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Editorial___________________________________________________________________________

Leading and Sustaining a Strong Culture for Post-pandemic Schools
Ken Mitchell, EdD
Editor
AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice

Peter Drucker’s adage, “Culture eats strategy for breakfast,” has been misconstrued as rationale for a
leader’s resignation to powerful cultural forces. Indeed, traditions, espoused values, underlying
assumptions and beliefs, and the influence of “tribal elders” inhabit the deep cultural foundations of
organizations. Drucker, the legendary management guru, recognized the rootedness of such
foundations. He did not, however, concede to their intractability. But before leaders can act, culture
needs to be understood.
Leadership actions do not have to be about radically reforming or subverting an organization’s culture.
Instead, they should organically and collaboratively reshape that which needs revitalization by building
upon and respecting established values and traditions. Entering leaders attuned to an organization’s
culture and climate as they develop their strategic initiatives will likely find more success than those
predisposed to disrupting the status quo, even when conditions might call for radical change.
Being highly collaborative can slow things down, but the results from work that engages the
stakeholders, and leaders who empathize with those dealing with ground-level challenges and
strategize through organizational learning have the potential of making enduring shifts in the culture.
Heifitz (2009) describes the lasting influence of adaptive change that addresses root cause issues, often
embedded within the culture. There are no shortcuts or innovations du jour. The work is hard and
requires patience.
The Spring 2021 issue of the AASA Journal of Scholarship & Practice is about such work. Our
contributors examine, through their studies and experiences, the responsibility of leaders to
intentionally foster healthy and equitable cultures and climates, especially as we approach postpandemic schooling:
•
•
•
•

How can leaders better understand climate?
How do leaders develop a culture to foster staff resiliency?
How do leaders influence culture by their school business decisions?
How do structures and routines strengthen culture and climate?
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Mullen, Shields, & Tienken (2021) in “Developing Teacher Resilience and Resilient School Cultures”
consider the current COVID-19 moment, in a timely piece that asks the question: “What factors and
processes contribute to teacher resilience and the ability to overcome adversity?” Before sharing their
original research, they cite literature that emphasizes the importance of a caring school culture:
A supportive, caring school culture is crucial for teacher resilience (Ryan, 2020; Tait,
2008; Yost, 2006). Environments with high expectations, clear administrative goals,
meaningful participation of teachers in decision-making, and collaboration among
teachers all influenced teacher resilience and retention.
Lake Placid (NY) Superintendent, Roger Catania, in a pandemic-inspired commentary, uses an equity
lens to provoke district leaders to reflect on how their decisions to work with corporations influence
social and economic inequities that affect children, schools, and society:
“As we are invited to reimagine education in a post-pandemic environment, we must be
willing to consider ways that public institutions can impact an environment in which
social and economic inequality prevents children from advancing in life. Demanding
that we only do business with corporations whose employment and organizational
practices favor a better life for all citizens is not asking too much.”
Mayger (2021) shares her original research that provides leaders with a practical and proactive
consideration of developing structures that contribute to the organizational culture: “How do
organizational routines facilitate continuity and improvement in community schools?” The researcher
found that “developing structures that routinize constructive norms rather than depending on
individual actors to behave in beneficial ways,” sustains school improvement at the cultural level
and in consideration of the climate. Citing the literature, “Changes are most likely to take hold in
organizational climates where there is strong interpersonal trust and stakeholders develop common
expectations for their individual roles and responsibilities (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; FitzGerald &
Quiñones, 2018; Medina et al., 2019; Sanders & Harvey, 2002),” Mayger then shares advice from a
participant in her study:
“You need to make sure that the people that you have involved believe in what you’re
doing with the model. And you need to constantly remind people why they are here.
Because if you don’t do that, you do the groundwork, and then, all of a sudden,
everything falls apart. The real work is to sustain the model.”

Zullig, Keith, & Hubner (2021) share their original research about the development and use of a school
climate survey (SCM). Claiming there is “a relative dearth of psychometrically sound measures
available to assess students’ perception of their school’s climate,” the researchers provide school
leaders with evidence about their instrument’s application while assuring us that “the SCM can provide
a comprehensive and nuanced look at students’ school environment perceptions, yielding valuable
hypotheses about their school behavior, subjective well-being, and academic success.”
Finally, in a review of Responsive Schooling for Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students
(Zacarian & Soto, 2020), Art Stellar critiques a work that encourages culturally responsive leadership
to help their educators in addressing the cultural differences of their students.
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The publication of the Spring 2021 issue of the JSP comes at a time of optimism: It is the spring, a
time of renewal. There is a hopefulness that the pandemic is beginning to recede. The world is warily
reopening.
As I work with and listen to aspiring and experienced school leaders, I am observing an energy and a
renewed yet cautious confidence about the challenges that remain: We are tired. This was difficult, but
we have not been able to get through this by simply enhancing our technical skills. We have learned
new lessons about rapid adaptation, compromise, collaboration, and student priorities. Sadly, we
have also witnessed a greater exposure to the unresolved inequities that victimize our children and
pervade our culture and society.
A leader’s failure to understand and attend to a school system’s culture and climate, especially during
the times in which we live, enables organizational stagnation while doing nothing to advance the
instructional priorities. With Drucker’s admonition as context, we invite the reader to consider the
ideas and research of this issue’s contributors about ways to enhance the cultures of their institutions.
We are at a hopeful and opportunistic moment for such work.
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Developing Teacher Resilience and Resilient School Cultures
Carol A. Mullen, PhD
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Assistant Principal
Rustburg High School
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Abstract
Teacher resilience in a pandemic is a timely topic for America’s superintendents. This literature
review focuses on teacher resilience and retention, with relevance for building resilient school cultures.
The question guiding analysis of studies was, “What factors and processes contribute to teacher
resilience and the ability to overcome adversity?” Findings were that individual and contextual factors
of resilience impact teachers’ ability to persevere, as well as schools’ capacity to retain novice
teachers. Resilience is associated with retention, job satisfaction, and other positive outcomes.
Actions for developing teacher resilience and resilient school cultures are identified. K–12 teachers
who attend to factors of resilience can better adapt and overcome adversity. School district leaders
who encourage teacher resilience can foster resilient school cultures.

Key Words
contextual factors, individual factors, literature review, school culture, teacher resilience, teacher
retention
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Cultivating resilience to adversity is gaining
attention during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Around the globe, unforeseen adversities
present educational institutions with
extraordinary challenges. The adaptability and
well-being of educators is being tested. Stay-athome, physical-distancing, and other directives
take a toll on people and schools. Wellness
pedagogies and practices of schools that
treat health and caring as priorities matter
to survival (Ryan, 2020).
Helping teachers to be resilient could be
an imperative in times of crisis that threaten
school cultures. Little is known about why
veteran teachers choose to remain in the
classroom, making teaching their life’s career,
and what characteristics of resilience they
demonstrate. As educational leadership and
administration (EDL/EDA) scholar–
practitioners, we offer a timely study for
resilience-building within the teacher self and
in schools.
While much research investigates
individual and contextual factors of resilience,
few sources address veteran teachers’
resilience. In response, we bring to the fore an
often-neglected aspect of teacher
development—veteran teacher resilience,
connecting to retention, culture, and leadership.
Developing resiliency is a complex
developmental process. Effective adaptations
to the environment and learning from
challenging situations are involved.
Resilience generally refers to optimism,
bouncing back from adversity, or bettering
oneself through challenges. We define
teacher resilience as a capacity to adapt that
has been developed or learned, and using
strategies to overcome adversity and achieve
“good outcomes despite serious threats to

adaptation or development” (Masten, 2001, p.
228; Ainsworth & Oldfield, 2019; Mansfield
et al., 2012, 2016; Taylor, 2013).
Encouraging teacher resilience and
fostering resilient schools is, arguably, a key
responsibility of school district leadership
(Ryan, 2020; Sedivy-Benton & Boden-McGill,
2012) that the pandemic has magnified.
Understanding that teacher resilience is vital to
improving teacher retention and educational
organizations, we wanted to know the major
challenges teachers encounter and strategies for
dealing with them. In order to analyze studies,
however, we needed to consider what both
facilitates and obstructs the development of
resilience for novice and preservice teachers.
Teachers are the backbone of school
communities, yet they leave their schools and
even teaching in droves. In the United States,
teacher education programs cannot seem to
produce enough graduates to replace them
(Qarni & Pianta, 2018).
Research confirms that poor working
conditions, inadequate administrative support,
noncompetitive compensation, and subpar
induction programs contribute to teacher
attrition (Allensworth et al., 2009; Boyd et al.,
2011; Curtis, 2012; Dupriez et al., 2016;
Fontaine et al., 2012; Kukla-Acevedo, 2009;
Sedivy-Benton & Boden-McGill, 2012).
School communities suffer from teacher
shortages (Boyd et al., 2011). In Virginia, for
example, 22% of teachers do not return after
year one and 50% leave after year four (Qarni
& Pianta, 2018).
These proportions can be even greater
in underperforming, poorly resourced schools
that struggle with employing well-qualified
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teachers. Retaining teachers is particularly
challenging in rural communities with low
socioeconomic status and schools serving a
disproportionate ratio of underserved groups
(Allensworth et al., 2009). Such demographic
factors impact teachers’ decision to remain in
the classroom (Perrachione et al., 2008).
To improve teacher retention and attract
teachers, schools increase salaries, create
induction programs, incorporate professional
development (PD), and add performance
incentives (Garcia et al., 2009). Perhaps
surprisingly, the impact of teacher resilience on
retention is under-researched (Mansfield et al.,
2016), particularly concerning veteran teachers.
The present review adds to the body of
knowledge so teachers and schools can benefit.
This paper presents school district
leaders with a review of literature on teacher
resilience and retention that extends to
building resilient school cultures.
The question guiding analysis of
studies was, “What factors and processes
contribute to teacher resilience and the ability
to overcome adversity?” Next, we describe
our research methods, followed by a
teacher resilience framework we adopted, our
synthesis of findings, and then conclusions.

framework. Keywords included teacher
retention (2,842), teacher shortage (2,395),
teacher commitment (2,285), teacher hope and
passion (1,211), and teacher resilience (and
resiliency) (219).
For topical abstracts, the article was
read and jointly analyzed. Results narrowed,
yielding 283 abstracts for inspection. In
Microsoft Excel, a chart (summarizing
methods, findings, implications for research
and practice, etc.) organized the 91 sources
chosen. Within the documents, search terms
were counted and extracted, with keywordembedded contexts tracked. Emergent themes,
reflecting intercoder reliability, were identified.

Teacher Resilience Framework
Teacher resilience expert Caroline Mansfield
created a framework that we used to organize
the review. Based on 23 aspects of teacher
resilience as perceived by graduating and early
career teachers, Mansfield et al. (2012)
identified 4 dimensions of resilience:
•

•

Methods
This systematic review of literature was
organized to address factors and processes that
contribute to veteran teachers’ decision to
remain in their school and the profession.
Criteria and search terms were established for
searching peer-reviewed empirical studies
published between 2000 and June 2020. To
analyze documents, we derived our search
terms from the guiding question and initial
review of Mansfield et al.’s (2012) descriptive

•

•

Professional factors: committed
students, organization and
preparation, effective teaching skills,
adaptability, reflection;
Social factors: strong interpersonal
and communication skills, problemsolving, developing support and
relationships, seeking help;
Motivational factors: optimism,
persistence, focus on improvement,
self-efficacy, setting realistic goals
and expectations, maintaining
motivation and enthusiasm, enjoying
challenges;
Emotional factors: sense of humor,
not taking things personally,
regulating emotion, bouncing back
from challenges, coping skills, caring
for one’s own well-being
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Developing this frame, we assigned
individual factors (e.g., professional
autonomy) and contextual factors (e.g.,
commitment) of resilience for each

dimension (e.g., professional). Table 1
identifies factors attributed to Mansfield et
al.’s (2012) dimensions of resilience.

Table 1
Factors Illustrating Resilience Dimensions
Professional

Social

Motivational

Emotional

Professional autonomy

Positive relationships

Optimism

Religion

Commitment

Problem solving

Education viewed as
important

Values

Flexible locus of control

Opportunity to build
professional relationships

Self-efficacy

Beliefs

Professional skills

Meaningful participation in
decision making

Calling to teach

Emotions

Making a difference

Induction/coaching
programs

Intrinsic motivation

Passion for their career

Reflection

Perseverance through
challenges

Love for children

Work conditions

School culture

Ability to bounce back

Small class size

Motivated students

Administrative support

Competitive compensation

Funding for programs

Parental support

Reduced workload

Clear administrative goals

Behavioral climate

Sound PD
Facilities
Safety
Note. Individual and contextual factors are specified from sources reviewed; contextual factors are differentiated with shading; the
factors illustrate Mansfield et al.’s (2012) dimensions of resilience.

Resilience Findings from Studies

associated with retention, job satisfaction, and
other positive outcomes for teachers and
schools.

Individual and contextual factors of resilience
impact teachers’ development and ability to
persevere. These also influence school leaders’
Actions for developing teacher
capacity to retain new and early-career
resilience and resilient school cultures are
teachers. Teachers who choose to stay in the
identifiable in organizational resilience, which
classroom and profession likely demonstrate
is a school’s capacity to adequately react to the
characteristics of resilience. Resilience is
__________________________________________________________________________________
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unexpected and recover from disruption and
crises (Duchek, 2020). Individual factors (e.g.,
self-efficacy) of resilience occur inside the
teacher, whereas contextual factors (e.g.,
administrative support) originate outside
(Ainsworth & Oldfield, 2019;

Mansfield et al., 2016). Table 2 highlights
these factors, each with a number denoting how
many sources mentioned it (e.g., 10 of them
observed self-efficacy as an individual factor, 7
sources cited administrative support as a
contextual factor).

Table 2
Factors Influencing Teacher Resilience
Individual Factors of Resilience
Factor

Contextual Factors of Resilience
Source

Self-efficacy
Positive relationships
Passion for their career
Optimism
Commitment
Emotions
Intrinsic motivation
Perseverance through challenges
Religion
Flexible locus of control
Professional autonomy
Making a difference
Reflection
Problem solving
Ability to bounce back
View of education as important
Calling to teach
Professional skills
Values

10
7
5
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
1

Beliefs

1

Love for children

1

Individual factors of teacher resilience
Teachers’ drive to perform—their motivation—
is considered the most prevalent “personal
resource” for resilience. Having a sense of
purpose or vocation defends against burnout,
and taking initiative exercises one’s agency.

Factor

Source

Administrative support
Meaningful participation in decisions
School culture
Work conditions
Competitive compensation
Reduced workload
Opportunity to build relationships
Sound PD
Behavioral climate
Empowerment
Motivated students
Small class size
Parental support
Financial support for programs
Clear administrative goals
Autonomy in the classroom
Facilities
Safety
Induction/coaching programs

7
7
6
5
5
5
5
3
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

Efficacy is another important resource
(Mansfield et al., 2016). Motivational
resilience influences teachers’ ability to
persevere in the classroom, be effective, and
show improvement. Students’ capacity to
persevere, learn, and improve influences

__________________________________________________________________________________
Vol. 18, No. 1 Spring 2021
AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice

13

teachers’ motivation, which guides classroom
work, facilitates achievement, and maintains
expected behaviors (Chiong et al., 2017).
Seeking to discover why teachers stayed
in an urban school, Walker (2004) identified as
influences (a) effectiveness working with
youngers; (b) good relationships within the
district; and (3) a sense of self-satisfaction.
Polidore et al. (2010) found that the individual
resilience factors of three veteran African
American female teachers who faced
significant adversity in their careers were
moral/spiritual support, flexible locus of
control, control of events, importance of
education, positive relationships, bias for
optimism, enjoyment of change, and deep
commitment. Taylor’s (2013) study involving
four African American rural teachers supported
these factors, adding self-efficacy owing to
their belief that they could make meaningful
contributions to teaching.
Besides these resilience attributes, Gu
and Day (2013) identified a calling to teach, as
did Bennett et al. (2013), who found that
veteran teachers felt passionate about their
career. Hong (2012) confirmed self-efficacy
and positive student relationships as variables
of teacher resilience, also identifying beliefs
and emotions. Comparing teachers who leave
and stay, Hong uncovered that those who
departed displayed weaker self-efficacy and
had less administrative support.
Yost (2006) examined the personal selfefficacy of novice teachers who were adjusting
in their first year. They attributed their earlier
positive student teaching experiences to feeling
self-confident and competent. Perrachione et
al. (2008) added that personal teaching efficacy
influences retention and that teacher interaction
with students and job satisfaction are also
important individual factors.

Fostering resilience through learning
experiences can boost teacher confidence and
self-efficacy (Tait, 2008). Novice teachers that
demonstrate resilience, personal efficacy, and
emotional intelligence were able to show
competence, act on opportunities to develop
confidence, and engage in problem solving.
Notably, they could “rebound after a difficult
experience; learn from experience and set
goals; take care of [themselves]; and [remain
optimistic]” (Tait, p. 69; Yost, 2006).
Martin (2016) explored retention
pertaining to special education teachers, whose
retention is generally lower than general
education teachers. The inquiry centered on
how passion and perseverance for long-term
goals may impact retention. Special educators
who displayed these qualities, and devoted
themselves to teaching, were observed as
having positive relationships, persevering
despite obstacles, and working hard at what
they love.
Teacher perspectives on hope as a
sustaining influence led Levine (2013) to
conclude that veteran teachers feel they make a
difference through their student advocacy.
They seem to be guided by a faith-based call to
teach and attain professional autonomy and
respect. Towers (2017), who explored why
long-serving teachers stayed in challenging
London primary schools, learned that they felt
fulfilled from influencing children’s lives,
sharing bonds and dynamic relationships with
colleagues, and having love for students and
staff. The teachers expressed feeling
comfortable and confident in their abilities and
displaying self-efficacy at work.
Contextual factors of teacher resilience
The ability to become (more) resilient may
fluctuate depending on environmental
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conditions and challenges. Owing to the
influence of contextual factors, cultivating
teacher resilience requires a multipronged
approach to resilient adaptation and functioning
in school cultures. Perrachione et al. (2008)
identified highly motivated students, peer
support, positive school environment, and small
class size as contextual factors impacting
teachers. Leadership, culture, and teacher
workload can be turned into resilient-promoting
interventions to support teachers and enhance
resilience (Ainsworth & Oldfield, 2019).
Regarding teachers’ decision to stay or
leave, Kukla-Acevedo (2009) found that
workplace conditions (e.g., administrative
support, financial support, paperwork, and
stress) impacted the decision. In Dupriez et
al.’s (2016) study of teacher turnover and the
reasons beginning teachers leave, job
conditions and teacher qualifications were
predictive variables; being under-qualified and
lacking qualifications made it difficult to
handle job conditions. Even teachers with
additional qualifications (e.g., graduate
degrees) were likely to leave, owing to
environmental challenges like weak school
cultures and problems with teaching.
A supportive, caring school culture is
crucial for teacher resilience (Ryan, 2020; Tait,
2008; Yost, 2006). Malloy and Allen’s (2007)
research at a rural elementary school with high
teacher retention was conducted to determine
whether culture and practice can impact teacher
resilience. Environments with high
expectations, clear administrative goals,
meaningful participation of teachers in
decision-making, and collaboration among
teachers all influenced teacher resilience and
retention.
Developing teacher resilience and
perseverance through a strong community of

practice, purpose, attention, opportunities,
respect, and PD are supported in research.
These factors were referenced by satisfied
teachers in Australia whose reasons for staying
included having opportunities to implement
their ideas collaboratively, partake in decisionmaking, and experience PD and interaction;
also important was having classroom control
and proficiency (Whipp & Salin, 2018).
In support of these outcomes, US-based
veteran teachers gave seven reasons for
staying: purpose in teaching, positive
relationships, passion for teaching, supportive
school culture, passion for curricular content,
accommodating work schedule, and no other
opportunities available (Authors, 2020).
Le Cornu (2013) advised principals to find
ways for teachers to collaborate and experience
professional learning communities (PLCs).
Supportive collegial relationships are essential
for developing and sustaining teacher resilience
(Mansfield et al., 2016; Nydoye et al., 2010).
Evidently, support from school leaders
substantially influences teachers’ career
decisions. Studying their intentions to stay or
leave North Carolina charter schools, Nydoye
et al. (2010) examined school leadership and
teacher empowerment. School leadership
proved to be a strong predictor of teachers’
retention. Empowerment, a critical component
in administrator support of teachers, played a
role in whether they remained. Teachers also
expressed the need for a support system and
collaborative problem-solving.
Empowering teachers as leaders and
participatory decision makers can increase a
culture’s resilience. Boyd et al. (2011) found
that teachers who felt they had influence over
school policy, administration, staff relations,
student behavior, facilities, and safety were
much more likely to stay. These outcomes
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were echoed in Glazer’s (2018) study of
experienced teachers who left teaching despite
having made major contributions.
Teachers who had little control over
curriculum and test results, and felt a lack of
agency, were more inclined to leave. Teacher
autonomy and having influence and some
control in the school help facilitate resilience
within cultures perceived as supportive
(Nydoye et al., 2010). Factors that teachers
could not control—working conditions and
administrative support—had significance in
Sedivy-Benton and Boden-McGill’s (2012)
study, indicating that these areas of leadership
do affect their retention.
To illustrate, teacher compensation
impacts working conditions and teacher morale
and retention. In one study, teachers mostly
responded that they would stay in the
profession until retirement or inability to do the
job (Sedivy-Benton & Boden-McGill, 2012).
The higher the salary, the more likely
they were to remain. In Texas, the more
teachers were paid, the lower the turnover; in
California, the probability of attracting highly
qualified teachers to underperforming schools
and retaining them with an incentive increased
by 28% (Garcia et al., 2009). Struggling
schools depend on reward structures to impact
retention.
Teacher stress and burnout
Around 25% of teachers burn out in their first
year (Fitchett et al., 2018). Feeling exhausted,
they can lack a sense of personal
accomplishment (Grayson & Alvarez, 2008).
Resilience can act as a buffer against
distress and burnout, and contribute to wellness
and positive relationships: “Teachers who
develop higher levels of resilience feel less

emotionally drained, derive a greater sense of
satisfaction from their work, and can interact
positively with others” (Richards et al., 2016, p.
530). Pretsch et al. (2012) also found that
resilience can predict well-being in teachers
above and beyond a vulnerability to stress and
negative affectivity. Resilience, specifically
intrinsic factors (e.g., motivation and selfefficacy), contributed to health perception and
reduced perceived stress among the teachers
they studied.
When teachers overcome extreme
hardships (e.g., excessive workload, resource
deprivation, weak administrative support, or
poor compensation), they develop resilience
and the capacity to excel (Boyd et al., 2011;
Dupriez et al., 2016; Kukla-Acevedo, 2009;
Sedivy-Benton & Boden-McGill, 2012). To
offset problems that worsen working
conditions, resilient teachers use various
strategies (Castro et al., 2010).
Strategies that cultivate resilience
Critical thinking, problem-solving, helpseeking, induction, coaching, collaboration,
self-regulation, relationship management, PD,
PLCs, rejuvenation, and culture building are all
resilience strategies benefitting teachers (Castro
et al., 2010). Other teacher resilience strategies
are acting from core values and focusing on
student learning and interaction. Teachers who
initiate advancing their skills and improving
their cultures demonstrate resilience, possibly
modeling it (Patterson et al., 2004).
To effectively support these strategies,
goals are set. For example, coaching supports
resilience just as do PLCs. To develop
organizational resilience, teachers need support
groups, a safe atmosphere, and targeted
coaching or PD. Opportunities should facilitate
participation in communities, networks, and
leadership (Yonezawa et al., 2011).
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Generally, PLCs address teacher
development and student attainment; PD
accounts for educators’ interests (e.g.,
collective resilience in the wake of pandemics)
and tenacious school problems (e.g., student
dropout and re-engagement; Patterson et al.,
2004).
Realities of teaching that impede novice
teachers’ adaptation must be made known to
preservice teachers (Fontaine et al., 2012).
Prevailing contextual factors of schooling that
affect teacher self-efficacy and morale include
poor working conditions, difficult work
assignments, little administrative support, and
lack of compensation (Curtis, 2012).
In their preparatory programs, teacher
candidates must also learn about strategies that
cultivate resilience. Gains can be realized from
opportunities for resilience comprehension and
development that build courage, teach skills
and attitudes, provide helpful supports,
cultivate quality relationships, and facilitate
specific roles for preservice teachers and
coaches (Mansfield et al., 2016).
Outcomes associated with resilience
Resilience predicts teacher morale, success, and
other outcomes (Pretsch et al., 2012). In fact,
resilience is associated with “numerous positive
outcomes for teachers including job
satisfaction, commitment, efficacy, motivation,
well-being and positive sense of identity”
(Mansfield & Beltman, 2019, p. 583).
Learning how to “bounce back” from
challenging experiences, teachers gain insight
and empowerment. They can even have a
positive effect on weak school cultures
(Allensworth et al., 2009; Perrachione et al.,
2008).

Implications for Practice
Attending to factors of resilience can help
teachers become more capable of overcoming
adversity. School district leaders who
encourage teacher resilience are on the way to
developing resilient cultures. Understanding
that the pandemic may impact resilience,
administrators can benefit from researchinformed practices. Fundamentally, it must
be recognized that a school’s culture is
everyone’s responsibility, not solely the
principals or other leaders. By reviewing
factors of teacher resilience, leaders will be
better equipped to implement effective
strategies and programming for encouraging
resilience, enhancing satisfaction, and
improving teacher retention (Fontaine et al.,
2012; Yonezawa et al., 2011).
Advisable strategies follow, with
actionable steps from research on school
culture and leadership (Louis & Murphy, 2017;
Mansfield et al., 2012, 2016). Effective school
leadership:
•

•

Demonstrates supportive
administration: communicates a clear
school vision through policy and
procedures; recognizes teachers’ hard
work, initiative, and achievement; talks
with teachers and discusses issues;
makes decisions fairly; effectively uses
PD time.
Streamlines teachers’ workload:
effectively utilizes technology; reviews
feedback and grading practices; makes
collaborative planning efficient and
appropriately uses resources; reviews
data collection and management
systems; efficiently communicates;
considers workload implications as jobs
and duties change; and monitors the
work.
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•

Creates a positive collegial school
culture: demonstrates inclusive and
collaborative leadership in a variety
of ways (e.g., makes supports available
within the school, and facilitates
“relational resilience” so teachers and
administrators are mutually supportive
and trusting). Supports team building,
PD, induction, coaching, buddy
systems, and networking;
collaboratively plans curriculum, etc.;
and identifies resilient teachers.

Elected officials would be wise to
provide (more) funding for programming (e.g.,
coaching) that supports school district leaders’
initiatives for schoolwide collaboration.
Outside support may not materialize, but school
leaders can create those programs with their
internal resources. Developing teacher
resilience has greater urgency now due to the
evolving model of PK–12 education in
response to COVID-19.
With the sudden move to distance
education, education leaders can generate
internal resources by restructuring budgets to
accommodate teacher PD. Funds for additional
personnel, stipends, and training are warranted
so teacher coaches do not burn out, but leaders
must commit regardless of outside support.
Coaching should be a rewarding
experience for coaches and coachees alike that

improves school culture. For effective, highquality coaching to transpire, more personnel
may be warranted to reduce teacher workload.
Novice teachers can be paired with a coach for
a sustained period. By moderating teachers’
workload, new teachers ease into the
profession, gradually absorb the work, and
learn how to manage their classrooms.
The veteran teachers we previously
interviewed (Authors, 2020) indicated that their
teacher preparation program lacked sufficient
direct classroom experiences (also, Curtis,
2012; Fontaine et al., 2012).
Education leaders could reduce the
initial requirements for obtaining a teaching
license to allow teachers to complete the
requirements needed to enter the classroom.
Apprenticeships could be developed that enable
teacher graduates to have quality experiences in
the same school that may employ them.
Table 3 offers an action-based
framework for fostering a climate of resilience,
including recruiting and hiring, re-culturing,
coaching, and professional learning.
Each action is delineated relative to
steps and one of the four resilience dimensions;
e.g., professional learning (the fourth action
listed) involves a schoolwide PD on developing
professional resilience, and so forth.
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Table 3
Action-based Framework
Action

Professional

Social

Motivational

Emotional

Recruiting and hiring

Hire teachers that are
organized, reflective,
and passionate about
students and their
content. Design
interview questions to
evaluate those
characteristics.

Seek teachers that
enjoy working with
others and are
relational, good
communicators.
Design interview
questions to evaluate
those characteristics.

Hire teachers that are
self-motivated and
view teaching as
purposeful or a
calling. Design
interview questions to
evaluate those
characteristics.

Seek teachers who
have displayed an
ability to persevere
through challenges or
bounce back from
failure. Design
interview questions to
evaluate those
characteristics.

Reculturing

Support teachers with
resources they need to
be effective in the
classroom. Reduce
teachers’ workload by
not overloading tasks
that are not essential
or beneficial to
student learning.

Provide teachers time
each day for
communicating with
colleagues. Hold
social gatherings
before or after school
to allow camaraderie
to develop.

Recognize teacher
strengths and
successes. Provide
support with student
discipline and parental
concerns by
establishing clear
expectations.

Maintain an open-door
policy for teachers.
Provide teachers with
strong coaches and
opportunities to
collaborate. Display
empathy and know the
demands on teachers.

Coaching

Teacher coaches
communicate school
culture, expectations,
policies and
procedures. They give
feedback on lesson
plans and delivery,
and classroom
management.

Teacher coaches
observe their coachee
and are observed by
the coachee (peer
coaching). They meet
to discuss strategies
that improve planning,
management, and
instruction.

Teacher coaches work
to develop coachees’
strengths. They
empower them to
make decisions and
offer constructive
feedback. In the face
of challenges, they
provide helpful
guidance.

Coaches support their
coachees’
communication with
families. They
advocate for them and
assist in the struggle to
adapt, and bounce
back from failure, by
applying coping
strategies.

Professional learning

Division or
schoolwide PD should
take place to share
information everyone
needs. Social justiceoriented PDs raise
awareness of such
issues as implicit
teacher racial bias.

Time should be
assigned for
community groups to
discuss challenges and
ways to improve.
Building camaraderie
among staff is a goal,
as is developing
collective resilience.

Teachers should be
allowed to attend or
design PD that they
find pertinent so they
can focus on
improving and
developing resilience.
District leaders may
steer the learning
focus.

PD should be
implemented for
protecting mental
health, handling
adversity,
communicating with
parents and dealing
with difficult ones,
and maintaining
work–life balance.
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Conclusion
Veteran teacher resilience and retention are
understudied, and the literature depends on
small sample sizes. A compensatory move of
our review process was to consider teacher
resilience and retention more generally.
Most teacher resilience literature is
from teacher educators, so we encourage more
contributions from EDL/EDA. EDL/EDA
researchers do study school cultures and
dynamics that shape “healthy” and
“productive” environments (e.g., Louis &
Murphy, 2017; Ryan, 2020), so we urge
consideration of teacher resilience as a crucial
factor.
Individual and organizational resilience
is extremely topical given pandemic-induced
systemic disruption.
To this end, we have reviewed literature
that examines resilience and actions for
developing teacher resilience and resilient
school cultures. The latter was satisfied
through the generation of a framework for
leaders to consult on behalf of their
jurisdictions, such as personnel actions for
strengthening teacher resilience.

For this review, we used teacher
resilience research to advance thought and
action in and beyond “this moment of COVID19” (Mitchell, 2020, p. 4). Teachers can
benefit from being mindful of factors of
resilience and increasing their ability to deal
with, and learn from, hardship, applying what
they know to guide others.
School leaders who embolden teacher
resilience can cultivate adaptation in systems
not limited to individual teachers and
idiosyncratic or reactive situations.
Understanding that the pandemic is likely
affecting levels of resilience, leaders can utilize
research to adapt their cultures.
Finally, we encourage readers to
utilize the research-based practices that make
sense in their own settings for developing
people and cultures that support resilience.
We undertook this study hoping it
would offer insight to those seeking to invest
in resilience—there is no time like the
present. Retaining good teachers so they can
cultivate 21st-century learning in schools that
model resilience for children is something all
citizens need to take seriously.
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Incentivizing Equality Through Educational Expenditures
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Lake Placid Central School District
Saranac Lake, NY

Abstract
School district business practices are rarely examined for their impact on the school’s educational
mission. However, institutional purchasing brings school districts into direct contact with corporate
partners whose employment practices contradict the school’s mission for equity, mobility, and social
equality. Too often districts fail to question their support for narrow business interests, and even less
frequently do school systems challenge corporate practices that preserve the inequitable barriers facing
families and the children schools serve. This article shines a spotlight on the ways that school
districts—perhaps unintentionally—contribute to a system of social and economic inequality, and
proposes that private companies wishing to do business with schools first demonstrate a commitment
to employment practices centered on equitable salaries and benefits. Such a standard will favor
business partnerships that support the overall educational mission, and will make a powerful statement
supporting families, children, and society at large.

Key Words
Economic inequality, social equality, purchasing, expenditures, corporate accountability, educational
mission, employment practices, business partners
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Every day the emails come, one after another.
Purchase the latest reading curriculum. Sign on
to our virtual coaching. Check out our great
deal on laptops and tablets. And now in the age
of the coronavirus, the push continues. Buy
our facemasks, our Plexiglas dividers, our
virtual graduation systems, and our online
mental health curriculum. We examine our
budgets, complete our purchase orders, and pay
our bills.
At the least, these insistent marketing
practices can be a grating source of irritation
and discontent for educators (National
Superintendent’s Roundtable, 2020). But that
doesn’t keep schools from buying. In 2017
schools spent over $10 billion on new
equipment alone, making them important and
welcome customers for private companies
(Corman et al., 2020).
It seems that schools are good for
business. However, business practices are not
always good for public schools and the children
and families that we serve. It’s time for our
public institutions to acknowledge and respond
to this clash of interests. The benefit of doing
so will extend beyond schools to society at
large.

Conflict of Interest: Social Justice vs.
Structural Inequality
School districts find themselves embroiled in a
conflict of interest every day. The public
school’s historical mission is to serve children
from all walks of life, to lower the barriers
raised by inequities in wealth and privilege, and
to promote a more just and equal society
through education (Jefferson, 1779/1893;
Mann, 1848). However, schools are also
consumers, shopping with public dollars for
devices, materials, textbooks, online access,
services, and support offered by corporations
whose goals and practices frequently contradict

this mission for equality. With untroubled ease
we send our checks to Apple, Frontline,
Walmart, Google, Amazon, Pearson, and other
wealthy corporations.
Some of these public expenditures
contribute to lavish corporate campuses,
multimillion-dollar salaries, and healthy
investor dividends. With our help high-salaried
accountants shelter those same profits, and
generous political donations support a
legislative agenda that preserves the United
States’ dubious distinction as a leader among
industrialized nations when it comes to
economic inequality (OECD, 2020).
School district dollars also help pay for
many employed by these private companies
and vendors who earn subpar wages, with
minimal benefits, without security, and without
the ability to support their families. These
families send their children to our schools,
children who too often struggle to overcome
those same barriers we are hoping to lower.
We work hard to support and nurture
children from poor and working-class
backgrounds, but we rarely acknowledge our
contribution to the structural plight that holds
them back (Noah, 2010; Piketty & Saez, 2003;
Reardon, 2011). It is time to put an end to that
contradiction. By doing so we will provide
leadership toward greater social and economic
justice throughout society.
Scholars have advocated for familyfriendly employment practices in private
companies, pointing to the ways that incomeinequality within an organization can aggravate
inequality within society (Cobb, 2016; Haskins,
Waldfogel, & McLanahan, 2011; Trask, 2017).
However, rarely do we examine how
our public practices contribute to these
inequities. Public oversight focuses narrowly
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on the practices of public institutions but does
not extend to our business interactions with the
private sector. Taxpayers would never allow us
to pay school (or municipal, or state) leaders
seven figure salaries or limit support staff to
starvation wages without benefits. However,
when it comes to our vendors, we tend to
overlook CEO compensation packages worth
hundreds of times the wages of their lowest
paid worker as a matter of public concern while
spending public dollars that contribute to
immense profits and inequitable wage gaps.
We claim to have little control over the
very social and economic inequalities that
shackle our poorest children from being able to
succeed alongside their most privileged
classmates. And yet there is still much we can
do about it. We can start by rejecting the use of
taxpayer dollars to purchase from or contract
with private companies whose actions
compromise our mission.

A New Standard for Private Partners
We need to develop a standard of equitable and
family-friendly employment practices that
vendors and companies must meet before
schools can willingly do business with them.
Companies that meet this standard would be
recognized as good corporate citizens that
support equality and social justice through its
organizational practices, representing the best
of our private companies. Children raised by
the employees of family friendly companies
would be more likely to get the early head start
and the ongoing support needed to succeed in
school and life.
In addition to the individual gains for
employees of family-friendly employers
(Feeney& Stritch, 2019) such a standard would
serve as an instrument to promote the greater
good—an objective consistent with the publicschool mission.

Reducing the Wage Gap and
Increasing the Minimum Wage
Schools (and hopefully other public entities)
should do business only with companies that
promote this common good and can provide the
evidence to prove it. Such companies would
need to have a wage gap that is reasonably
narrow and employment practices that are
family friendly.
The gap in wages within many private
companies is far wider than the gap within
public school districts. Nationwide, the ratio of
CEO pay to the median worker in 2012 was
354 to 1 (Cobb, 2016). In my own school
district, the ratio of the Superintendent’s salary
to the median salary during the 2019-20 school
year was approximately 2.6 to 1.
(For full disclosure, I am the
Superintendent, and my 2019-20 salary of
approximately $134,276 represented the
highest salary in the school district. The
median salary was $51,402, while first-year
custodians in 2019 earned $17.45 per hour for
an annual salary of $34,481).
One can imagine a gap that is modestly
wider in other districts, perhaps 4-to-1 or even
5-to-1. But no approved vendor should have a
ratio higher than 10-to-1.
Minimum wages would need to be
higher as well. To do business with school
districts companies should be required to pay
employees a family wage that, at the minimum,
keeps families out of poverty. In 2019 USA
Today reported Walmart’s minimum wage at
$11 per hour, higher than the federal minimum
of $7.25 but lower than is needed to keep a
family of four out of poverty and even farther
beneath most school custodial salaries (Tyko,
2019). No employee should earn less than $15
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per hour to start, and preferably more,
regardless of skills required for the position.

Family-friendly Practices
Vendors who do business with public schools
should be required to meet a number of
additional family-friendly standards. Work
hours at family friendly companies must be
stable and predictable, not subject to daily or
even weekly schedule changes. All employees
at family friendly companies must have paid
sick days available to them as needed to care
for themselves, a child, or another member of
their family—at a minimum, 10 per year.
All employees at family friendly
companies must receive family health, dental,
and vision insurance coverage with no more
than 20% of the cost covered by each
employee. Maternity and paternity leave must
be available to any employee at a family
friendly company, with a minimum of 6 weeks
paid leave. Paid vacation days must ensure that
no employee works more than 50 weeks each
year. And we must ensure that no family
friendly company attempts to skirt around these
requirements through the use of contract labor
or part-time employment.
If businesses reject such demands as
being unreasonable it should be noted that these
employment practices are commonplace for
public sector jobs. Public sector employment
practices could become the model for private
companies, at least those wishing to do
business with the public sector.

91—Amazon and IBM among them—that paid
no federal corporate taxes at all (Gardner, M.,
Roque, L., & Wamhoff, S., 2019). Federal
education programs like Title 1, the National
School Lunch Program, and the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) rely on
federal taxes as a main source of funding, along
with other vital programs like food stamps and
Medicaid that support the health and welfare of
our neediest students.
While these companies use taxavoidance mechanisms that are technically
legal, school districts and other public entities
would be well served by choosing not to do
business with companies who make use of
those mechanisms.
It may be legal for corporations to
engage in profit-shifting practices—like the use
of tax havens—to avoid paying corporate taxes,
but that does not make it moral, ethical, or
socially responsible (Saez & Zucman, 2019, pp.
67-87). By attaching social responsibility to
demand for corporate products, school
districts—as major customers—could help
shape corporate behavior for the better.

Corporate Transparency and
Accountability
Private companies wishing to do business with
school districts should make their business
practices public and readily accessible.

Responsible Tax and Accounting
Practices

We should use all available means to
shine the light of transparency on any private
vendor who wishes to do business with school
districts, and perhaps with all public
institutions.

Corporations that promote strong families must
also pay their fair share of corporate taxes. In
2018 many of the largest and most profitable
Fortune 500 companies paid far less than the
statutory 21% corporate tax rate, including

Doing so will allow us to favor those
companies whose employment practices
support our overall educational mission and to
distance us from the rest—a general calculus
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that should guide all public-school business
decisions. But right now, public employers are
far more accountable than private entities.
Sunshine laws, journalists, and employee
unions apply pressure to keep school districts
honest about their organizational practices. All
salaries and benefits are publicly approved in
open session, made available in public
documents and on websites, and are always
open to scrutiny. Unions use collective
bargaining to fight against wage and benefit
reductions.
Private vendors rarely face this same
scrutiny. However, school districts could apply
pressure on these same private interests by
mandating that all vendors reveal salaries,
benefits, working conditions, tax returns, and
accounting practices.
To be an approved vendor each
company would need to meet a minimum
standard for employment practices that are
equitable and family friendly. Any override
would require boards of education to approve
exceptions in a public vote. Professional
associations like the School Superintendents
Association (AASA), or the National School
Boards Association (NSBA), utilizing their
collective power, could play a central role
identifying those vendors who meet the
standard and apply pressure to those who don’t.
We could invite unions like the
National Education Association (NEA), the
American Federation of Teachers (AFT), and
the American Federation of State, County and
Municipal Employees (AFSCME) to support
such an effort. Working together districts,
professional associations, and unions would
speak loudly with one voice to the nation at
large. Ultimately, such a statement would
benefit children and support our educational
mission.

Conclusion: Reconnecting
Educational Reform with Social
Reform
Establishing a new standard of social
responsibility for doing business with school
districts would allow public schools to
reconnect educational reform efforts with a
wider social reform movement.
Despite our most optimistic beliefs, it is
too often the case that children who live with
poverty, instability, and insecurity are unable to
achieve their hopes and dreams (Isaacs,
Sawhill, & Haskins, 2008). Public education
has as much to gain from improving the lives of
families and children outside of school as it
does from revamping institutional practices
within schools and classrooms.
Previous educational reform efforts
have taken a hands-off attitude when it comes
to social inequities existing outside of the
schoolhouse doors, opting instead to look
within—at learning standards, testing, teacher
evaluations, and other pedagogical strategies—
and to hold schools accountable for academic
gains. After dominating the educational reform
agenda for the past twenty years, the school
accountability movement has been relatively
ineffective.
Meanwhile, nobody has held our
corporate partners equally accountable. It is
time for the public-school community to speak
out against the structure of social and economic
inequality that burdens our families and keeps
students from achieving their dreams.
A new standard of social responsibility
for doing business with school districts would
bring a new focus to educational reform efforts.
We can no longer ignore the harmful impact of
social inequities on teaching, learning, and the
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lives of our children. As we are invited to
reimagine education in a post-pandemic
environment, we must be willing to consider
ways that public institutions can impact an
environment in which social and economic
inequality prevents children from advancing in
life.
Demanding that we only do business
with corporations whose employment and
organizational practices favor a better life for
all citizens is not asking too much. Favorable

business and employment practices would help
parents be better parents and children become
successful learners. By taking this stand school
districts would be making a powerful statement
in support of families and children.
Such a statement would send the right
message about the kind of society we wish to
be by investing our hopes, dreams, and
resources in children, families, and the
institutions—private and public—that support
them.
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Abstract
Many school improvement initiatives die out, are implemented superficially, or fail to improve student
learning. Drawing from the literature on sustainability and organizational routines, this comparative
case study examines the role organizational routines played in fostering stability and improvement in
three well-established community schools. Data collection was conducted over three years and
included time studies, interviews, and document review. The findings indicated that four
organizational routines—leadership meetings, partnership alignment plans, quarterly data reports, and
professional development—constituted a system that fostered shared responsibility, organizational
capacity, commitment of resources, and collective action. The results highlight the importance of
developing systems and structures that routinize beneficial norms, while also acknowledging the limits
of organizational routines in prescribing individual behavior.
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Sustainable school improvement is difficult to
achieve, especially in low-performing schools
(Gross, Booker, & Goldhaber, 2009; Meyers &
Smylie, 2017). Instead of spreading throughout
an organization and persisting over time, many
school improvement initiatives are
implemented superficially or die out, having
made little impact on students (Cuban &
Usdan, 2003; Datnow, 2005). Failed school
improvements are costly in terms of time and
resources and contribute to a negative school
culture, as teachers may become cynical and
disillusioned when repeatedly compelled to
adopt practices that are later abandoned
(Brooks, Hughes, & Brooks, 2008; Hargreaves
& Goodson, 2006).
The purpose of this comparative case
study was to investigate how organizational
routines facilitated the sustainability of a
complex school reform model. Organizational
routines are the processes that structure
people’s work and can foster both change and
stability in schools (Feldman & Pentland,
2003). While the current study uses routines to
illuminate sustainability in community schools,
prior studies have explained school operations
by investigating organizational routines such as
instructional rounds (Hatch, Hill, & Roegman,
2016) and data teams (Hubers, Schildkamp,
Poortman, & Pieters, 2017; Kallemeyn, 2014).
Community schools are an ideal venue
for the current investigation because the
community school model is a complex and
flexible strategy that can be challenging to
develop and maintain (Jacobson, 2016; Lawson
& van Veen, 2016). Community schools
provide an array of programs and supports
tailored to the demonstrated needs of students
and their families by capitalizing on
community assets and building interdependent
partner networks (Blank, Melville, & Shah,
2003; Dryfoos, 2005). Community schools

typically share four characteristics: (a)
integrated student supports, (b) expanded
learning opportunities, (c) family and
community engagement, and (d) collaborative
leadership and practice (Maier, Daniel, Oakes,
& Lam, 2017).
The community school model focuses
on the whole child and seeks multifaceted,
systemic solutions that reach beyond school
walls, therefore stakeholders must hold broad
conceptions about what a school is and does
(Lawson & van Veen, 2016). However,
researchers have found that school leaders have
at times struggled to move beyond superficially
implementing the structural aspects of the
community school model and thus have failed
to sufficiently develop the normative aspects
required for intensive, interdependent
collaboration (Adams, 2019; Adams & JeanMarie, 2010; de Royston & Madkins, 2019).
The research question that anchored this
inquiry was: How did organizational routines
facilitate continuity and improvement in
community schools? This work is situated in
Curry’s (1992) theory of institutionalization,
which involves structural, cultural, and
behavioral elements that are described in
greater detail in the next section.
After using the literature to compile a
theoretical framework of the factors that
facilitate sustainability in community schools, I
then applied the framework to identify four key
organizational routines that contributed to
sustaining the initiative in three focal schools.
The findings revealed the importance of
developing structures that routinize
constructive norms rather than depending on
individual actors to behave in beneficial ways.
This paper closes with a discussion of the
findings’ implications in terms of sustaining
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school improvement initiatives and the utility
of organizational routines.

routines to facilitate instructional transparency
(Sherer & Spillane, 2011; Spillane et al., 2011).

Organizational Routines

Despite the usefulness of routines to
organize behavior, their potential to prescribe
individual actions is limited (Sherer & Spillane,
2011). First, it would be unmanageable to
develop an ostensive script with enough detail
to standardize every element of a social
process. Second, individuals, based on
contextual and personal factors, will vary in
how closely they adhere to a routine’s script,
regardless of its detail (Feldman & Pentland,
2003; Hansen & Vogel, 2011). Hubers et al.
(2017), for example, found teachers in Dutch
secondary schools unsuccessful in using data
use routines to promote school improvement.
The authors attributed the superficial
implementation to the routine’s vague ostensive
elements and insufficient teacher capacity to
effectively enact the routine, thus suggesting
design an enactment of organizational routines
have a role to play in the sustainability of
school reforms.

Organizational routines are repeated collective
behaviors with two aspects. The ostensive
aspect is a formal or informal “script” that
provides guidance on how a social process is
conducted. The performative aspect of the
routine is the enactment of the script in a
particular time and place (Feldman & Pentland,
2003). Routines reveal shared expectations and
norms for behavior, thus shaping and
expressing organizational culture (Nelson &
Winter, 1984).
Organizational routines promote
stability by fostering consistency in behavior
(Sherer & Spillane, 2011). By signaling the
way things are supposed to work in an
organization, routines mitigate the need for
each individual to reinvent how to conduct
repeated activities (Hansen & Vogel, 2011).
Moreover, when desired norms are embedded
in the script of a routine, they are more likely to
persist (Spillane et al., 2011). In one example,
an instructional rounds routine promoted a
common language and shared understandings
about teaching and learning across a school
district by involving administrators in
collective classroom visits followed by
reflection and feedback (Hatch et al., 2016).
Routines also can support
organizational improvement. Some routines,
such as data analysis protocols, are explicitly
designed to serve as mechanisms for collective
learning (Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006;
Spillane et al., 2011). Leaders can also
promote organizational improvement by
creating or modifying routines, as exemplified
by the principals who used grade-level meeting

Sustainability
Sustainability represents only one potential
outcome once an innovation has been
introduced into an organization (Curry, 1992;
Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006). Other possible
results include (a) rejection; (b) superficial
adoption with little influence on organizational
functions; and (c) acceptance by an isolated
segment of the organization. To develop a
theoretical framework of the factors that
contributed to the community school model
spreading throughout a school and persisting
over time, I organized the information found in
the community school literature by the
structural, cultural, and behavioral levels of
implementation offered by Curry (1992). The
results are illustrated in Table 1 and described
in the following paragraphs.
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Table 1
Factors Related to Sustaining the Community School Model
Structural
Organizational continuity
Consistent and sufficient funding
Dedicated time
Personnel with expertise
Explicit goals
Interconnected partner network

Cultural
Interpersonal trust across stakeholders
Internal and external legitimacy
Shared language, norms, and expectations
Shared vision
Collective responsibility for students
Focus on student, family, and community needs

Behavioral
Actions aligned to goals and vision
Evidence of process and progress
Open, two-way communication
Collaborative leadership

Structural
At the structural level, an organization must
demonstrate sufficient capacity to implement
an innovation and a sustained commitment to
support it over time (Curry, 1992). Lack of
organizational continuity is a key threat to
sustained commitment because new leaders
may demonstrate a superficial commitment to
pre-existing initiatives and redirect their efforts
in other directions (Adams, 2019; AndersonButcher et al., 2017; de Royston & Madkins,
2019; Medina, Cosby, & Grim, 2019). This

redirection may deny an initiative of the
adequate funding, dedicated time for planning
and implementation, and sufficient personnel
with appropriate expertise necessary to sustain
it (Adams, 2019; Anderson-Butcher et al.,
2017; Galindo, Sanders, & Abel, 2017; JeanMarie et al., 2010). Initiatives are also more
likely to persist when they have explicit goals
to clarify the endeavor’s purpose and align
actors in a common direction (Valli, Stefanski,
& Jacobson, 2016). A few structural elements
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are specific to community schools, such as the
community school coordinator (hereafter
referred to as “coordinator”), who is often
employed by a school’s lead partnering
organization to maintain programming and the
requisite network of community partners
(authors, 2019, Adams & Jean-Marie, 2010;
Anderson-Butcher et al., 2017; Medina et al.,
2019).
Cultural
At the cultural level of sustainability, a critical
mass of individuals must support the initiative
and espouse its norms and values (Curry,
1992). Although it is vital for all stakeholders
involved to accept the legitimacy of a school
improvement, it is most critical for district and
building administrators to fully understand an
initiative and prioritize its integration into the
schools (Adams, 2019; de Royston & Madkins,
2019; Medina et al., 2019).
Changes are most likely to take hold in
organizational climates where there is strong
interpersonal trust and stakeholders develop
common expectations for their individual roles
and responsibilities (Bryk & Schneider, 2002;
FitzGerald & Quiñones, 2018; Medina et al.,
2019; Sanders & Harvey, 2002). A community
school requires stakeholders to subscribe to a
common vision that includes collective
responsibility for fostering student success and
an intentional focus on equitably addressing
family and community needs (Adams, 2019; de
Royston & Madkins, 2019; Green, 2018;
Medina et al., 2019).
Behavioral
Whereas the cultural level of sustainability
involves shared responsibility, the behavioral
level requires evidence of collective action. In

a sustained innovation, the organization’s
constituent members enact the initiative’s key
features and work toward achieving its ends
(Curry, 1992). Key features of community
schools include collaborative leadership and
open communication that strengthens
relationships, enhances information flow, and
coordinates actors across the schools’ partner
networks (de Royston & Madkins, 2019;
FitzGerald & Quiñones, 2018; Medina et al.,
2019; Sanders & Harvey, 2002).
Successfully integrated innovations
track both the fidelity of implementation and
the intended outcomes, as individuals are more
likely to remain engaged with initiatives that
provide evidence that they are producing their
intended results (de Royston & Madkins, 2019;
Sanders & Harvey, 2002).

Methods
This comparative case study’s design included
interviews, documents, and time studies
collected over three years to provide
information about the viewpoints, formal
structures, and behaviors of community school
leaders.
Setting
Three schools were purposefully selected from
the same school district. Selected schools were
fully implementing the community school
model for at least two years at the inception of
the study, as indicated in Table 2. Adams and
Wilson are elementary schools, and Central
(pseudonyms) is a middle school. A
demographic comparison of the three schools
indicated that 79% to 94% of students came
from economically disadvantaged backgrounds,
and 75% to 94% identified as students of color.
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Table 2
Community School Characteristics, Fall 2017

Years implemented
Principals (consecutive)
CSCs (consecutive)
Partners
Initiatives
Student supports
Expanded learning
Family engagement
Collaborative leadership

Adams
13
1
5
15
24
13
5
5
1

Participants
The study involved 11 individuals who were
most able to reveal how the community school
initiative was designed and organized. The
participants included five principals/assistant
principals and four coordinators from the three
schools, reflecting frequent turnover in the
coordinator and principal positions at Adams
and Central, respectively.

Central
8
5
1
19
39
15
11
7
6

Wilson
6
1
1
40
33
12
8
9
4

Data collection and analysis
To illuminate the schools’ structures, culture,
enacted behavior, and organizational routines,
the design required multiple sources of data,
including semi-structured interviews,
documents, and time studies. The 45- to 70minute semi-structured interviews were
conducted in 2017 for the purpose of
understanding the principals’ and coordinators’
perspectives on how their schools were
implementing the community school model,
their vision and goals, and their leadership
challenges and successes.

I also interviewed United Way’s
strategic development coordinator, to provide
the viewpoint of the coordinating communitybased organization, and the school district’s
chief academic officer, to obtain district
perspectives. Seven participants identified as
The time studies used experience
female, two identified as Black, three as
sampling methodology (ESM) to provide a
Hispanic, and six as White. At the close of the
random sample of the school leaders’ typical
study, two of the school principals had over 15
daily activities (Fisher & To, 2012) over a
years of experience, and three had 1 to 5 years
period of 30 days in 2014 and 2017, which
of experience. The coordinators’ experience
revealed how often school leaders engaged in
levels ranged from less than 1 year to 8 years.
organizational routines. Data collection also
The district and United Way administrators had
included documents that showed the ostensive
been in their positions for over 7 years.
aspects of the schools’ organizational routines.
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Data were triangulated and analyzed in
an iterative process. At the first level data were
coded using a priori codes from the
sustainability framework and in vivo codes to
represent specific organizational routines. The
second phase involved matrices for comparing
sustainability factors and organizational
routines across sites.
To ensure the accuracy, completeness,
fairness, and validity of the descriptions and
conclusions, I engaged most of the participants
in face-to-face follow-up discussions where I
shared my findings and solicited their reactions.
Yet, despite my attempts to generate
trustworthy results, this study is necessarily
limited by its research design, including the

positionality of the participants as school
leaders and the contextual features of the
specific schools we studied.

Results
The analysis indicated that the schools
employed four specific routines to foster the
structural, cultural, and behavioral conditions
beneficial for sustaining the community school
model, as indicated in Table 3. The routines
common to all three schools were leadership
meetings, partnership alignment plans, data
reports, and professional development. In the
following sections, the routines are described in
detail, including how they contributed to
continuity and organizational improvement in
the three community schools.

Table 3
Organizational Routines that Facilitated Sustainability of the Community School Model
Facilitating elements

Leadership
Meetings

Alignment
Plan

Data
Reports

Professional
Development

Structural
Organizational continuity
Consistent and sufficient funding
Dedicated time
Personnel with expertise
Explicit goals
Interconnected partner network
Cultural
Interpersonal trust
Internal and external legitimacy
Shared norms and expectations
Shared vision
Collective responsibility
Student/family/community focus
Behavioral
Actions aligned to goals
Evidence of process and progress
Open two-way communication
Collaborative leadership
Note. Shaded cells indicate participants described the organizational routine as incorporating or supporting the
element.
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Leadership meetings
Leadership meetings were the most
important routine and one that showed up
most often in the time study data. The
United Way designed two types of
leadership meetings: the Core Team and the
Leadership Team. Both types of meetings
were designed to strategically align
stakeholders, resources, and programming
around common goals and a shared vision.
According to Central’s coordinator,
the main difference between the two teams
was that the Core Team went “a little more
in depth, in detail, about the nitty gritty
stuff.” Monthly Core Team meetings
included only representatives of the four
major stakeholders: school (principal and
coordinator), lead partner organization,
school district, and United Way. Core Team
meetings focused on strategic planning,
checking progress toward goals, and
discussing implementation logistics.
Leadership Teams were larger than
Core Teams and invited widespread
participation from all stakeholders in the
school community including school staff,
parents, and each of the community
partners. Depending on the needs of the
school, Leadership Team meetings took
place quarterly (Central), bimonthly
(Adams), or monthly (Wilson). The
purpose of the Leadership Team meetings
was to facilitate an exchange of information
and strengthen ties with the partners. The
coordinators also used leadership meetings
to reinforce community school values and
norms, as Wilson’s coordinator described:
If I get new people on board, I’m
able to explain the community school
model … And I always make clear to
them, “What I do is that we work

together collectively to make an impact.
When there are challenges, we look for
your advice.”
The other coordinators also used
leadership meetings to develop shared
understandings about community schools
and to reinforce collective responsibility for
student success.
Although leadership meetings
facilitated continuity by engaging and
enculturating partners, these meetings also
systematized improvement by explicitly
providing a forum for collaborative
problem solving. Adams’ principal
described their Leadership Team meetings
as “very interactive.”
Central’s and Wilson’s leaders
noted how working with their partners
saved their afterschool programs after both
schools lost a grant that paid for their
afterschool program coordinators. By
mobilizing their networks at their Core
Team and Leadership Team meetings, the
schools found organizations that were
willing to fill the gap in services and
funding. Two years later, the afterschool
programs had more enrichment
opportunities and were serving a greater
number of children than they were before.
Partnership alignment plans
Each year, the Core Teams developed a
partnership alignment plan to strategically
guide their work throughout the year and
serve as a reference point during their
meetings. In the alignment plan, the teams
signaled their priorities by ranking seven
community school goals, such as literacy,
school and neighborhood safety, and
decreasing chronic absence.
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The plan’s template specified
quantitative baseline data to be collected for
academics and attendance and provided
examples of strategies aligned to each goal.
Next to each goal were spaces to indicate
provider names, financial information, and
related programming. The partnership
alignment plan created a system for
clarifying expectations and aligning
stakeholder actions toward shared goals.
The transparency of the process
fostered partner commitment. As the
United Way strategist explained:
I’ve gotten phone calls from lots of
United Ways that are trying to figure
out how to get a corporate partner
involved in the work. They just want
their money, really. I’m like, well, it
can’t just be about their money … It
really has to be about building trust
and making sure everybody is driving
toward the same outcome, or you will
have corporate partners that are really
disillusioned with the speed at which
progress can actually happen in an
antiquated school system.
The alignment plan also was a datainformed process for setting priorities for
the school and guiding the number of
strategies being implemented. The United
Way strategist reasoned, “If you are
prioritizing basic needs first, and you have
no strategies identified for the school year
ahead, then you can’t say that it’s your first
priority, or you have a heck of a lot of work
to do.”
At Adams and Wilson, the alignment plan
served as a roadmap for the entire school,
with one set of goals guiding both the
community school initiative and the
schools’ core programming. Conversely,

Central’s current principal admitted that
during its first six years the community
school initiative had operated as a distinct
entity within the school with separate goals
and “nothing was really aligned to
anything.”
One of the principal’s initial actions
upon assuming his position was to integrate
the community school model into the core
work of the school by collaborating with
school staff to develop a student- and
community-centered vision. According to
Central’s coordinator, “That’s when from a
system level it finally seemed to come
together.”
Data reports
Midway through this study, the United Way
developed a routine for the coordinators to
submit standardized quarterly data reports,
thus coordinator time use related to data
went from being undetectable in 2014 to
being described in multiple time-study
responses for each coordinator in 2017.
The data were used at Core Team
meetings to monitor impact and to reveal
underperforming strategies. Data reporting
fostered continuity and consistency by
requiring the same data each year from each
school. Notably, the data spotlighted areas
in need of improvement. Central’s
coordinator described how data informed
her actions and fostered legitimacy:
In the quarterly reports, we are
asked about students who are
chronically absent. There’s an
attendance component, a discipline
component, and then the academic
component. So, I’m very determined to
initiate some more programming and
show a decrease in absenteeism and an
increase in our academics … we need
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to be showing that this model is
successful.
Along with the quantitative academic and
attendance data required by the United
Way, the Core Teams used a meeting
check-in template that provided space for
schools to share qualitative impact data for
each of the alignment plan goals.
Qualitative information, however, was
neither standardized nor required in the
quarterly reports.
The United Way strategist believed
that data sharing fostered partner
commitment and continuity by exposing
partners to the scope of the school’s needs
and by documenting successes. The
strategist explained, “We’ve decided to be
really transparent,” but also admitted, “The
data continues to be a challenge.” After
more than a decade of collaboration, the
school district and the United Way were
still refining the processes necessary to
support data integration between the
organizations.
The main barriers to data use were
structural and cultural. The first structural
issue was the high level of coordination
required for the district and United Way to
provide the coordinators with access to
school databases. Because the
coordinators’ employers of record were the
schools’ lead partners, the memoranda of
understanding between the United Way and
the schools had to designate the coordinator
as an official of the school with permission
to see individual student data.
Clarification of the logistics
revealed cultural differences between the
organizations, as the district administrator
described:

We used to have all these little
nitpicky issues come up, like
FERPA, and I was calling it, like,
the “issue du jour.” Why am I
spending so much time talking to
my lawyer about FERPA and if
we can share data and student
information with the United Way?
Why is this taking four hours? It
was manufactured complexity. It
was on our end. We had our
procedures locked down so tight.
And you know what? So did they.
The United Way wanted something
written for everything.
After the logistical issues were resolved,
another, more complicated, structural issue
presented itself in the form of coordinators’
lack of data expertise. Training the
coordinators required a large commitment
of resources. The United Way loaned
personnel to the district to make the data
more accessible, and the district’s
Information Technology department
supported the coordinators in learning to
use the electronic database. Because the
coordinators were not educators, they also
requested professional development to learn
how to interpret student achievement
results.
Professional development
In addition to training the coordinators to
use data, the United Way held bimonthly
meetings for coordinators from the regional
area to keep them apprised of changing
procedures, to share strategies, and to
enculturate new coordinators into the
community school model. These regular
opportunities for professional learning
fostered consistency in implementation and
served as a stabilizing force across
personnel transitions. The United Way also
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formed optional working groups that met
regularly to share strategies and information
in priority areas, such as attendance, early
childhood education, and literacy. This
hybrid model of requirements and flexible
options disseminated evidence-based
practices and innovations across schools.
The professional development
routines, however, lacked a means for
training school principals in the community
school model. The principals claimed that
they learned about community schools from
“sitting in a meeting, learning as you go”
and “a lot of it’s on you to ask questions
and the people who are working with you to
get you acquainted with the community
school model.” The United Way strategist
described Core Team meetings as the place
where the principals’ primary orientation
took place, but she admitted that it was
difficult to develop principals this way:
It’s one of the weaker areas, for sure,
of how we’ve been doing things, kind
of from a legitimacy standpoint. I think
it’s going to have to tighten up if we’re
going to be able to go to scale or build
more capacity or be really clear about
who is doing what and in what way.
Having worked with five different
principals, Central’s coordinator
emphasized the importance of educating
principals about the community school
model. “I think you cannot do it without a
principal that supports the model,
understands the model, and supports your
effort in the model.”

Discussion

sustainability of a complex school
improvement initiative. The analysis
identified four organizational routines that
constituted a system for sustaining the
structural, cultural, and behavioral aspects
of the community school model, despite
leadership transitions at two of the schools.
Leadership meetings provided space for
regular collaboration and promoted a
culture of collective responsibility for
student success.
Partnership alignment plans served
as a structure for aligning stakeholder
actions and resources with shared goals.
Quarterly data reports made evident the
outcomes of collective action and the areas
in need of improvement. Professional
development increased the capacity of
personnel, enabled the dissemination of
program improvements, and enculturated
new coordinators.
This research is significant in its use
of time study data to provide a random
sample of what participants actually did on
a daily basis to sustain an initiative, rather
than relying solely on participants’
recollections or attempting to directly
observe behaviors that would likely be
altered by a researcher’s presence. Through
this work, a deeper understanding of
sustaining complex educational innovations
emerged.
The focal schools exemplified
Datnow’s (2005) observation that
“sustainability does not come easily; it
takes extensive time and effort” (p. 148). It
took the three focal schools variable
amounts of time to fully integrate the
community school model into the core
work of the school. While one of the focal
schools achieved full integration before
year three, the school with the most

Considering the difficulty that schools
experience in achieving lasting change, I
embarked on this study to uncover
organizational routines that facilitated the
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turnover in principals only moved past
partial adoption during its seventh year.
These findings indicate that complex school
reforms need to be given sufficient time to
take hold and also require intentional,
coordinated support for continuous
incremental improvement from the district
and the other organizations involved
(Adams, 2019; Anderson-Butcher et al.,
2017).
In selecting schools with frequent
leadership turnover, this study reinforced
the critical importance of developing
systems and structures that routinize
beneficial norms rather than leaving it up to
individuals to “do the right thing.”
Although there were strong routines
to support new coordinators, the focal
schools lacked a means to ensure new
principals deeply understood the
improvement initiative taking place in their
schools—a gap noted by other researchers
(Adams, 2019; Galindo & Sanders, 2019;
Medina et al., 2019). The coordinator at the
school with high principal turnover
identified this lack of targeted professional
development for principals as one
contributing factor in the school’s slower
integration of the community school model.
Although I originally assumed that
organizational routines are producers of
organizational culture and behavior, I now
believe that effective routines are also the
products of beneficial organizational
conditions.
This new assumption is based on the
emergence and evolution of the quarterly
data reporting routine. This routine
required a culture of trust between partners
and a belief in the legitimacy of the
initiative for the school district to grant

non-school personnel access to their student
databases. The technical assistance that
enabled coordinators to effectively use the
district data systems required a substantial
investment resources as well as strong
cooperation between the district and the
coordinating organization.
Without these factors, it is doubtful
that the routine would have developed as
fully as it did. This finding suggests that
implementing a successful new
organizational routine requires the same
planning, support, monitoring, and
adjustment as other organizational change
initiatives.
The existence of three sustainability
levels indicates that structures alone are
insufficient to institutionalize school
improvements. Although this study joins
other organizational researchers, such as
Sherer and Spillane (2010), in declaiming
organizational routines as useful tools for
fostering behavioral and cultural change,
the limits of routines must be
acknowledged (Hubers et al., 2017).
No matter how carefully leaders
design a routine’s script, the manner in
which participants choose to enact the
routine largely determines the outcome.
Thus, individuals can conduct leadership
meetings without engaging in meaningful
collaboration or attend professional
development sessions without taking action
to improve their schools.
With this in mind, I encourage
school leadership preparation programs and
early career mentors to help emerging
school leaders recognize how to both
design and use organizational routines as
tools for school improvement.
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Conclusion
The recipe for sustaining complex reforms
includes developing organizational
capacity, committing resources, sharing
responsibility, and acting collectively.
As this and many other studies have
demonstrated, however, widespread and
lasting school improvement is slow and
difficult work that requires intentional
organizational design and an ongoing
investment in building school culture. As

one of the participants eloquently
articulated:
You need to make sure that the
people that you have involved
believe in what you’re doing
with the model. And you need to
constantly remind people why they
are here. Because if you don’t do that,
you do the groundwork, and then, all
of a sudden, everything falls apart.
The real work is to sustain the model.
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Abstract
The School Climate Measure (SCM) is a comprehensive measure of school climate that has
demonstrated significant psychometric support and available free of charge. The goal of this researchinformed commentary is to provide readers with necessary knowledge to make an informed decision of
the appropriateness of the SCM for use in their school or district. First, we review the development of
the SCM with supporting peer-reviewed research. Second, we discuss the advantages of the SCM and
ease in interpretation of scores. Finally, SCM applications are reviewed along with promising future
steps. We conclude that the SCM can provide a comprehensive and nuanced look at students’ school
environment perceptions, yielding valuable hypotheses about their school behavior, subjective wellbeing, and academic success.
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In 2016, approximately 50.6 million children
and adolescents were enrolled in public (noncharter) elementary and secondary schools the
United States (NECS, 2019). School is one of
the most important locations where children
and adolescents acquire social skills and
experience an increased sense of autonomy and
personal expression (O’Malley et al., 2015).
Moreover, because schools are places
where students develop behavioral patterns that
may follow into adulthood (Eccles et al., 2011;
Spengler et al., 2016), it is important that their
school experience is positive in order to
promote optimal educational and health-related
outcomes. As such, researchers continue to
examine the construct of school climate to
determine how a student is influenced by her or
his school environment.
Broad consensus of a definition of
school climate remains challenging. However,
it is clear that definitions have moved away
from an exclusive focus on physical
environments to conceptualizing school climate
as a measure of a student’s subjective school
experience (Cohen, 2006; Zullig et al., 2015).
Specifically, school climate is “… based on
patterns of people’s experiences of school life
and reflects norms, goals, values, interpersonal
relationships, teaching and learning practices,
and organizational structures” (Cohen et al.
2009, p. 182), as well as feelings of safety,
including order and rules and social and
emotional safety (Cohen et al., 2009).
It is also clear there remains a relative
dearth of psychometrically sound measures
available to assess students’ perception of their
school’s climate. More problematic is the lack
of available measures that are (a) low burden
and practical to administer, (b) designed for
universal assessment (i.e., all students), and (c)
free or inexpensive to use. These factors are

important considerations for practicing
professionals with limited budgets.

Development of School Climate
Measure
Given these challenges, Zullig, Koopman,
Patton, and Ubbes (2010) initiated a study to
review the most widely historically cited selfreport (i.e., subjective) school climate measures
with the goal of developing a low-burden,
psychometrically sound measure that would be
free to the public and designed for universal
assessment.
The result of this work led to the
creation of the School Climate Measure (SCM),
which contained 39 items measuring eight
domains of school: 1. Positive Student–Teacher
Relationships (9 items), 2. School
Connectedness (6 items), 3. Academic Support
(6 items), 4. Order and Discipline (7 items), 5.
School Physical Environment (4 items), 6.
School Social Environment (2 items), 7.
Perceived Exclusion/Privilege (3 items), and 8.
Academic Satisfaction (2 items). All items use
the same Likert response option format:
(strongly disagree [1] … strongly agree [5]).
Shortly after its development, the
publicly available and free-to-use SCM was
included in the PhenXToolkit (see Hamilton et
al., 2011, for a review) as its measure of school
climate. The PhenXToolkit was funded by the
National Human Genome Research Institute to
compile a core set of high-quality, wellestablished, low-burden measures intended for
use in large-scale genomic studies.
To date, the SCM has undergone five
studies examining its psychometric properties
which are described next. The first study was
conducted with 2,049 public school students
(predominately White) from Ohio (Zullig et al.,
2010).
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The second and third studies were
conducted in partnership with the Arizona
Department of Education utilizing diverse
public high school samples of 21,082 students
(49% were non–White Hispanic) (Zullig et al.,
2014) and 1,634 (80% were non-White
Hispanic), respectively. More recently, a
validation study was completed on a sample of
1,128 predominantly White (79%) public
middle school students in the Central
Appalachian region of the United States (Daily
et al., 2018).
The first study by Zullig and colleagues
(2010) randomly split the sample into
exploratory and confirmatory samples and
subjected the two halves to factor analytic and
structural equation modeling techniques.
Structural equation modeling revealed that the
fully correlated model was found to fit the data
well in the exploratory sample:  = 1166.78
(df = 674, p < .0001), CFI = .95, TLI = .94,
RMSEA = .04, goodness-of-fit index (GFI) =
.91.
The fully correlated factor structure was
then fit to the confirmatory sample. The model
also fit the data well: 2 = 1245.37 (df = 674, p
< .0001), CFI = .95, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .04.
Overall, the GFI was .91. Exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis results confirmed
an eight-factor solution (loadings with absolute
values = .40). Item factor loadings ranged from
.42 to .87. Coefficient alphas ranged from .65
to .91.
The second study (Zullig et al., 2014)
was a replication and extension of the Zullig et
al. (2010) study (described above). In the 2014
study, confirmatory factor analysis was
performed, and factor loadings ranged from .45
to .92. Structural equation models also fit the
data well: 2 = 14325 (df = 293, p < .001), CFI
= .95, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .05. In this

replication study, the GFI was .94. Coefficient
alphas ranged from .82 to .93.
In addition, large effect sizes were
demonstrated between the SCM constructs and
U.S. Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention Youth Risk Behavior Survey school
safety items and self-reported grade point
average (GPA), most notably between
academic support and (a) weapon carrying at
school (d = .77), (b) being threatened or injured
by a weapon at school (d = .61), (c) feeling
safe at school (d = .66), (d) and GPA (f = .40).
These analyses revealed that greater
perceptions of a positive school climate were
significantly associated with greater (and
practically important) perceptions of school
safety.
The third study (Zullig et al., 2015)
expanded the original 8 domains to 10 with the
inclusion of an Opportunities for Student
Engagement domain and a Parental
Involvement domain. The rationale for
including an Opportunities for Student
Engagement domain was consistent with Audas
and Willms’ (2001) definition of engagement,
which they describe as the extent in which
students believe they can participate in
academic and nonacademic activities freely and
equally (regardless of gender) without feeling
excluded or disrespected for their differences.
In addition, the domain of parental
involvement in schooling has long been shown
to contribute to a school’s climate (e.g.,
Haynes, Comer, & Hamilton-Lee, 1989;
Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler, & Brissie, 1987).
In this study, the eight original SCM domains
(Positive Student-Teacher Relationships,
School Connectedness, Academic Support,
Order and Discipline, Physical Environment,
Social Environment, Perceived Exclusion, and
Academic Satisfaction) and two newly
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developed domains (Parental Involvement and
Opportunities for Student Engagement) were
subjected to psychometric analysis. Like the
first study (Zullig et al., 2010), the sample was
randomly split into exploratory and
confirmatory halves and subjected to factor
analytic and structural equation modeling
techniques.
Factor analysis confirmed a 10-factor
solution (loadings with absolute values > .40).
Item factor loadings ranged from .47 to .95.
Coefficient alphas ranged from .70 to .92. Fit
statistics indicated a good fitting model (χ2=
1452.67 (df = 734, p < .01), CFI = .94, TLI =
.93, RMSEA = .039). This process eliminated
some original SCM items, such that the overall
SCM increased only from 39 to 42 items with
the newly developed domains. The current, 42item version of the SCM is included in
Appendix A at the end of the article.
The fourth study (Daily et al., 2018)
assessed the psychometric properties of the
SCM in a public middle school student
population. In this study, confirmatory factor
analysis confirmed all 10 domains with
loadings ranging from .66 to .90 with strong
internal consistency estimates (range .79 to
.93), suggesting the saturation of items fit well
within the latent constructs. Overall, the factor
model fit the data well χ2 = 2132.5 (774), p = <
.0001), CFI =.95; TLI =.94; RMSEA =.03.
Additionally, known-groups validity
analyses comparing each SCM domain against
self-reported academic achievement and school
contentment showed that the students who
reported higher academic achievement and
school contentment demonstrated higher
positive perceptions of school climate. This
study examining the psychometric properties of
the SCM also provided evidence that extended
its use to early adolescents.

Finally, a fifth study involved a
demonstration of the convergent and
discriminant validity of the SCM total score.
Consistent with expectations, the SCM
correlated significantly with measures of
adolescents’ school satisfaction, global life
satisfaction, and health-related quality of life;
however, it correlated most highly with
adolescents’ school satisfaction scores, and less
highly with their global life satisfaction and
health-related quality of life scores (Zullig,
Ward, Huebner, & Daily, 2018).

SCM Advantages and Interpretation
Aside from the SCM’s psychometric support,
ease of use, and accessibility, a distinct
advantage of its use is its breadth of domains
and multidimensional nature. In short,
although a unidimensional total school climate
score can be computed by combining all
domain items, separate scores can be computed
for each domain and the 10 domains do not rely
on one another for school climate assessment.
For example, as highlighted in our work
with the Arizona Department of Education
(ADE) with their Safe and Supportive Schools
(S3) Grant, ADE personnel selected four SCM
domains (Positive Student-Teacher
Relationships, Academic Support, Order and
Discipline, and School Physical Environment)
because these aligned well with their S3 grant
responsibilities (see Zullig et al., 2014 for a
review). The flexibility of the SCM allows
schools and school districts to pick and choose
which SCM domains match their school
improvement efforts best in formative and
summative evaluations.
Nationally normative data for the SCM
are not yet available; however, understanding
student perceptions and knowing whether
students agree or disagree with various
statements within the domains is arguably of
considerable importance. With that said, we
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offer the following interpretations based on the
absolute scores based on data gathered to date
in Table 1. Higher mean scores within each

SCM domain indicate more positive school
climate perceptions.

Table 1
Rating and Interpreting Participants’ View of School Climate with the SCM

Verbal
Interpretation and
Description

Rating Scale

Adjectival Rating

Mean Interval
Scale

5

Strongly Agree

4.20 – 5.00

Very Positive
School Climate

4

Agree

3.40 – 4.19

3

Neither agree nor
disagree

2.60 - 3.39

2

Disagree

1.80 – 2.59

Positive School
Climate
Neither Positive nor
Negative School
Climate
Negative School
Climate

1

Strongly Disagree

1.00 – 1.79

Based on the scale provided in Table 1, the data
results can be interpreted as:

Very Negative
School Climate

Very positive school climate
Participants perceive the school climate as very
positive, indicating that they strongly agree that
their school climate excellently meets the
factors that make the school environment good
for students.

Positive school climate
Participants perceive the school climate as
positive, indicating that they agree that their
school climate satisfactorily meets the factors
that make the school environment good for
students. Students feel comfortable, safe, and
valued in an environment where they can
interact with trustworthy people who care for
them.

Students feel very comfortable, safe,
and valued in an environment where they can
interact with trustworthy people who care for
them.

Neither positive nor negative school climate
Participants perceive the school climate as
neither positive nor negative, indicating that
they neither agree nor disagree that their school
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climate meets the factors that make the school
environment good for students. Mean scores
near or under 3.00 in any domain may be a
concern, however, and should be further
evaluated to determine whether additional
support for the students may be warranted.
For example, when students cannot
decide whether they believe a particular
domain is positive or negative, it may be an
indicator that not enough is being done at the
school in a given domain. This might be
especially indicative of a problem if the mean
falls below 3.00, particularly if most other
domain scores are 3.40 or higher.
Negative school climate
Participants perceive the school climate as
negative, indicating that they do not agree that
their school climate meets the factors that make
the school environment good for students.
Students feel uncomfortable, unsafe, and
unvalued in their school environment.
Very negative school climate
Participants perceive the school climate as very
negative, indicating that they strongly disagree
that the factors are met indicating that school
environment appears to be unacceptable for
students. Students feel very uncomfortable,
unsafe and unvalued in their school
environment.

In the United States, the Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA, 2015) was established to
address the shortfalls of the No Child Left
Behind Act of 2001. ESSA allows states more
control over funding and increased flexibility in
school assessments by incorporating at least
one accountability measure related to school
quality and safety perceived to support student
health and academic performance.
Although additional research would be
beneficial, the extant evidence suggests that the
SCM meets this requirement, and nascent
longitudinal research is also encouraging. For
example, research by Daily et al. (2020) using
the SCM demonstrated that positive
perceptions of school climate helped middle
school students maintain grades of A/B over
time.
More impressive however, was the
finding that students with grades of C/D/F
demonstrated better academic success when
school climate improved, suggesting that the
enhancement of school climate may raise “all
boats” (Daily et al., 2020).
While the SCM can be used in the
context of the population (or sub-populations)
of students in a school, it also holds the
promise for use with individual students to
determine their individual perceptions of the
climate of their respective school.

Summary and Applications
For example, the SCM might be useful
Promoting a positive school climate is an
with groups of students (e.g., students in a
international concern. For example, findings
special needs program, gifted students),
from the 2015 Programme for International
individual students, and in school-wide
Students Assessment (PISA) state “Parents are
assessments in ongoing (multi-time) surveys as
more likely to consider important or very
well as one-time surveys. In all contexts, given
important that there is a safe school
the breadth of the SCM, it should provide a
environment … that the school has an active
comprehensive and nuanced look at students’
and pleasant climate even more so than the
perceptions of their school environment,
academic achievement of the students in the
yielding valuable hypotheses about their school
school” (PISA, 2015: PISA Results in Focus,
behavior, subjective well-being, and academic
p.10).
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success. The profile of scores should be
particularly helpful in designing empiricallyinformed, targeted programs to promote
positive school climates.
It should be noted that the SCM is in the
public domain and can be used free of charge
by interested school psychology researchers or

practitioners (or related professionals) as long
as the authors are credited using the following
publication: Zullig, K. J., Collins, R., Ghani,
N., Hunter, A. A., Patton, J. M., Huebner, E. S.,
& Zhang, J. (2015). Preliminary development
of a revised version of the School Climate
Measure. Psychological Assessment, 27(3),
1072–1081.
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School Climate Measure Items
Domain 1: Positive Student-Teacher Relationships
Teachers and staff seem to take a real interest in my future
Teachers are available when I need to talk with them
It is easy to talk with teachers
Students get along well with teachers
Teachers at my school help us children with our problems
My teachers care about me
My teacher makes me feel good about myself
Domain 2: Order and Discipline
Classroom rules are applied equally
Problems in this school are solved by students and staff
The rules of the school are fair
School rules are enforced consistently and fairly
My teachers make it clear to me when I have misbehaved in class
Discipline is fair
Domain 3: Opportunities for Student Engagement
Students have same opportunity in class to speak, and be listened to, in class
Students can express feelings and thoughts about school work and life
Students "different" in any way are treated with respect
Nobody in my school is excluded from being successful
Females and males treated as equals at school
I can participate in a lot of interesting activities at school
Domain 4: School Physical Environment
The school grounds are kept clean
My school is neat and clean
My school buildings are generally pleasant and well maintained
My school is usually clean and tidy
Domain 5: Academic Support
I usually understand my homework assignments
Teachers make it clear what work needs to be done to get the grade I want
I believe that teachers expect all students to learn
I feel that I can do well in this school
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Domain 6: Parental Involvement
My parents talk with teachers about what is happening at home
My parents are involved in school activities
My parents are involved in discussions about what is taught at school)
Domain 7: School Connectedness
My schoolwork is exciting
Students can make suggestions on courses that are offered
This school make student enthusiastic about learning
Students are frequently rewarded or praised by faculty and staff for following school rule
Domain 8: Perceived Exclusion/ Privilege
At my school, the same person always gets to help the teacher
At my school, the same students get chosen every time to take part in after-school or special
activities
The same students always get to use things, like a computer, a ball or piano, when we interact
Domain 9: School Social Environment
I am happy with the kinds of students who go to my school
I am happy, in general, with the other students who go to my school
Domain 10: Academic Satisfaction
I am happy about the number of tests I have
I am happy about the amount of homework I have
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Book Review___ ____________________________________________________________________

Responsive Schooling for Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students
Written by Debbie Zacarian and Ivannia Soto
Reviewed by Art Stellar, PhD
Schools struggle with linguistically different
students often because educators do not
appreciate the value of addressing the cultural
differences of their students. English language
learners are often taught in the same basic way
as their English competent classmates, ignoring
their cultural norms.
This is particularly true for new arrivals
to this country. For example, a student coming
to this country from somewhere else may be
old enough to be in fifth grade, yet with little or
no time in school. Consequently, such a
student does not understand what classroom
life is like and what the expectations are for
common behavior. In addition, in the author’s
opinion, this student may have limited content
exposure to both what we would consider
typical life experiences and academic
vocabulary.
Geneva Gay, founding mother of
culturally responsive teaching, is one of the
many experts quoted in this book. Others have
added to this concept with what is referred to
throughout the text as “balanced culturally
responsive teaching.”
Leaders who are culturally responsive
must hire culturally responsive teachers who
know how to use culturally responsive teaching
techniques and then hold them accountable for
using them effectively.

Meeting this standard necessitates engaging in
these activities:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Self-reflection;
Explaining implicit bias;
Exploring microaggressions, including
micro assaults, microinsults, and microinvalidations, and taking steps to
address them;
Embracing collaborative reflection
Creating a mistake-safe, culturally
responsive school;
Applying excellence through an equity
lens; and
Using a culturally responsive scorecard
tool. (P/ 95)

The authors have collected and created
many guiding questions for both group
discussions and self-reflection. The answers
are to come from within or from one’s
colleagues. The only problem with this
approach is that unless these questions are used
in a structured setting with a knowledgeable
leader, some of the answers may be
inappropriate.
Hence, the best utilization of this book
is in a college course or extended workshop
setting. Teachers with some experience with
diverse student populations can use this book as
a guide with a knowledgeable instructor.
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According to the authors and scholars
they quote, teaching that follows the model
described in this book is truly a collaborative
affair:
Literacy occurs when we socially
interact with others to fully
understand and contribute to what is
occurring. To do this well with our
students, we must have depth of
knowledge about their personal,
social, cultural, linguistic, academic,
and world experiences so that we can
build from these to support them to
learn and build the ever-expanding
depth of subject matter and socialemotional communicative knowledge
that they need to be successful
learners and citizens in their
classrooms, schools, communities,
and more. In addition, every student
must also have meaningful and
continuous social interactions to
learn. As you will see in our book,
one teacher alone could never do
this. (emphasis added) p. 9.

Hence, it takes a team of highly
dedicated teachers and staff members actively
communicating about each student. Parents
and community members must also be
involved.
Service learning in the community is
seen as a method for reaching out to the
community. These are all noble endeavors and,
if fully and properly implemented, could have a
profound effect upon diverse student
populations.
This may appear to be a utopian view.
However, this reviewer has witnessed a few
school-wide examples with a highly motivated
principal and staff pulling off such a miracle.
The problem is that this is a tough model to
maintain over a long period of time.
It is equally hard to expand to multiple
sites. Part of the answer may include the
proper use of technology, which is an omission
in this book. The vision of Responsive
Schooling for Culturally and Linguistically
Diverse Students is compelling. Now we must
make it into reality.

Reviewer Biography
Art Stellar has served 25 years as a school superintendent in diverse communities such as Boston and
Taunton, MA and Oklahoma City. His teams have met improvement goals and raised student
achievement; equity gaps have been reduced. He is especially proud of reaching milestones in poorer
states and communities and knows it can be done. Stellar can be reached at stellaradvantage.com, 828764-1785 or by e-mail at art@stellaradvantage.com.

Responsive Schooling for Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Students was published in 2020 by
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focus on research and evidence-based practice that advance the profession of education administration.
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research that practicing school and district administrations can use to take action and that higher
education faculty can use to prepare future school and district administrators. The Journal publishes
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Privacy
The names and e-mail addresses entered in this journal site will be used exclusively for the stated
purposes of this journal and will not be made available for any other purpose or to any other party.
Please note that the journal is available, via the Internet at no cost, to audiences around the world.
Authors’ names and e-mail addresses are posted for each article. Authors who agree to have their
manuscripts published in the AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice agree to have their names and
e-mail addresses posted on their articles for public viewing.

Ethics
The AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice uses a double-blind peer-review process to maintain
scientific integrity of its published materials. Peer-reviewed articles are one hallmark of the scientific
method and the AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice believes in the importance of maintaining
the integrity of the scientific process in order to bring high quality literature to the education leadership
community. We expect our authors to follow the same ethical guidelines. We refer readers to the
latest edition of the APA Style Guide to review the ethical expectations for publication in a scholarly
journal.
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Turning Around Low-Performing Schools and Districts
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Submissions
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1. title of the article:
identify if the submission is original research, evidence-based practice, commentary, or book
review
2. contributor name(s)
3. terminal degree
4. academic rank
5. department
6. college or university
7. city, state
8. telephone and fax numbers
9. e-mail address
10. 120-word abstract that conforms to APA style
11. six to eight key words that reflect the essence of the submission
12. 40-word biographical sketch
Please do not submit page numbers in headers or footers. Rather than use footnotes, it is preferred
authors embed footnote content in the body of the article. Articles are to be submitted to the editor by
e-mail as an electronic attachment in Microsoft Word, Times New Roman, 12 Font. The editors have
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Editor
Kenneth Mitchell, EdD
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Submit articles electronically: kenneth.mitchell@mville.edu
To contact by postal mail:
Dr. Ken Mitchell
Associate Professor
School of Education
Manhattanville College
2900 Purchase Street
Purchase, NY 10577

__________________________________________________________________________________
Vol. 18, No. 1 Spring 2021
AASA Journal of Scholarship and Practice

67

AASA Resources


Join AASA and discover a number of resources reserved exclusively for members. See Member
Benefits at www.aasa.org/welcome/index.aspx. For questions on membership contact Meghan Moran
at mmoran@aasa.org.


Resources on COVID-19

AASA aims to provide the best, most up-to-date information from the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC), Emergency Management, the School Safety and Crisis Planning Community, Coronavirus
Resources page and guidelines for reopening schools. Please visit links.aasa.org/3mIxIcH.

Resources for School Administrators may be viewed at
www.aasa.org/welcome/resources.aspx.

Learn about AASA’s books program where new titles and special discounts are available to
AASA members. The AASA publications catalog may be downloaded at www.aasa.org/books.aspx.



As the Superintendents Association’s professional learning arm, AASA’s Leadership
Network drives superintendent success, innovation and growth, focused on student-centered, equity-focused,
forward-reaching education. Passionate and committed to continuous improvement, Leadership Network
faculty connect educational leaders to the leadership development, relationships and partnerships needed to
ensure individual growth and collective impact. A snapshot of over 30 academies, cohorts and consortia is
represented in the graphic below. To assist in navigating through the pandemic, AASA has produced and
archived over 100 webinars since March 2020 on Leading for Equity and What Works at AASA, The School
Superintendents Association. Contact Mort Sherman at msherman@aasa.org or Valerie Truesdale
at vtruesdale@aasa.org to explore professional learning and engagement.
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 Webinars for EdLeaders
Leadership Network

aasa.org/AASA-LeadershipNetwork-webinars.aspx
Leader To Leader Series:
www.aasa.org/LeaderToLeader.aspx
Leading For Equity:
home.edweb.net/aasaequity
The EmpowerED Superintendent:
home.edweb.net/supers
AASA Policy and Advocacy Blogs—The Leading Edge:
aasa.org/policy-blogs.aspx?blogid=84002

Upcoming AASA Events
AASA 2022 National Conference on Education, Nashville, TN, Feb. 17-19, 2022
Call for Proposals:
Opens March 24, 2021, 9:00 a.m., EST
Closes May 31, 2021, 11:59 p.m.; EST
Questions about Call for Proposals? Contact Gabriela Iturri, meeting planner, giturri@aasa.org
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