model was deemed a better fit for this study. 

Poisson and Quasi-Poisson Regression 

A Poisson regression analysis was conducted to evaluate the null hypothesis that 

the predictor variables (percentage of minority students, percentage of SWD, 

percentage of economically disadvantaged students, reading FCAT scores, math FCAT 

scores or school type) do not significantly predict principal turnover rate in this school 

district. Poisson regression is a generalized linear model (GLM) for count data.  The 

data collected for this study was count data (ie. percent minority students, percent low-

SES students, etc.).  Weisberg (2005) states, “The simplest GLMs for count data 

assume a Poisson distribution for the random component” (p.379). Weisberg (2005) 

continues, “Like counts, Poisson variates can take any nonnegative integer value” 
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(p.379). The Poisson distribution is unimodal and skewed to the right over the possible 

values 0,1,2,... It has a single parameter μ > 0, which is both its mean and its variance. 

That is, 

E(Y ) = Var(Y ) = μ, σ (Y ) = √μ 

Weisberg (2005) states, “The Poisson distribution has a positive mean. The 

GLMs for the Poisson mean can use the identity link, but it is more common to model 

the log of the mean” (p.379). Like the linear predictor α +βx, the log of the mean can 

take any real-number value.  According to Weisberg (2005), “A Poisson loglinear model 

is a GLM that assumes a Poisson distribution for Y and uses the log link function” (p. 

379).  For a single explanatory variable x, the Poisson loglinear model has the form 

logμ = α +βx 

In other words, Weisberg (2005) states, “the typical Poisson regression model 

expresses the log outcome rate as a linear function of a set of predictors” (p. 391).  In 

this study, the linear function was not as visible because several of the predictors were 

highly correlated.  These include the FCAT reading scores, FCAT math scores, minority 

rate and SES rate, as determined by Free and Reduced Lunch.   All of these four 

variables were found to be statistically associated with the outcome (rate) but since they 

are highly correlated, they could not give an accurate finding.  Therefore, this needed to 

be corrected using Pearson’s coefficient correlation.  After this step, and 

accommodating the small sample size, four Quasi-Poisson regressions were 

determined to be the most appropriate analyses for this study.  Regression 1 used 

“reading” as the independent variable.  The reading model formula: 
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glm(formula = Prin.Trnovr ~ Reading.Score + Disab..Rt + school.type,  

    family = quasipoisson, data = data, offset = log(years)) 

Regression 2 used “math” as the independent variable. The math formula: 

glm(formula = Prin.Trnovr ~ Math.Score + Disab..Rt + school.type,  

    family = quasipoisson, data = data, offset = log(years)) 

 Regression 3 used “minority rate” as the independent variable.  The minority rate 

formula: 

glm(formula = Prin.Trnovr ~ Disab..Rt + Minority.Rt + school.type,  

    family = quasipoisson, data = data, offset = log(years)) 

 Regression 4 used SES data (“Lunch stat”) as the independent variable.  The SES 

formula: 

glm(formula = Prin.Trnovr ~ Disab..Rt + Lunch.Stat + school.type,  

    family = quasipoisson, data = data, offset = log(years)) 

 

Specific school data can be viewed in Appendix C.  The Quasi-Poisson regression 

model assumes variance is equal to the mean, and this was found to correct for under-

dispersion.  

Poisson and Quasi-Poisson Regression Assumptions 

Poisson regression assumes all variables follow a bell-shaped curve (Fox & 

Weisberg, 2011).  Many mental test scores such as the FCAT are known to follow a 

normal distribution (FLDOE, 2013). It is assumed that the relationship between the 

independent and dependent variables is linear (Fox & Weisberg, 2011). High sample 

size makes Poisson regression robust against violations of this assumption (Fox & 

Weisberg, 2011).   
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This study assumed that variables were measured reliably and without error. The 

FCAT is a valid and reliable assessment instrument (FLDOE, 2013). Validity and 

reliability data were provided by the FLDOE’s Testing and Assessment Department.  

The multicollinearity assumption was addressed by creating a correlation matrix 

to determine how each variable correlated with the others (Fox & Weisberg, 2011). 

Multicollinearity assumes the variables are not extremely correlated with one another at 

the .7 or higher r value (R Core Team, 2013). A generalized variance inflation factor 

(GVIF) function from the “car 2.0-19” (Fox & Weisberg, 2011) package was used to 

estimate the severity of multicollinearity.  

Lastly, the few extreme values were not excluded from the data since they were 

not deemed to be statistical outliers. According to Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), when 

the sample size is small, including or excluding specific data points that are not clearly 

outliers, may significantly influence the regression line and the correlation coefficient.  

This is why the outliers were included in the data analysis. 

Summary 

Because of the No Child Left Behind accountability measures, school districts are 

searching for every advantage to maximize student knowledge and performance. 

Understanding how principal turnover affects student achievement could provide many 

districts with explicit knowledge to help make informed decisions that will benefit their 

students’ successful outcomes. This study identified school and student characteristics 

that lend themselves to frequent principal turnover. Using the FCAT results as 

calculated for AYP uses data across all this selected Florida county’s public schools, 

providing a district-wide picture of academic success. Using the student and school 

characteristics, results of this study can help schools determine a realistic timeline for 
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improving academic achievement once a new principal is hired, and identify predictors 

of high-turnover schools.  Results of this study can also help schools improve their 

current succession-management plans, and hiring procedures.   
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Table 3-1. GVIF: Predictors Flagged for Multicollinearity 

 GVIF  Df  GVIF^(1/(2*Df)) 

Reading.Score   7.639576*   1         2.763978 
Math.Score      5.146682*   1         2.268630 
Disab.Rt       1.441418  1         1.200591 
Minority.Rt     5.828898*   1         2.414311 
Lunch.Stat     10.413148*   1       3.226941 
School.type     1.531606   2         1.112466 

*Multicollinearity is the undesirable situation where the correlations among the independent variables are 
strong. In other words, multicollinearity misleadingly inflates the standard errors. Thus, it makes some 
variables statistically insignificant while they should be otherwise significant. For example, this table 
shows that reading score, math score, minority rate, and lunch stat were flagged for multicollinearity.  
Therefore, four models were run.   
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS 

The primary purpose of this study was to determine if there is a relationship 

between principal-turnover rate, and school and student characteristics on selected 

Florida county’s public schools.  Specifically, the school and student characteristics 

examined were percentage of students with disabilities, percentage of minority students, 

percentage of low-socioeconomic students, school type, and student achievement as 

determined by FCAT reading and math scores. Student achievement data on the 2013 

math and reading FCAT was gathered for the 47 participating schools from the annual 

AYP reports publicly viewable on the Florida Department of Education’s website. Both 

the AYP reports and the local school websites provided the percentages of 

economically disadvantaged, minority, and students with disabilities for each school. 

Principal-turnover rates were collected through the district office and Data Warehouse. 

Assumptions 

This study utilized correlation and Quasi-Poisson regression analysis to 

determine if a significant relationship existed between principal turnover rate, 

percentage of minority students, percentage of students with disabilities, school type, 

percentage of economically disadvantaged students, and FCAT reading and math 

scores. Several assumptions had to be met before Quasi-Poisson regression analysis 

could be conducted.  This study began with a Poisson regression, and ended up finding 

a Quasi-Poisson regression was a more appropriate fit due to multicollinearity.  

One assumption of this study was that the variables were measured reliably and 

were free from error. As stated in chapter 3, the FLDOE provided valid and reliable data 

through the math and reading FCAT.  As data was entered into Microsoft Excel, it was 
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cross-checked for consistency with the AYP reports. The principal turnover data was 

verified through the district office and entered into the spreadsheet. 

Some of the variables in this study were highly correlated, and had a generalized 

variance inflation factor (GVIF) greater than ten.  For instance, SES data had a GVIF of 

0.859, and was flagged for multicollinearity.   

Another assumption was over- and under-dispersion.  It is common, within 

Poisson regression analysis, to run into an over-dispersion concern (R Core Team, 

2013).  For a correctly specified model, the Pearson chi-square statistic and the 

deviance, divided by their degrees of freedom, should be close to or equal to one 

(Cameron & Trivedi, 1990).  When their values are much larger than one, the 

assumption of binomial variability may not be valid, and the data are said to exhibit 

over-dispersion (Cameron & Trivedi, 1990). Under-dispersion, ratios less than one, 

occurs less often in practice (Cameron & Trivedi, 1990). The Pearson chi-square for this 

study indicated that over-dispersion was not a problem (see Table 4-1). The result of 

the over-dispersion test was that the over-dispersion parameter was 0.341, which 

(because it is less than 1) indicates over-dispersion is not a problem. Under-dispersion 

was a concern, so Quasi-Poisson regression was run to correct for this.  

Table 4-1.  The CORR Procedure 

 Reading  
score 

Math 
score 

Disab. 
Rate 

Minority 
Rate 

Low-
SES 

Reading  
score 

1     

Math score 0.85868 1    

 <.0001     

Disab. Rate -0.24303 -0.33252 1   

 0.0998 0.0224  0.408  

Minority Rate -0.77467 -0.79945 0.12355 1  

 <.0001 <.0001 0.408   

Low-SES -0.87869 -0.8249 0.27014 0.89504 1 
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 <.0001 <.0001 0.0663 <.0001  

Hypothesis-Testing Results 

Pearson correlations were performed for each predictor, and principal turnover 

rate were performed. Four variables were flagged for high correlation, which indicated a 

multicollinearity issue: reading score, math score, minority rate, and low-SES.  The Low-

SES was the variable most commonly correlated with the other variables.  Percentage 

of SWD had a weak negative relationship with principal-turnover rate. Four individual 

models were run using Quasi- Poisson regression models.  

Reading Model 

FCAT reading scores were run with 4 predictors. Findings showed that the 

intercept factor was -0.14716 (see Table 4-2).  When FCAT reading data were 

exponentiated, the intercept rate was 0.863 with the p-value of .0102.  This indicates 

significant statistical difference.   An increase in reading score is associated with a 

decrease in principal turnover because the coefficient is negative.  The number 

indicates that the odds of principal-turnover, are multiplied by 0.863 for schools that only 

differ by 1 standard deviation for reading FCAT scores. 

Table 4-2.  Reading Model 

Reading Model     

 Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(>ltl) 

Intercept -1.10166 0.07171 -15.362 <2e-16  

Reading Score -0.014716* 0.05468 -2.691 0.0102 

Disability Rate  -0.02225 0.05653 -0.394 0.6969 

School Type 2 0.10594 0.13757 0.77 0.4456 

School Type 3 0.24559 0.13271 1.851 0.0713 

 
Math Model 

The FCAT math scores were run with the Quasi-Poisson regression model.  The 

intercept finding from this model was -0.17119.  When math data were exponentiated, 
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the intercept rate was 0.843 with the p-value of 0.0044.  This indicates a significant 

statistical difference.  An increase in math score is associated with a decrease in 

principal turnover rate because the coefficient is negative.  This indicates that the odds 

of principal turnover are multiplied by 0.843 for schools that only differ by 1 standard 

deviation for math FCAT score (see Table 4-3). 

Table 4-3.  Math Model 

Math Model     

 Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(>ltl) 

(Intercept) -1.10349 0.07075 -15.596 <2e-16  

Math Score -0.17119* 0.05686 -0.679 0.5007 

Disability Rate -0.03858 0.0568 -0.679 0.5007 

School Type 2 0.09963 0.13564 0.735 0.4667 

School Type 3 0.25687 0.13073 1.965 0.0561 

 
Minority Model  

Minority rate was run with the Quasi-Poisson regression model. The intercept 

finding from this model was 0.1482 (see Table 4-4).  When minority data were 

exponentiated, the intercept rate was 1.1597, with the p-value of 0.0073.  This indicates 

significant statistical difference.  An increase in minority rate is associated with an 

increase in principal turnover.  

Table 4-4. Minority Rate Model 

Minority Model     

 Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(>ltl) 

(Intercept) -1.11732 0.072183 -15.479 <2e-16  

Disability Rate 0.007376 0.056028 0.132 0.8959 

Minority Rate 0.148263* 0.052573 2.82 0.0073 

School Type 2 0.109862 0.137357 0.8 0.4283 

School Type 3 0.329466 0.134279 2.454 0.0184 

 
Low-SES Model 

Low-SES (also entitled “Lunch Stat” in the data) was run with the Quasi-Poisson 

regression model.  The intercept finding from this model was 0.1696 (see Table 4-5).  
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When low-SES data was exponentiated, the intercept value was 1.1848, with a p-value 

of 0.00312.  This indicates a significant statistical difference.   An increase in low-SES 

populations is associated with an increase in principal turnover.  

Table 4-5.  Low-SES Model 

Low-SES Model     

 Estimate Std. Error t value Pr(>ltl) 

(Intercept) -1.12414 0.07113 -15.804 <2e-16  

Disability Rate -0.01991 0.0554 -0.359 0.72114 

Low-SES Rate 0.16958* 0.05406 3.137 0.00312 

School Type 2 0.1164 0.13476 0.864 0.39263 

School Type 3 0.34211 0.13161 2.599 0.01283 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

Summary of Findings 

Null hypotheses were tested using Pearson Correlations and the Quasi-Poisson 

regression model, using R software and Microsoft Excel.  This study used correlational 

research, and Quasi-Poisson regression model to determine if there was a statistically 

significant relationship between school and student characteristics and principal 

turnover rate. The data showed significant statistical differences in reading and math 

FCAT scores, minority rate, and low-SES rate.   

Review of the Research Questions 

RQ1: Is there a statistically significant relationship between selected school and student 
characteristics, and principal turnover? 

This research question led to the following sub research questions: 

 RQ1a: Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and percentage of students with disabilities?  

 RQ1b:  Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and percentage of minority students?  

 RQ1c:  Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and percentage of low socioeconomic status (low -SES) students?  

 RQ1d:  Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and reading FCAT scores?  

 RQ1e:  Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and school type? 

 RQ1f:  Is there a statistically significant relationship between principal turnover 
rate, and math FCAT scores?  

Review of the Hypothesis and Null Hypothesis 

H1: Selected school and student characteristics are significant predictors of principal 
turnover rate.  

 H1a: SWD is a statistically significant predictor of principal turnover rate.  
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 H1b:  Percentage of minority rate is a significant predictor of principal turnover 
rate. 

 H1c:  Percentage of low -SES (economically disadvantaged) students is a 
statistically significant predictor of principal turnover rate.  

 H1d: Reading FCAT scores are statistically significant predictors of principal 
turnover rate. 

 H1e: School type is a statistically significant predictor of principal turnover rate. 

 H1f: Math FCAT scores are statistically significant predictors of principal turnover 
rate.  

Null Hypotheses 

H01: Selected school and student characteristics are not significant predictors of 
principal turnover rate. 
 

 H01a: SWD is not a statistically significant predictor of principal turnover rate. 

 H01b: The percentage of minority students is not a statistically significant 
predictor of principal turnover rate.  

 H01c: The percentage of low-SES students is not a statistically significant 
predictor of principal turnover rate. 

 H01d: Reading FCAT scores are not statistically significant predictors of principal 
turnover rate. 

 H01e: School type is not a statistically significant predictor of principal turnover 
rate.  

 H01f: Math FCAT scores are not statistically significant predictors of principal 
turnover rate. 

Discussion of Finding in Light of Relevant Literature 

The following subheadings will discuss the findings in light of relevant literature.  

The findings include significant statistical differences in the reading and math FCAT 

models as well as the minority type and low-SES models.  
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Reading FCAT and Principal Turnover Findings 

This study found statistical difference between principal turnover rate and reading 

FCAT scores.  An increase in reading FCAT scores is associated with a decrease in 

principal turnover.  This is consistent with relevant literature.  Loeb et al. (2010) and 

Papa et al. (2002) report that generally speaking, when principals change schools (at 

their own request), they tend to transfer to higher-achieving schools.  There is a link 

between low-performing schools and principal turnover rate.  When schools do not meet 

AYP, the state government intervenes in an effort to restructure the school, often 

replacing the principal. Principal retention rates are strongly influenced by students’ 

levels of academic achievement (Blazer, 2010).  Miller (2009) studied the relationship 

between students’ test scores (statewide reading comprehension and mathematics 

tests at the elementary level and end-of-grade tests at the middle school level), and 

principal flux in North Carolina schools.  Principal transitions were found to be 

associated with changes in student achievement. According to Miller’s (2009) study, 

student test scores were low in the first two years of a principal’s tenure, compared to 

the scores during the previous principal, and the new principal’s years after the 

transition period.  Principal transitions play a significant role in reading test scores.  

According to findings, the null hypothesis is rejected (H01d: Reading FCAT scores are 

not statistically significant predictors of principal turnover rate), and the hypothesis is 

accepted (H1d: Reading FCAT scores are statistically significant predictors of principal 

turnover rate).   

Math FCAT and Principal Turnover Findings 

This study found significant statistical difference between math FCAT scores and 

principal turnover.  An increase in math FCAT scores is associated with a decrease in 
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principal turnover.  Partlow’s (2007) Ohio study indicated that the only variable 

influencing principal turnover was the percentage of students passing the math 

achievement test.  In other words, the principal’s retention rate is affected positively 

when students are achieving in the area of mathematics.  Ogawa and Hart (1985) and 

Hart and Ogawa (1987) conducted studies on the relationship between leadership 

stability and student performance.  Their research identifies significance between 

principal and superintendent tenure, and student achievement.  This study confirms 

their findings. Thus, the null hypothesis (H01f: Math FCAT scores are not statistically 

significant predictors of principal turnover rate) is rejected, and the hypothesis (H1f: 

Math FCAT scores are statistically significant predictors of principal turnover rate) is 

accepted.  

Minority Rate and Principal Turnover Findings 

Significant statistical difference was found between principal turnover rate, and 

the minority rate of a school.  Current research finds that minority rate is often a 

predictor of low-achieving schools, which according to this study is also a predictor of 

high principal turnover (Horng, 2009; Lankford, Loeb, & Wycock, 2002; Peske & 

Haycock, 2006).  This study confirms that an increase in minority rate is associated with 

an increase in principal turnover in one selected Florida school district.  The null 

hypothesis (H01b: The percentage of minority students is not a statistically significant 

predictor of principal turnover rate) is rejected. The hypothesis (H1b: Percentage of 

minority rate is a significant predictor of principal turnover rate) is accepted.  

Low-SES and Principal Turnover Findings 

Significant statistical difference was found between an increased  low-SES 

population and principal turnover.  An increase in low-SES populations is associated 
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with an increase in principal turnover. However, some literature (Branch et al., 2012) 

found that principal impact was nearly twice as large in high-poverty schools as in low-

poverty schools, when using value-added model scores to measure this influence.  The 

Branch (2012) study also indicated large, high-poverty schools more so than large, low-

poverty schools, was more greatly impacted (Branch et al., 2012; Clark et al., 2009; 

Loeb et al., 2010). Likewise, similar results were found for high-minority and low-

performing schools (Branch et al., 2012).  Other research is not as encouraging. In 

general, it has been long-known the more affluent a family is, the better the children of 

that family perform in school (Donald, 2012).  Murphy says, “You’ve got to attack 

poverty. If it is anchored to issues of race, then you have to address issues of race, not 

just a new reading program or a new math program” (as cited in Brobeck, 2011, 

para.17).  The relationship between family earnings and children's test scores has 

typically been expected not to fluctuate over time. However, one Stanford study 

indicates this is not occurring (Donald, 2012).  Reardon (2008) of Stanford University 

found an alarming increase in student test scores, between families in the 90th 

percentile of income (approximately $160,000) and families in the 10th percentile of 

income (approximately $17,500).  This indicated a 40% increase, and nearly doubled 

the black-white achievement gap (Duke, 2008).  Naturally, there is not just one reason 

for the widening gap (Brobeck, 2011; Duke, 2008; Reardon, 2011).  Quite often, when 

there is a large trend occurring, the reasons are multi-faceted (Brobeck, 2011; Duke, 

2008; Reardon, 2011), and there are no simple answers on how to fix it. Murphy (as 

cited in Brobeck, 2011) suggests that a large-scale societal attack is needed; not just an 

educational attack.  He links health policy, welfare policy, social policy, and 
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transportation policy to the real underlying issue of low-SES schools.  This study 

indicates that low-SES schools are linked to high principal turnover, which according to 

current research is linked to low teacher morale, high teacher turnover, and low student 

achievement.  Thus, the null hypothesis (H01c: The percentage of low-SES students is 

not a statistically significant predictor of principal turnover rate) is rejected. The 

hypothesis (H1c:  Percentage of low-SES students is a statistically significant predictor 

of principal turnover rate) is accepted.   

Study Limitations and Recommendations for Further Research 

This study examined relationships among principal turnover rate and percentage 

of minority students, percentage of students with disabilities, percentage of low-SES 

students, and student achievement in reading and math as measured by the Florida 

Comprehensive Assessment Test in one Florida county.  This study was consistent with 

other studies of this size.    

Implications 

The primary purpose of this study was to research the relationship between 

school and student characteristics, and determine if they were significant predictors of 

principal turnover rate.  The findings have implications for policymakers, principals, 

superintendents, district boards, and researchers. The most important finding of the 

study is that the relationships between some selected school characteristics do have 

significant implications for principal turnover.  

Policymakers, principals, superintendents, district boards, and researchers would 

benefit from knowing school and student characteristics that lend themselves to high 

principal turnover.  The implication for principal-preparation programs is that colleges 

need to provide future administrators with the skills required to be a successful leader, 
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beginning with the first day on the job.  Principals should be prepared to enter schools 

that have “high principal turnover risk,” and know in advance how to tackle the specific 

issues they typically would encounter.  It is more important to have a quality leader in 

place than to be overly concerned about principal turnover.   

Principal preparation-programs would benefit both aspiring principals and 

schools and students, to intern under a successful principal who has proven that 

academic success is possible even with high percentages of students with disabilities, 

minority students, and economically disadvantaged students in their schools (Darling-

Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen, 2007). Alternatively, in light of the No 

Child Left Behind Schools in Need of Improvement restructuring, it would be beneficial 

to observe a principal who has successfully turned around this type of school.  

Successful “turnaround principals” could also be used as class speakers for principal-

preparation classes.  Currently, there are some programs specifically for preparing 

principals to turnaround schools.  These include programs such as the University of 

Virginia Turnaround Program, Harvard Institute for School Leadership: Leadership for 

Large-scale Improvement, University of Illinois: Urban Education Leadership, and New 

Leaders for New Schools, based in Washington, D.C.  Principal-preparation programs 

can prepare principals by training them on establishing a culture of high expectations, 

identifying opportunities for innovation, developing strategic plans, and incorporating a 

strong mentorship program.   

The implication for superintendents and local school boards is a need to improve 

the principal-hiring process, and the need to retain quality principals. The number of 

principal changes in a school may not impact student achievement, according to this 
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study.  However, the literature indicates that having an effective principal at a school 

improves school culture, teacher morale, teacher retention, and ultimately, improve 

student achievement. I believe results of this study imply that hiring quality principals 

each time the position comes open is more important than how often the position is 

open. It also indicates the importance of having a principal in the same school for five to 

seven years for fully effective implementation of innovations.  The superintendents and 

school boards should keep these implications in mind when they are hiring a principal 

for a position at a school with unique and challenging characteristics. They should make 

every attempt to provide the stability of a five to seven-year commitment for that 

principal and the school.   

Limitations 

This study examined one Florida county’s public school archival data only; 

therefore, any significant findings and conclusions made in this study are restricted to 

similar Florida public schools.  Findings and conclusions can only be applied to other 

schools county’s that have similar demographic characteristics.  

Schools selected for this study were public schools in operation during the 2012-

2013 school year, whose history of principal employment could be traced to the 2002-

2003 school year via one selected Florida county’s central office. Schools built after 

2002-03 were not included in this study. Several schools in this Florida county were not 

eligible to participate in this study due to either opening after the 2002-03 school year, 

or not being in continuous operation for the 10-year period. Private schools and charter 

schools were omitted from the study.  

School and student characteristics, and the relationship to principal turnover was 

the focus of this study. There are many reasons for a principal leaving a school; 
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however, the variety of reasons (removal, retirement, transfer, illness, death, or 

promotion) was not part of this study.  Principals change positions for both positive and 

negative reasons. Positive reasons could include promotion and opportunities for higher 

levels of leadership. Negative reasons could include removal for being deemed 

ineffective by superiors, or principals leaving because of unsatisfactory conditions 

(Miklos, 1988). This study did not include reasons for departure.  

The focus of this study was quantitative. A mixed-study design implementing 

qualitative methods to gather data (such as principal leadership styles and reasons for 

principal turnover) could increase the amount of data gathered.  It could offer more 

insight as to what causes principals to leave or stay in a position.  Characteristics of the 

principals could add an interesting piece to this study.  Gender, age, race, ethnicity, 

languages spoken, leadership style, years teaching, and principal tenure could all be 

qualitative pieces that could potentially influence turnover and performance.  

Principal turnover data was collected over a 10-year period, while FCAT data 

was only collected for the 2012-2013 school year. Expanding the study to reflect a 

longer trend in FCAT scores may provide different outcomes. The literature indicates 

that there is a drop in achievement the year after a new principal arrives, and gradually 

increases as the principal establishes tenure at that school. This study was limited as it 

only looked at principal turnover rates over a 10-year period. 

Student achievement was measured by success on the FCAT. The FCAT was 

the standardized test designed specifically to assess student mastery of the Sunshine 

State Standards; therefore, generalizations outside the state of Florida may not be valid. 
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The literature indicates that principals are key to student achievement. However, 

showing evidence of this is complex, as there is not a direct relationship.  According to 

Hanson (2003), “The basic problem involves the number of intervening variables that 

stand between the direct cause (stability of the principal) and the effect (test scores)” (p. 

28). Some of the extraneous, influential variables are instructional methods of teachers, 

teacher motivation, organizational structure of the district, parental involvement, 

availability of resources, and so forth.   

There was uncontrolled variance and causal inference (i.e., the amount of 

inference readers draw from the data is not intended to show cause and effect). 

However, what was expected to be a limitation—the problem of multicollinearity (some 

predictors being too closely related to each other)—was resolved by doing Pearson’s 

Correlations and Quasi-Poisson regression.  

Recommendations  

Based on findings of this study, the following are recommendations for further 

research.  In order to provide expanded information regarding principal impact on 

academic achievement, research is needed to compare student test scores the year 

before and the year after a change in principal.  This could offer more insight as to 

principal impact in this particular county.  

This study should be replicated in school districts in surrounding counties of 

Florida, to increase the sample size and the number of low-achieving schools studied. 

Many schools in surrounding regions have higher percentages of minority and low-SES 

students, which may yield different results. This could extend the data on student 

characteristics and principal turnover rates. 
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Expanding this study to include qualitative data is highly recommended.  Student, 

teacher, and principal insights and perceptions about principal turnover would be 

beneficial.  This information could positively influence hiring processes, contract 

duration, and succession planning for school districts.  Knowing that teacher and 

student morale affect a school’s culture, which in turn influences student achievement, 

school districts can attempt to limit the adverse effects of principal change.   

Qualitative research should be conducted on the extent to which NCLB, RttT, 

Common Core, and AYP influence principal decision-making.  It could be that the 

increases in accountability, and the ways principals are evaluated, are mainstreaming 

principal decisions.  Principal decision-making may also be influenced by student 

characteristics, specifically socioeconomic status.  It would be interesting to conduct 

research on this topic to see how much influence these mandates and characteristics 

have, and their effect, on student achievement.  Additional research is also needed that 

focuses on schools that do not meet Adequate Yearly Progress in this particular county.  

This could provide evidence linking variables in these schools specifically, and whether 

they indicate high or low principal turnover rates.  

Research is needed at each school level individually (elementary, middle, high), 

to determine the relationship between principal turnover rate and student achievement. 

Students at different age-levels are affected by different things. It could be that one level 

of school is more highly effected by change—specifically a change in leadership.   

Research should be conducted to determine if there is a relationship between 

principal longevity and turnover rate.  Prior studies show that principals may stay at a 

given school to “ride out their time” until retirement.  One could conclude that principals 
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nearing retirement may be less interested in changing schools, and when given the 

option, will remain at one school.   

Research is needed in areas of specifically high migrant-worker populations to 

see if there is a relationship between principal turnover rate and student achievement.  

It could be that student turnover is causing school grades to appear low.  Students 

whose parents are migrant farmers, (this county has an area known for migrant 

population), may be affected by the constant upheaval in their lives—switching schools 

as the seasons change.  We may find that principals at such schools are viewed as low-

performing, and thus transferred out of the schools when the school is unable to make 

AYP, and must be restructured under ESEA 1116 (b). 

Conclusion 

This study addressed the question, is there a relationship between select school 

and student characteristics, and principal turnover in one Florida county? Many 

principals today, especially new principals, are characterized by “churn and burn”—they 

are in a school for less than five years, and then transferred, terminated, or burned out 

by the workload.  The review of literature indicates that this is not ideal for school culture 

or student achievement.  The findings of this study indicate that a decrease in FCAT 

reading and math scores is a predictor of principal turnover, as is an increase in minority 

rate and low-SES population.  This study adds to the body of literature, which helps to 

lessen turnover.  It assists in providing teachers and students with the effective school 

leadership they need.  It does so by equipping school districts with knowledge of what 

characteristics of students and schools lend themselves to high turnover rates. School 

districts can use the findings of this study to move forward in adequately “defining the 

job of the principal, providing high-quality training for aspiring school leaders, hiring 
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selectively, and evaluating principals and giving them the on-the-job support they need” 

(The Wallace Foundation, 2012).  

Prior to the last ten years, little research has been collected on principal turnover.  

The increase in accountability has caused a great stir in the educational leadership 

community.  There is cause for optimism, however, as this prior neglect is being 

eradicated, and new research is being conducted.  School leadership is being 

strengthened by recent findings and new experiences.  Principal turnover data will lend 

itself to more effective hiring and firing processes, as well as better preparation for 

aspiring leaders.  Effective leaders in every school are needed if our national 

educational goals are to be achieved, and if we are to remain competitive with the rest 

of the world, educationally.  
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APPENDIX A 
COUNTY PRINCIPAL TURNOVER, TEN-YEAR SPAN 

 

 
 
 
 

Figure A-1.  Percent of schools' principal turnover rates: TEN YEAR PERIOD 
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APPENDIX B 
FLORIDA COUNTY MAP 

 
 
 
 
By United States Census Bureau ([1]) [Public domain], via Wikimedia Common  
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APPENDIX C 
SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS: STUDENT ACHIVEMENT 

 
Figure C-1.  Elementary school FCAT Reading, Math Scores and number of principals.  

 

 

 
Figure C-2.  Middle school Reading, Math Scores and number of principals.  
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Figure C-3. High schools Reading, Math Scores and number of principals.  
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APPENDIX D 
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APPENDIX E 
RESEARCH PERMISSIONS 

 
 

 
 
 
 



 

92 

 
LIST OF REFERENCES 

Abelson, M., & Baysinger, B. (1984). Optimal and dysfunctional turnover: Toward an 
organizational level model. The Academy of Management Review, 9, 331–341. 

 
Anthes, K. (2002). School and district leadership. No Child Left Behind Policy Brief 

(Report No. ECS-GP-02-02). Retrieved from Education Commission of the 
States, Denver, CO, website: http://www.ecs.org/clearinghouse/34/62/3462.pdf. 

 
Ary, D., Jacobs, L. C., Razavieh, A. & Sorensen, C. (2006). Introduction to research in 

education (7th ed.). Belmont, CA: Thomson Wadsworth. 
 
Baker, B., & Cooper, B. (2005). Do principals with stronger academic backgrounds hire 

better teachers? Policy implications for improving high-poverty schools. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 41(3), 413-448. 

 
Baker, B., Orr, M., & Young, M. (2005). Academic drift, institutional production, and 

professional distribution of graduate degrees in educational leadership. 
Educational Administration Quarterly. 43(3), 279-318. 

 
Bass, B., & Stodgill, R. (1990).  Bass and Stodgill’s handbook of leadership: Theory, 

research, and managerial applications (3rd ed.).  The Free Press. Retrieved from: 
http://tocs.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/22997466.pdf 

 
Berrong, D. (2012). The relationship between principal turnover and student 

achievement in reading/english language arts and math grades six through eight. 
Liberty University, Doctoral Dissertations and Projects. Retrieved from: 
http://digitalcommons.liberty.edu/doctoral/520 

 
Beteille, T., Kalogrides, D., & Loeb, S. (2012). Stepping stones: Principal career paths 

and school outcomes. Social Science Research, 41(4), 904–919. See more at: 
http://cepa.stanford.edu/content/stepping-stones-principal-career-paths-and-
school-outcomes#sthash.HbO3qZaU.dpuf 

 
Blazer, C. (2010). Principal turnover. Information capsule. Volume 0914. Research 

Services, Miami-Dade County Public Schools.   
 
Bouchard, E. D., Cercone, L., Hayden, H., Riggens-Newby, C.G., & Zarlengo, P. (2002). 

Acknowledgements. Chronicles: A history of the development of the principals’ 
leadership network.  Addressing principal leadership challenges.  Brown 
University. Retrieved from: http://www.brown.edu/academics/education-
alliance/sites/brown.edu.academics.education-
alliance/files/publications/chrncl_pln.pdf 

 



 

93 

Bower, J. (2007). Solve the succession crisis by growing inside-outside leaders. 
Harvard Business Review.  Retrieved from: https://hbr.org/2007/11/solve-the-
succession-crisis-by-growing-inside-outside-leaders/ar/1 

 
Boyd, D., Grossman, P., Lankford, H., Loeb, S., & Wyckoff, J. (2008). Measuring effect 

sizes: The effect of measurement error. Working Paper prepared for the National 
Conference on Value-Added Modeling. University of Wisconsin-Madison April 22-
24, 2008. 

 
Branch, G. F., Hanushek, E. A., & Rivkin, S. G. (2012). Estimating the effect of leaders 

on public sector productivity: The case of school principals. Center for Analysis of 
Longitudinal Data in Education Research. Retrieved from:  
http://www.caldercenter.org/upload/Hanushek_Estimating-the-Effect-of-
Leaders.pdf. See more at: http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org/Main-
Menu/Staffingstudents/The-Principal-Perspective-at-a-glance/The-Principal-
Perspective-References.html#sthash.oifnST3S.dpuf 

 
Brewer, D. J. (1993). Principals and student outcomes: Evidence from U.S. high 

schools. Economics of Education Review, 12(4), 281-292. 
 
Brobeck, K. (2011). Turning over turnaround: A conversation with Joseph Murphy.  

Ideas in Action. Vanderbilt University Publications.  October 28, 2011.  Retrieved 
from: http://vanderbilt.edu/magazines/ideas-in-action/2011/10/turning-over-
turnaround/ 

 
Brown, M.C. (1982). Administrative succession and organizational performance—the 

succession effect. Administrative Science Quarterly, 27, 1-16. 
 
Bruggink, P. (2001). Principal succession and school improvement: The relationship 

between the frequency of principal turnover in Florida public schools from 1990- 
91 and school performance indicators in 1998-99. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, Florida State University. 

 
Bryk, A. S., Sebring, P. B., Allensworth, E., Luppescu, S., & Easton, J. Q. (2010). 

Organizing schools for improvement: Lessons from Chicago. Chicago, IL: 
University of Chicago Press. 

 
Burke, L. M. (2013). Why there’s a backlash against common core.  National Review 

Online. Retrieved from:  http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/344897/why-
there-s-backlash-against-common-core-lindsey-m-burke 

 
Burkhauser, S., Gates, S., Hamilton, L., & Ikemoto, G. (2012). First year principals in 

urban school districts: How actions and working conditions relate to outcomes.  
RAND Corporation.  Retrieved from: 
http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/technical_reports/2012/RAND_TR11
91.pdf 



 

94 

 
Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York: Harper & Row Publishers, Inc. 
 
Calkins, A., Guenther, W., Belfiore, G., & Lash, D. (2007). The turnaround challenge:  

Why America’s best opportunity to dramatically improve student achievement lies 
in our worst-performing schools.  Mass Insight Education & Research Institute. 

 
Cameron, A. C., & Trivedi, P. K. (1990). Regression-based tests for overdispersion in 

the Poisson model. Journal of Econometrics, 46, 347-364. 
 
Canole, M., & Young, M. (2013). Standards for educational leaders: An analysis.  

Council of Chief State School Officers, Washington, DC. Retrieved May 31, 2014 
http://www.ccsso.org/Documents/Analysis%20of%20Leadership%20Standards-
Final-070913-RGB.pdf 

 
Cash, J. (2008). Fastball leadership. Leadership, 37(3), 22-25. 
 
Charan, R. (2005, February).  Ending the CEO succession crisis. Harvard Business 

Review. Retrieved from: http://hbr.org/2005/02/ending-the-ceo-succession-
crisis/ar/1 

 
Chard, D., Vaughn, S., & Tyler, B. (2002).  A synthesis of research on effective 

interventions for building reading fluency with elementary students with learning 
disabilities.  Journal of Learning Disabilities, 35 (5), 386-406. 
http://www.wce.wwu.edu/depts/sped/forms/kens%20readings/instruction/instruct
%20effective%20interventions%20for%20building%20reading%20fluency%20ch
ard%202002.pdf 

 
Clark, D., Martorell, P., &  Rockoff, J. (2009). School principals and school performance. 

National Center for Analysis of Longitudinal Data in Education Research. 
Retrieved from http://www.caldercenter.org/upload/Working-Paper-38_FINAL.pdf 

 
Clotfelter, C., Ladd, H., Vigdor, J., & Wheeler, J. (2006). High poverty schools and 

distribution of teachers and principals. Paper presented at the UNC Conference 
on High Poverty Schooling in America, Chapel Hill, NC. 

 
Coelli, M., & Green, D. A. (2012). Leadership effects: School principals and student 

outcomes. Economics of Education Review, 31(1), 92-109. 
 
Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (2003). Applied multiple 

regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral sciences (3rd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 
Cohen, J., McCabe, L., Michelli, N. M., & Pickeral, T. (2009). School climate: Research, 

policy, practice, and teacher education. The Teachers College Record, 111(1), 
180-213. 



 

95 

 
Collier County Public Schools. (2012). Collier leadership evaluation model: Observation 

and evaluation forms and procedures for leadership practice. Retrieved from: 
http://www.collierschools.com/hr/docs/CLEM.pdf 

 
Collins, J., & Porras, J. (1994).  Built to last: Successful habits of visionary companies. 

New York: HarperCollins. 
  
Collins, J. (1995a). Change is good—but first, know what should never change. 

Fortune. Retrieved from: http://www.jimcollins.com/article_topics/articles/change-
is-good.html 

 
Collins, J. (1995b). Building companies to last. Inc. special issue: The state of small 

business. Retrieved from: 
http://www.jimcollins.com/article_topics/articles/building-companies.html 

 
Collins, J. (2001). Good to Great. New York: HarperCollins.  
 
Collins, J. (2007). Level 5 leadership. The Jossey-Bass reader on educational 

leadership, 2, 27-50. 
 
Conger, J. A. & Fulmer, R. M. (2003).  Developing your leadership pipeline. Harvard 

Business Review, 81, 76-84. 
 
Cortiella, C. (2007a). No child left behind and students with disabilities. The Exceptional 

Parent, 37(9), 70-73. 
 
Cortiella, C. (2007b). Rewards and roadblocks: How special education students are 

faring under no child left behind. The Center for Development & Learning, 
Metairie, LA. Retrieved from 
http://www.cdl.org/resourcelibrary/pdf/ncldrewardsandroadblocks.pdf 

 
Council of Chief State School Officers [CCSSO]. (1996). Interstate school leaders 

licensure consortium: Standards for school leaders. Washington, DC:  Author. 
 
Council of Chief State School Officers [CCSSO]. (2008a). Educational leadership policy 

standards: ISLLC 2008. Washington, DC: Author. Retrieved  May 13, 2014, from 
http://www.ccsso.org/Documents/2008/Educational_Leadership_Policy_Standard
s_2008.pdf. 

 
Council of Chief State School Officers [CCSSO]. (2008b). Performance expectations 

and indicators for education leaders. (N. M. Sanders & K. M. Kearney, Eds.). 
Washington, DC: Author. 

 
 



 

96 

Crary, D. (2005, July). Migrant worker’s children savor summer school. NBC News.  
Retrieved from: http://www.nbcnews.com/id/8630313/ns/us_news-
education/t/migrant-workers-children-savor-summer-school/#.VF5WavnF-So 

 
Darling-Hammond, L., LaPointe, M., Meyerson, D., Orr. M. T., & Cohen, C. (2007). 

Preparing school leaders for a changing world: Lessons from exemplary 
leadership development programs. Stanford, CA: Stanford University, Stanford 
Educational Leadership Institute. 

 
Denis, D. & Denis, D. K. (1995). Performance changes following top management 

dismissals. The Journal of Finance, 50, 1029-1057. 
 
Developing Leadership Capacity through Leadership Behaviors, Principal Planning 

Guide, SIRC. 
 
Dhuey, E., & Smith, J. (2011). How school principals influence student learning. 

Evanston, IL: Society for Research on Educational Effectiveness. 
 
Dillon, S. (2011, February 8). U.S. plan to replace principals hits snag: Who will step in? 

The New York Times. New York. Retrieved from 
www.nytimes.com/2011/02/08/.../08education.html 

 
Donald, B. (2012, February).  Stanford study finds widening gap between rich and poor 

students: Analysis of standardized tests over a 50-year period shows the 
achievement gap between rich and poor has grown steadily.  Stanford Report, 
Retrieved May 31, 2014 from: 
http://news.stanford.edu/news/2012/february/reardon-achievement-gap-
021312.html 

 
Drucker, P. (1954). The practice of management.  New York: Harper & Brothers. 
 
Drucker, P. (1967).  The effective executive. New York: Harper and Row.  
 
Drucker, P. (2002). The effective executive: The definitive guide to getting the right 

things done.  New York: Harper Collins. 
 
 
Duke, D. (2005).  Keys to sustaining successful school turnaround.  Darden-Curry 

Partnership for Leaders in Education. University of Virginia.  
 
Duke, D. (2008).  Diagnosing school decline.  Phi Delta Kappan, 89(9), 667-671.  
 
Duke, D., Carr, M., & Sterrett, W. (2012). The school improvement planning handbook: 

Getting focused for turnaround and transition. R&L Education. 
 



 

97 

Dyson, L. (2010). Unanticipated effects of children with learning disabilities on their 
families. Learning Disability Quarterly, 33(1), 43-55. 

 
Eberts, R., & Stone, J. (1988). Student achievement in public schools: Do principals 

make a difference? Economics of Education Review. 7(3), 291-299. 
 
Education Sector. (2011). A portrait of school improvement grantees. Washington, DC: 

American Institutes for Research. Retrieved from 
http://www.educationsector.org/publications/portrait-school-improvement-
grantees 

 
Education World. (2013). Meeting the educational needs of migrant students.   

Retrieved from: http://www.educationworld.com/a_curr/curr347.shtml 
 
Eilers, L. (2012). Essential leadership elements in implementing common core state 

standards. Delta Kappa Gamma Bulletin. Retrieved from: 
http://www.readperiodicals.com/201207/2724762271.html#ixzz33PkTmwcp 

 
Elfers,  A., Plecki, M., & Knapp, M. (2006). Teacher mobility: Looking more closely at 

the “movers” within a state system. Peabody Journal of Education, 81(3).  
 
Florida Counties Map. Retrieved April 7, 2014 from: 

http://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File%3AFlorida_counties_map.png 
 
Florida Department of Education [FLDOE]. (2014). www.fldoe.org 
 
Florida Senate Bill Summary 0736. Retrieved from: 

http://www.flsenate.gov/Committees/BillSummaries/2011/html/0736ED 
 
Fox, J., & Weisberg, S. (2011). An {R} companion to applied regression, (2nd ed.). 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
http://socserv.socsci.mcmaster.ca/jfox/Books/Companion  

 
Fullan, M. (1999). Change forces—the sequel. London: Falmer. 
 
Fullan, M. (2001). The new meaning of educational change (3rd ed.). New York: 

Teachers College Press. 
 
Fuller, E. (2012, July 16). Examining principal turnover. [blog article]. Retrieved from 

http://shankerblog.org/?p=6196 
 
Fuller, E., Young, M. D., & Orr, T. (2007). Career pathways of principals in Texas. Paper 

presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, Chicago, IL. 

 
 

http://www.educationsector.org/publications/portrait-school-improvement-grantees
http://www.educationsector.org/publications/portrait-school-improvement-grantees


 

98 

Gates, S., Ringel, J., Santibanez, L., Guarino, C., Ghosh-Dastidar, B., & Brown, A. 
(2005). Mobility and turnover among school principals. Economics of Education 
Review, 25, 289-302.  

 
Gates, S., Ringel, J., Santibanez, L., Ross, K., & Chung, C. (2003). Who is leading our 

schools? An overview of school administrators and their careers. RAND Santa 
Monica. 

 
Gill, J. (2013). Make room for the principal supervisors. New York: The Wallace 

Foundation. 
 
Gilson, T. (2008). Educational leadership:  Are we busy yet? American Secondary 

Education, 36(3), 84-97. 
 
Green, P. (2003).  The undocumented: Educating the children of migrant workers in 

America.  Bilingual Research Journal, 27(1), 51-71. 
 
Grusky, O. (1960). Administrative succession in formal organizations. Social Forces, 39, 

105-115. 
 
Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. (1996). Reassessing the principal’s role in school 

effectiveness: A review of empirical research, 1980–1995. Educational 
Administration Quarterly 32, 5-44. 

 
Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. (1998). Exploring the principal’s contribution to school 

effectiveness: 1980–1995. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 9, 
157-191.  

 
Hanson, E. (2003). Educational administration and organizational behavior (5th ed.). 

New York: Allyn & Bacon. 
 
Hart, A., & Ogawa, R. (1987). The influence of superintendents on the academic 

achievement of school districts. The Journal of Educational Administration, 25(1), 
72-84. 

 
Heck, R. H., & Hallinger, P. (1999). Next generation methods for the study of leadership 

and school improvement. In J. Murphy & K. S. Louis (Eds.), Handbook of 
research on educational administration (2nd ed.) pp. 141-162. San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 

 
Heitin, L. (2013). How does the U.S. stack up against other nations? Education Week: 

Teacher.  Retrieved from 
http://www.edweek.org/ew/section/multimedia/pisa_scores_comparison.html 

 



 

99 

Herzog, L. (2014).  Common core critics speak out at forum in Ridgewood. Retrieved 
from http://www.northjersey.com/news/education/common-core-critics-speak-out-
at-forum-in-ridgewood-1.1025976#sthash.0umsBY4F.dpuf 

 
Hill, S. (2008). Where will we find tomorrow’s leaders?  Harvard Business Review, 

86(1), 123-128. Retrieved from http://europepmc.org/abstract/med/18271324 
 
Horng, E. (2009). Teacher tradeoffs: Disentangling teachers’ preferences for working 

conditions and student demographics. American Educational Research, 46, 690–
717. 

 
Hull, J. (2012). The principal perspective: A full report.  The Center for Public Education.  

Retrieved from: http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org/principal-perspective 
 
ISLLC Standards. (2014). School Leadership Briefing. School Administration Publishing, 

LLC. Retrieved from http://www.schoolbriefing.com/isllc-standards/ 
 
Johnson, E., Humphrey, M., Mellard, D., Woods, K., & Swanson, H. (2010). Cognitive 

processing deficits and students with specific learning disabilities: A selective 
meta-analysis of the literature. Learning Disability Quarterly, 33(1), 3-18. 

 
Kannapel, P. J., & Clements, S. K., with Taylor, D., & Hibpshman, T. (2005). Inside the 

black box of high-performing high-poverty schools. Lexington, KY: Prichard 
Committee for Academic Excellence. 

 
Krathwohl, D. (1998). Methods of educational and social science research: An 

integrated approach (2nd ed.). New York: Longman. 
 
Kleiber, C., & Zeileis, A. (2008). Applied econometrics with R. New York:  Springer-

Verlag. ISBN 978-0-387-77316-2. URL http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=AER 
 

Lankford, H., Loeb, S., & Wyckoff, J. (2002). Teacher sorting and the plight of urban 
schools: A descriptive analysis. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 24 
(1) 37-62. 

 
Lashway, L. (2003).  Distributed leadership. Research Roundup, 19(4). Retrieved from: 

http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED477356 
 
Leithwood, K., & Riehl, C. (2003).  What we know about successful school leadership. A 

report by Division A of AERA.  National College for School Leadership.   
 
Leithwood, K., Seashore-Louis, K., Anderson, S., & Wahlstrom, K. (2004). How 

leadership influences student learning. Minneapolis, MN: Learning from 
Leadership Project. 

 



 

100 

Leithwood, K., Louis, K. S., Wahlstrom, K., Anderson, S., Mascall, B., & Gordon, M. 
(2009). How successful leadership influences student learning: The second 
installment of a longer story. In Second international handbook of educational 
change (pp. 611-629). Springer Netherlands. 

 
Leithwood, K., & Mascall, B. (2008). Collective leadership effects on student 

achievement. Educational Administrative Quarterly, 44(4), 529-561. 
 
Levine, A. (2005). Educating school leaders. The Education Schools Project. Retrieved 

from http://www.edschools.org/pdf/Final313.pdf  
 
Levy, A., Fields, E., & Jablonski, E. (2006, October). Overview of research: What we 

know and don’t know about the consequences of science and math teacher 
turnover. In NCTAF Symposium on the Scope and Consequences of K-12 
Science and Mathematics Teacher Turnover. 

 
Loeb, S., Kalogrides, D., & Béteille, T.  (2012). Effective schools: Teacher hiring, 

assignment, development, and retention. Education Finance and Policy, 7, in 
press.  

 
Loeb, S., Kalogrides, D., & Horng, E. (2010). Principal preferences and the unequal 

distribution of principals across schools. Education Evaluation and Policy 
Analysis, 32, 205-229.  

 
Loeb, S., & Reininger, M. (2004). Public policy and teacher labor markets: What we 

know and why it matters. East Lansing, MI: The Education Policy Center at 
Michigan State University. 

 
Martz, E. (2013).  Enough is enough!  Handling multicollinearity in regression analysis. 

The Minitab Blog.  Retrieved from: http://blog.minitab.com/blog/understanding-
statistics/handling-multicollinearity-in-regression-analysis 

 
Marzano, R. J. (2003). What works in schools. Alexandria, VA: Association for 

Supervision and Curriculum Development. 
 
Marzano, R. J. (2013).  Marzano school leadership evaluation model.  Washington 

State Teacher/Principal Evaluation Project.  Retrieved from http://tpep-
wa.org/the-model/framework-and-rubrics/leadership-frameworks/marzano-
school-leadership-evaluation-model/ 

 
Mattison, R. (2008). Characteristics of reading disability types in middle school students 

classified ED. Behavior Disorders, 34(1), 27-41. 
 
Mayhew, R. (2014). Employee turnover vs. attrition. Chron: Small Business. Retrieved 

from http://smallbusiness.chron.com/employee-turnover-vs-attrition-15846.html 
  



 

101 

McAdams, R. P. (1997). A systems approach to school reform. Phi Delta Kappan, 79(2), 
138-42. 

 
McEwan, E.K. (2003). 10 traits of highly effective principals: From good to great 

performance. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.  
 
McLaughlin, M. J. (2010). Evolving interpretations of educational equity and students 

with disabilities. Exceptional Children, 76(3), 265-278. 
 
Metropolitan Life Insurance Company. (2013, February 21). MetLife Survey of the 

American Teacher: Challenges for School Leadership (2012). New York: MetLife. 
Retrieved from at www.metlife.com/teachersurvey. 

 
Meyer, K. (2004). No child left behind: A national perspective. Spectrum: The Council of 

State Governments, 5-7. 
 
Meyer, M., & Macmillan, R. (2011). Principal succession and the micropolitics of 

educators in schools: Some incidental results from a larger study. Canadian 
Journal of Educational Administration and Policy. N(117). 

 
Meyer, M. J., Macmillan, R. B., & Northfield, S. (2009). Principal succession and its 

impact on teacher morale. International Journal of Leadership in Education, 
12(2), 171-185. 

 
Miklos, E. (1988). Administrative selection, career patterns, succession, and 

socialization. In N. J. Boyan (Ed.), Handbook of research on educational 
administration (pp. 53-76). New York: Longman. 

 
Miller, A. (2009).  Principal turnover, student achievement and teacher retention. 

Education Research Section. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University. Retrieved 
from:http://www.ers.princeton.edu/Miller.pdf 

 
Mitgang, L. (2003). Beyond the pipeline: Getting the principals we need, where they are 

needed. New York: The Wallace Foundation. 
 
Mobley, W. (1982). Some unanswered questions in turnover and withdrawal research. 

The Academy of Management Review, 7, 111-116. 
 
Moser, K. (2008). California’s community colleges struggle to recruit and retain 

presidents. The Chronicle of Higher Education, 55(13), B7-B8.   
 
Murphy, J. (2008a). Turnaround insights from the organizational sciences: A review of 

the empirical evidence and the development of a staged model of recovery with 
potential implications for the PK–12 education sector. Leadership and Policy in 
Schools, 7(4), 331-357. 

 



 

102 

Murphy, J. (2008b) The place of leadership in turnaround schools: Insights from 
organizational recovery in the public and private sectors. Journal of Educational 
Administration, 46(1), 74-98. 

 
Murphy, J., Elliot, S., Goldring, E., & Porter, A. (2006). Learning-centered leadership: A 

conceptual foundation.  Vanderbilt University.  New York: The Wallace 
Foundation. 

 
Ogawa, R., & Hart, A. (1985). The effect of principals on the instructional performance 

of schools. Journal of Educational Administration, 23(1), 59-72. 
 
Orr, M. T., King, C., &  LaPointe, M. (2010). Districts developing leaders: Lessons on 

consumer actions and program approaches from eight urban districts. Boston: 
Education Development Center, Inc. 

 
Papa, F., Lankford, H., & Wyckoff, J. (2002a). The attributes and career paths of 

principals: Implications for improving policy. New York: Teacher Policy Research 
Center, University at Albany, SUNY. 

 
Partlow, M. (2007).  Contextual factors related to elementary principal turnover.  

Planning and Changing, 38(1/2).  
 
Peske, H., & Haycock, K. (2006). Teaching inequality: How poor and minority students 

are shortchanged on teacher quality: A report and recommendations by the 
Education Trust. Education Resources Information Center. Retrieved from 
http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED494820 

 
Porter, A., Goldring, E., Elliott, S., Murphy, J., Polikoff, M., & Cravens, X. (2008). Setting 

performance standards for the VAL-ED: Assessment of principal eadership. 
Online Submission. 

 
Portin, B., Kapp, M., Dariff, S., Feldman, S., Russel, F., Samuelson, C., & Ling Yeh, T. 

(2009). Leadership for learning improvement in urban schools: Executive 
summary.  Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy, University of 
Washington.  

 
Portin, B., Schneider, P., DeArmond, M., & Gundlach, L. (2003). Making sense of 

leading schools: A study of the school principalship. Center on Reinventing 
Public Education, University of Washington. Retrieved from 
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/school-leadership/principal-
training/Pages/Making-Sense-of-Leading-Schools-Study-of-School-
Principalship.aspx 

 
R Core Team. (2013). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R 

Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. URL http://www.R-
project.org/. 



 

103 

 
Rainwater, L., & Smeeding, T. (1995). Doing poorly: The real income of American 

children in a comparative perspective. Luxembourg Income Study, 127.  
Retrieved from http://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED388743 

 
Rand Education. (2004). The careers of public school administrators. Research Brief: 

Rand Education. Santa Monica, CA. 
 
Rashotte, C. A., Torgesen, J. K., & Wagner, R. K. (1997). Longitudinal studies of 

phonological processing and reading. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 27(5), 276-
286. 

 
Ready, D., & Conger, J. (2007). Make your company a talent factory. Retrieved from 

http://www.martinmeister.cl/wp-content/uploads/2013/07/make-your-compagny-
a-talent-factory.pdf 

 
Reardon, S. (2011). The widening academic achievement gap between the rich and the 

poor: New evidence and possible explanations.  Retrieved from 
http://cepa.stanford.edu/content/widening-academic-achievement-gap-between-
rich-and-poor-new-evidence-and-possible#sthash.6azbIm7o.dpuf 

 
Riddile, M. (2012).  Ten keys to success: The principal’s role in implementing the 

common core. Reston, VA: National Association Secondary School Principals.  
 
Ringel, J., Gates, S., Chung, C., Brown, A., & Ghosh-Dastidar, B. (2004). Career paths 

of school administrators in Illinois: Insights from an analysis of state data. Santa 
Monica, CA: Rand Education. 

 
Rivers, A., & Sattler, C. (n.d.). School improvement and restructuring under NCLB 

[PowerPoint slides]. Retrieved from 
http://www.fldoe.org/bsa/title1/pdf/sirestructure.pdf 

 
Robinson, V. M., Lloyd, C. A., & Rowe, K. J. (2008). The impact of leadership on 

student outcomes: An analysis of the differential effects of leadership types. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 44 (5), 635-674.   

 
Rodgers, H., & Payne, L. (2007). Child poverty in the American states: The impact of 

welfare reform, economics, and demographics. Policy Studies Journal. Retrieved 
from http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1541-
0072.2007.00204.x/abstract 

 
Ronfeldt, M., Loeb, S., & Wyckoff, J. (2013). How teacher turnover harms student 

achievement. American Educational Research Journal, 50(1), 4-36. 
 
Ross, M. (1998). The American college president. Washington, DC: American Council 

for Education (ACE). 



 

104 

 
Rothwell, W. (2010).  Preface. Effective succession planning: Ensuring leadership 

continuity, and building talent from within.  New York: AMACOM.   
 
Roza, M. (2003). A matter of definition: Is there truly a shortage of school principals? 

Center on Reinventing Public Education, University of Washington. 
 
Salmonowicz, M. (2009). Meeting the challenge of school turnaround: Lessons from the 

intersection of research and practice. Phi Delta Kappan, 91(3). Retrieved from 
http://www.pdkintl.org/kappan/k_v91/docs/k0911sal.pdf 

 
Samuels, C. (2012) Study: Principal turnover bodes poorly for schools. Education 

Week. 31 (23), 10. 
 
Seashore-Louis, K., Leithwood, K., Wahlstrom, K. L., & Anderson, S. E. (2010). 

Learning from leadership: Investigating the links to improved student learning. St. 
Paul, MN: University of Minnesota, Center for Applied Research and Educational 
Improvement. 

 
Schaeffer, L. (2002). The leadership journey.  Harvard Business Review,  80(10), 42-47. 
 
Sheppard, R. (2010). Determining factors that influence high school principal turnover 

over a five year period. (Doctoral dissertation). University of North Texas. 
Retrieved from 
http://digital.library.unt.edu/ark:/67531/metadc28476/m2/1/high_res_d/dissertatio
n.pdf 

 
Sparks, D. (2013). Strong teams, strong schools. Journal of Staff Development, 34(2), 

28-30. 
 
Stogdill, R. M. (1974). Handbook of leadership: A survey of the literature. New York: 

Free Press. 
 
Stuit, D. (2010). Are bad schools immortal? The scarcity of turnarounds and shutdowns 

in both charter and district sectors. Washington, DC: Thomas B. Fordham 
Institute.  

 
Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2007). Using multivariate statistics (5th ed.). Boston, 

MA: Allyn and Bacon. 
 
Torgesen, J. K. (1989). Cognitive and behavioral characteristics of children with learning 

disabilities: Concluding comments. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 22(3),166-
168. 

 
Tucker, J. (2010, March 26). 5 S.F. School principals under fire. San Francisco 

Chronicle.  



 

105 

 
The Wallace Foundation. (2011). Request for proposals: Building a better principal 

pipeline to boost student achievement: A Wallace demonstration project with 
districts and principal training programs. New York: Author. 

 
The Wallace Foundation. (2012). The school principal as leader: Guiding schools to 

better teaching and learning. New York: Author. 
 
The Wallace Foundation. (2013). Summary. Studies find high churn among school 

principals. New York: Author. Retrieved from 
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/school-leadership/principal-
training/Documents/Six-Districts-Begin-the-Principal-Pipeline-Initiative.pdf 

 
Thurlow, M. L., Sinclair, M. F., & Johnson, D. R. (2002, July). Students with disabilities 

who drop out of school: Implications for policy and practice. Issue Brief, 1(2). 
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota, Institute on Community Integration, 
National Center on Secondary Education and Transition. 

 
Usdan, M., McCloud, B., & Podmostko, M. (2000). Leadership for student learning: 

reinventing the principalship. Washington, DC: Institute for Educational 
Leadership. Retrieved from http://www.iel.org/programs/21st/reports/principal.pdf  

 
U.S. Department of Education. (2001). Digest of education statistics. Washington, DC. 
 
U.S. Department of Education. (2010). Guidance on fiscal year 2010 school 

improvement grants. Washington, DC. 
 
Wahlstrom, K. L., & Louis, K. S. (2008). How teachers experience principal leadership: 

The roles of professional community, trust, efficacy, and shared responsibility. 
Educational Administration Quarterly, 44(4), 458-495. 

 
Waters, T., Marzano, R. J., & McNulty, B. (2003). Balanced leadership: What 30 years 

of research tells us about the effect of leadership on student achievement. (A 
working paper). Retrieved from ERIC database (Accession No. ED481972). 

 
Weinstein, M., Jacobowitz, R., Ely, T., Landon, K., & Schwartz, A. E. (2009). New 

schools, new leaders: A study of principal turnover and academic achievement at 
new high schools in New York City. New York: The Institute for Education and 
Social Policy, New York University. 

 
White, R., & Cooper, K. (2011). Principals in succession: Transfer and rotation in 

educational administration. Dordrecht: Springer. 
 
Weisberg, S. (2005). Multiple regression. Applied Linear Regression (3rd ed.), 47-68. 

New York: Wiley/Interscience. 
 



 

106 

Wiersema, M. (2002). Holes at the top: Why CEO firings backfire.  Harvard Business 
Review.  Retrieved from https://hbr.org/product/holes-at-the-top-why-ceo-firings-
backfire/an/R0212E-PDF-ENG 
 



 

107 

BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH 

Sarah Burd grew up in Easton, Pennsylvania, and received her Bachelor of 

Science degree from Samford University (Birmingham, AL) in 2000, with a major in 

early childhood and elementary education. She completed her Master of Science 

degree in elementary education also at Samford University in 2001. In fall 2007, she 

began a part-time doctoral program while working full-time as an early childhood 

education teacher. She graduated in August 2009 with an Education Specialist degree 

in educational leadership from the University of Florida (Gainesville) before attaining her 

Doctor of Education degree in educational leadership in August 2014. Sarah has taught 

early childhood, elementary school, and high school. She currently teaches English at 

Naples High School. Sarah is married to Evan Burd.  They are the proud parents of 

triplet boys: Everett, Jack and Owen, all age 4.  

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	LIST OF TABLES
	LIST OF FIGURES
	LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
	INTRODUCTION
	Background
	Problem Statement
	Purpose of the Study
	Significance of the Study
	Research Question
	Research Hypotheses
	Null Hypotheses
	Identification of Variables
	Research Plan

	Summary

	REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
	Introduction
	Leadership Turnover and Succession in the Private Sector
	Leadership in Schools
	Principal Turnover
	Low-Performing Schools
	Turnaround Schools
	Principal Turnover and Low-Socioeconomic Schools
	Students with Disabilities (SWD)
	Migrant Students
	Certification and Training
	Teacher Turnover
	Effective Principals
	Principal Assessment Data

	Summary

	METHODS
	Participants
	Setting
	Instrumentation
	Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test
	Adequate Yearly Progress

	Procedures
	Data Sources
	Access to the Data
	Demographic Profiles
	Reading and Math Achievement

	Data Analysis
	Poisson and Quasi-Poisson Regression
	Poisson and Quasi-Poisson Regression Assumptions

	Summary

	FINDINGS
	Assumptions
	Hypothesis-Testing Results
	Reading Model
	Math Model
	Minority Model
	Low-SES Model


	DISCUSSION
	Summary of Findings
	Review of the Research Questions
	Review of the Hypothesis and Null Hypothesis
	Null Hypotheses

	Discussion of Finding in Light of Relevant Literature
	Reading FCAT and Principal Turnover Findings
	Math FCAT and Principal Turnover Findings
	Minority Rate and Principal Turnover Findings
	Low-SES and Principal Turnover Findings

	Study Limitations and Recommendations for Further Research
	Implications
	Limitations
	Recommendations
	Conclusion

	COUNTY PRINCIPAL TURNOVER, TEN-YEAR SPAN
	FLORIDA COUNTY MAP
	SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS: STUDENT ACHIVEMENT
	DATA FILE
	RESEARCH PERMISSIONS
	LIST OF REFERENCES
	BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

