
UTILIZING QUANTITATIVE INSTRUMENTS TO BETTER    
UNDERSTAND SOCIAL JUSTICE LEADERSHIP

There are a limited number of quantitative tools intended to interrogate 
social justice leadership. The ones that do exist tend to focus on the at-
titudes, awareness, or perceptions of school leaders related to theorized 
facets of social justice. However, awareness of social (in)justice does not 
automatically equate with realized behavior on the behalf of school lead-
ers (Brown & Shaked, 2018). The development of quantitative tools that 
investigate the behaviors that school leaders engage in to create socially 
just outcomes and the contextual factors that they encounter in such pur-
suits would aid practitioners and scholars alike. Such tools would aid in 
improving the collective understanding of social justice leadership and 
its enactment within diverse contexts (Tackett, 2021; Zhang et al., 2018). 
This paper explores two instruments, the Social Justice Behavior Scale 
(SJBS) and the Social Justice – Barriers and Supports Instrument (SJ-
BAS), that can support future investigations of leadership for social jus-
tice. The SJBS measures the behaviors that principals engage in to lead for 
social justice (Flood, 2019). The scale has three components that disen-
tangle these behaviors. The three components of the SJBS indicate where 
the behavior is intended to most directly effect. The three components are: 
School-Specific, Community-Minded, and Self-Focused. The SJ-BAS mea-
sures the contextual elements that principals encounter within the com-
plex environments where they find themselves as actors (Angelle & Flood, 
2021). The SJ-BAS measures both macro and meso level constructs that 
support principals in their work as socially just school leaders as well as 
those constructs that act as barriers to social justice in schools. The SJ-
BAS is composed of two scales, the Barriers Scale and the Supports Scale.

Introduction

The ability to lead for social justice is an essential skill for school 
leaders.  As schools have become increasingly diverse over the past few de-
cades, it has been imperative for school leaders to demonstrate a commit-
ment to equity and inclusion through socially just practices.  However, how 
to develop a school-wide, student-centric culture of equity has not often 
been given significance in the literature. 

Socially just principals understand that students trust more in what 
they see in adults, rather than what they hear from adults. Their values are 
linked to their daily behavior including their (un)conscious awareness and 
biases.  Values define situations, prompt goals, and influence action (Ver-
planken & Holland, 2002). According to Schwartz (1999; 2005; 2006), 
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when we encounter situations, we look at them in light of the values we 
hold. We decide what action is most desirable to take, based on the priority 
we assign to the values pertinent to the situation at hand.  The higher prior-
ity we give to the value, the more likely we will act and behave to express 
those values. When values are activated by a situation, alternative actions 
and consequences of these actions are internally judged by whether they 
support or obstruct valued goals.

Bardi and Swartz (2003) inform us that the ways in which we be-
have express our values to others, even though, subconsciously, we may not 
be aware of the link between values and behaviors.  Values are stable and 
motivational and rarely change throughout our lifetime.  Behaviors more 
strongly correspond to values that are personally important to the individu-
al (Bardi & Swartz, 2003; Pappas & Pappas, 2015).  Values serve as moti-
vation for behavior; however, the values that motivate said behavior differ 
from person to person (Arieli, Sagiv, & Roccas, 2020).   Thus, behavior is a 
way to express the values that are important to them through their actions.  
As posited by Arieli, Sagiv, and Roccas (2020):

People in leadership roles seek to act on their values. Their position 
in the organisation, however, allows them to infuse their values into 
the organisation, influencing the organisation and their employees. 
Several studies have demonstrated how managers’values penetrate 
other organisational levels, influencing strategic decisions, organ-
isational culture, and subordinate behaviour. (p. 253) 
Thus, tools that investigate the behaviors in which school leaders 

engage to promote socially just outcomes and the contextual factors that 
they encounter in those pursuits would aid practitioners and scholars alike 
in improving their understanding of social justice leadership and its enact-
ment within diverse contexts (Tackett, 2021; Zhang et al., 2018). There are 
a limited number of quantitative tools intended to interrogate social justice 
leadership. The ones that do exist tend to focus on the attitudes, awareness, 
or perceptions of school leaders related to theorized facets of social justice. 
However, awareness of social (in)justice does not automatically equate with 
realized behavior on the behalf of school leaders (Brown & Shaked, 2018). 

Practitioners and researchers should have access to an instrument 
that accurately measures leadership behaviors that support social justice 
goals and, therefore, improve schools to meet those goals. Furthermore, the 
ability to understand how school leaders perceive the extent to which cur-
rent context supports or inhibits leadership for social justice is equally im-
portant (Tackett, 2021; Zhang et al., 2018).  Context and behavior cannot be 
examined separately but should be understood in tandem as context inevi-
tably influences the agency of the school leader (Arar, 2019; Oldham et al., 
2020). Context can also play a role in decisions that are made as principals 
may be influenced by colleagues, parents, students, and the “specific educa-
tional circumstances in which they find themselves” (Dempster, et al., 2004, 
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p. 165).  DeMatthews and colleagues (2015) echoed the need for deeper un-
derstandings of principal actions framed within their own unique context. 
They noted that the “relevance and applicability of social justice leadership 
will remain limited without a more robust understanding of context and con-
tradictions” (p. 29).

In that same spirit, this paper will explore two instruments, the So-
cial Justice Behavior Scale (SJBS) and the Social Justice – Barriers and 
Supports Instrument (SJ-BAS), that can support future investigations of 
leadership for social justice. By interrogating and communicating the use 
of instruments that measure aspects of social justice, practitioners and re-
searchers alike can benefit. Fietzer and Ponterotto (2015) keenly noted that 
this type of pursuit should be of interest and benefit to researchers and prac-
titioners alike: 

By critically examining these instruments, practitioners maintain-
ing a social justice agenda will have access to tools which can iden-
tify allies, stimulate introspective approaches to self-knowledge 
about social justice, and identify new ways to encourage engage-
ment in advocacy in others. Researchers would be able to identify 
psychometrically sound instruments in social justice, leading to 
more complex theoretical development about social justice engage-
ment, a better understanding of the factors contributing to social 
justice, and a way to demonstrate how engagement in advocacy and 
social justice directly benefit communities. (p. 20).
The following sections will situate the instruments in the rele-

vant socially just leadership literature, provide an overview of the SJBS 
and SJ-BAS, examine opportunities for both practitioners and researchers 
to use these instruments, and discuss the implications for both practice and 
research. 

Socially Just Leadership

The construct of socially just leadership has been central to educa-
tional leadership research, framed as both a concept and an enactment.  The 
importance of studying the practices principals employ to create equitable 
educational opportunities for marginalized students is underscored in the lit-
erature, primarily with qualitative studies.  As such, the lack of quantitative 
perspectives on the phenomenon become apparent.  As we introduce two 
instruments which may allow for greater breadth in understanding socially 
just leadership, we first offer this overview of social justice through an op-
erational lens and as a practice in schools.  We conclude this section by plac-
ing social justice as a representation of principal agency.

Difficulties arise when attempting to narrow social justice to a sin-
gular definition, particularly in school settings.  Social justice, as an action, 
as part of a school culture, or as a philosophy held by those within the school 
organization, is shaped by the context of the school.  Equity for marginal-
ized children may refer to abilities, culture, gender, identity, or race and the 
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extent of the social, economic, or educational needs of marginalized chil-
dren. Moreover, as Hayes and Angelle (2020) pointed out, views of social 
justice are often articulated through the lens of western culture, views that 
may be contrary to cultures in other parts of the world.  Hatfield and col-
leagues (2011) provide the example of American and Chinese cultures.  As 
a capitalist society, Americans value hard work and individualism.  Chinese 
society, on the other hand, value deference and approaching society as a col-
lective whole. The lens through which cultures view the idea of social jus-
tice is markedly different across the globe. Thus, values play a role in the 
importance of “citizens’ ideas of what makes one a worthwhile person and 
their views of social justice” (p.113).

While social justice in schools may be viewed as providing “the 
conditions to improve one’s position or social mobility” (Blackmore, 2013, 
p. 1007), others have written about social justice in terms of “academic 
achievement, critical consciousness, and inclusive practices” (Grant & 
Sleeter, 2007, p. 116).  A wider view of justice (and injustice) was furthered 
by Cribb and Gerwirtz (2003) who discussed the concept in terms of distrib-
utive, associational, and cultural justice.  They explained the idea of distrib-
utive justice as the “absence of exploitation and deprivation” (p.18), cultural 
justices as the absence of “domination, non-recognition, and disrespect” (p. 
19), and associational justice as the inclusion of voices.  While these three 
forms of social justice provide an understanding through a larger sociologi-
cal perspective, the ideas may be placed in schools as guides to actions and 
behaviors meant to counteract injustice.  White and Cooper (2012) remind 
us that social justice “can devolve to nothing more than a politically cor-
rect term that really only identifies those who are excluded, as if those who 
are marginalized require further marginalization in order for false prophets 
to introduce personal agendas that the authors refer to as ‘social justice for 
me’” (p. 519). Brown (2006) looks to educators as the “frontline civil rights 
workers in a long-term struggle to increase equity” (p. 701).  As such, op-
pression must be faced head on by the adults in the school building.  When 
racism, classism, and other forms of social injustice infect an organization, 
not only students but adults are infected as well.  This leads to limiting 
points of view which then allows differences to sabotage learning and col-
laboration (Osta & Perrow, 2008).  The struggle for equity is lost when edu-
cators embrace a deficit theory of social justice.

Leaders who work for socially just schools reject a deficit theory of 
social justice and embrace a value and vision for equity.  Osta and Perrow 
(2008) describe three related aspects of equity:

1) Equity in our educational system entails removing the predict-
ability of academic success or failure based on social, economic, 
or cultural factors. 2) Equity thus entails interrupting inequitable 
practices, eliminating biases and oppression, and creating inclusive 
school environments for adults and children. 3) Ultimately, equity 
means discovering and cultivating the unique gifts, talents, and in-
terests that each human being possesses (p. 3).
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Moreover, Osta and Perrow (2008) reiterate the need for leaders to cre-
ate schools that are dedicated to the teaching and learning of all students, 
regardless of their race, class, gender, or culture. Modeling equity practices 
and demonstrating skills are ways in which leaders can reveal to adults in 
the school the importance of a socially just school. DeMatthews, (2015) 
views socially just leadership as a balancing act, noting that a socially just 
leader “identifies, focuses, and acts to address marginalization in schools 
and communities, but also an ongoing struggle complicated by personal, 
cultural, societal, and organizational dimensions associated with the leader, 
school, community, and society as a whole” (p. 19).  Placing principals 
at the center of social justice practices establishes a focus on equity as an 
unspoken norm in the school culture.  This holds true for establishing ways 
of being as well as dismantling harmful practices and behavior.  Ross and 
Berger (2009) provide examples of ways in which principal behavior can 
eliminate barriers and promote support for socially just school cultures for 
students with special needs.  Principals can establish partnerships between 
general education and special education teachers.  These partners can work 
to create interventions and dual teaching situations to support learning for 
special needs students.  Furthermore, principals can coordinate teacher 
planning time to promote collaboration.  Ross and Berger (2009) posit 
that:

The unifying theme of these strategies is that principals’ influence 
equity indirectly, by increasing the technical skills of staff, trans-
forming their beliefs about equity, and strengthening school part-
nerships with parents and the community (p. 472).
Thus, principals who work for social justice are called upon to fol-

low mandates and policy, while also ensuring that no child is marginalized 
as policy is implemented.  These same leaders must adhere to the parameters 
of mandates while remaining true to their innate values and beliefs.  Socially 
just leaders serve as role models for school and community stakeholders as 
they continue to shape the culture and attitudes of the school organization.  
This underscores the importance of examining and measuring the behaviors 
and practices of socially just leaders as well as the organizational supports 
and barriers that promote or impede the work of social justice.

Social Justice Behavior Scale (SJBS)

The SJBS measures the behaviors that principals engage in to lead 
for social justice (Flood, 2019). The SJBS was constructed in a number of 
strategic phases including: meta-analysis, Delphi Process, principal compo-
nents analysis, and components analysis, and convergent/divergent validity 
analysis. A comprehensive meta-analysis was conducted across the literea-
ture on social justice leadership behaviors to conceptualize a theoretical 
construct of social justice behaviors and develop survey items that measure 
these behaviors (Flood, 2019). This meta-analysis included 18 published 
articles from 2007-2019 that exclusively focused on behaviors principals 
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utilized to support social justice. These articles were open coded accord-
ing to action words that support social justice and in total, 335 codes were 
constructed and sorted into 15 categories (Flood, 2019). From these catego-
ries, three themes emerged: Self-Focused, School-Specific, and Communi-
ty-Minded components (Flood, 2019). 

Survey items were created to measure aspects of each theme. To 
aid in their development, survey items were created with special attention to 
the verbiage and definitions within the literature to help reduce researcher 
bias and provide clarity (Flood, 2019). Initially, 39 items were constructed: 
10 for Self-Focused, 18 for School-Specific, and 11 for Community-Mind-
ed. Once these survey items were developed, a Delphi Process was utilized 
to gain multiple rounds of feedback from a panel of experts. This instru-
ment was sent to six content experts on school leadership/and or social jus-
tice and based on their extensive feedback; 11 items were revised to im-
prove the precision and scope of the instrument (Flood, 2019). Following 
the first round of revisions, the instrument went through two more rounds 
of feedback and revisions until the final 38 items were remaining. These 38 
items were then sent to 230 participating principles from 27 states: 72.69% 
(White), 58.1% (Female), held a master’s degree (51.5%), and 37.9% from 
suburban schools (Flood, 2019b). 

Factor structure and item inclusion was determined through prin-
cipal components analysis including the inspection of eigenvalues, scree 
plots, and item loadings to guide decisions (Flood, 2019). The final solu-
tion was a three-component, 23 item solution (Table 1) that accounted for 
62.16% of the total variance. The three components were: School Specific 
(nine items), Community Minded (seven items), and Self-Focused (seven 
items). 

Further, these participants were also sent the Social Justice Scale 
(SJS) and the Global Belief in a Just World Scale (GBJWS) to investigate 
the convergent validity between the two instruments. As outlined by Camp-
bell and Fiske (1959), convergent validity indicates the statistical relation-
ship between two instruments that are theorized to share or assess similar 
constructs (Flood, 2019). Positive relationships were determined between 
the three subscales (Self-Focused, School-Specific, and Community-Mind-
ed) and SJS subscales. 

Divergent validity was assessed by analyzing the relationship 
between the SJBS and the Global Belief in a Just World (GBJWS) scale 
(Holton III et al., 2007). Correleations were run between SJBS subscales and 
the Global Belief in a Just World Scale (GBJWS). The GBJWS is a 7-item 
Likert scale used to measure participants beliefs in a just world (Lipkus, 
1991).  Across all SJBS subscales and the GBJWS, negative relationships 
(r = -0.05 to -0.23) were discovered and Self-Focused and School-Specific 
subscales were statistically significant at p >0.05, while the subscale Com-
munity-Minded, was not statistically significant (Flood, 2019b). 

Lastly, group differences (i.e. age, gender, highest degree complet-
ed, and school urbanicity) were examined between participants that took 
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the SJBS through a series of one-way ANOVAS. No statistically significant 
mean differences existed between participant demographic variables at al-
pha level 0.05 (Flood, 2019). However, there was a statistically significant 
difference between individuals that self-identified as a social justice leader 
and those that did not on the SJBS. 

The School-Specific component includes social justice behaviors 
that occur within the schools themselves. These include dismantling bar-
riers that hinder achieving social justice outcomes within schools, contex-
tualizing professional development to make sense of issues of race, ethnic-
ity, class, and gender, and preparing students to confront the challenges that 
face historically marginalized communities (Cooper, 2009; DeMatthews 
& Mawhinney, 2014; Jean-Marie, 2008; Kose, 2009; Rivera-McCutchen, 
2014; Theoharis, 2007; Theoharis, 2009; Theoharis & O’Toole, 2011; Wa-
songa, 2010). The Community-Minded component measured social jus-
tice behaviors that expanded out into the community such as engaging in 
community advocacy and organizing work (DeMatthews, 2018; Theoharis, 
2009). The Self-Focused component explored social justice behaviors that 
emanated from and occurred within the principals themselves. Principals 
indicated the frequency with which they critically reflected on their work, 
their biases, and how they engaged with others (Bishop & McClellan, 2016; 
Jean-Marie, 2008; Shields, 2010; Theoharis, 2007; Theoharis & O’Toole, 
2011).

The SJBS provides a way to classify and, in turn, understand the 
extent to which principals are enacting particular behaviors (individual sur-
vey items and components with reliability information: Table 1) and the fre-
quency of enactment within each domain (Table 2). In doing so, practitio-
ners and scholars can understand how often principals engage in behaviors 
linked to social justice leadership, discern the domain where principals tend 
to engage in social justice behaviors, and measure changes over time re-
lated to social justice behaviors. Scholars have stressed the complexity and 
current limitations of investigating and understanding social justice beliefs, 
values, and leadership behaviors quantitatively (Flood, 2019; Jean-Marie et 
al., 2009; Shields, 2021). Our ability to understand social justice leadership 
behaviors and practices quantitatively continue to be limited and even dis-
appointing as Jean-Marie et al. (2009) described. Many of these limitations 
and dissapointments may be due to lack of reliable and valid quantitative 
instruments that measure social justice behaviors and the overabundance 
of qualitative research investigating social justice leadership (Flood, 2019). 

However, it may also in part be due the inherent challenges related 
to self-reporting and the need for multiple measures that are designed to ful-
ly situate facets of leadership practices that enable equity and societal trans-
formation (Shields, 2021). Although the SJBS relies on the self-reporting of 
principals, it does offer interesting research possibilities on how principals 
report their engagement in social justice behaviors and can be used in tan-
dem with other instruments to better situate and bring into focus the leader-
ship behaviors of principals that enact social justice in educational settings.  
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Multiple scholars have recently discussed the behavioral themes 
and their implications related to leadership outlined in this instrument (An-
gelle & Flood, 2021; Burke, 2022; Gibson, 2021; Howley et al., 2021; 
Khan, 2021; Phillips, 2023; Smith, 2022). Scholars have dicussed the prac-
ticality of the use of this instrument, specifically, and other quantitative in-
struments, generally, for investigations of social justice leadership (Angelle 
& Flood, 2021; Howley et al., 2021, Jean-Marie et al., 2009). Howley et al. 
(2021) highlighted the need for more scholarship to utilize the SJBS to un-
derstand the relationships between social justice leadership practices and 
other school-level measures, but few studies have done so. Much of the cur-
rent contributions of the SJBS has been used by scholars to further concep-
tualize the theoretical aspects related to social justice leadership.

Table 1. Social Justice Behavior Scale 

I pose solutions to structural injustices in education.
I provide students with greater access to their culture.
I dismantle barriers that hinder the practice of social justice in my 
school.
I empower marginalized student groups through collaborative strategies.
I nurture socially conscientious teacher-leaders.
I enact a vision for my school focused on equity.
I prepare students to confront the challenges that face historically mar-
ginalized communities.
I contextualize professional development in a way that tries to make 
sense of race, ethnicity, class, gender, sexuality, and disability.
I embed professional development in collaborative structures.

School 
Specific        
Subscale

(Cronbach’s 
Alpha = 
.914)

I engage in community advocacy work.
I act as a catalyst for advocacy work within the community.
I engage in community organizing work.
I utilize parent networks to strategically recruit teachers, parents, and 
other community leaders with social justice agendas.
I access community cultural wealth to benefit my school.
I participate in political and policy-related advocacy work on behalf of 
marginalized student groups.
I raise awareness to advance the school communities’ levels of under-
standing about social inequities.

Commu-
nity Minded 
Subscale

(Cronbach’s 
Alpha = 
.916)

I continuously reflect to avoid making unjust decisions.
I engage in self-reflective, critical, and collaborative work relationships.
I actively work to understand my own bias so I can better counteract 
inequity within my school.
I am transparent about my practice as a school leader.
I consciously account for and resist my personal biases.
I work to develop a reflective consciousness.
I extend cultural respect to individuals from diverse backgrounds.

Self-Fo-
cused 
Subscale

(Cronbach’s 
Alpha = 
.872)

23 Item Social Justice Behavior Scale Cronbach’s Alpha = .933
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Table 2. SJBS Response Options and Associated Values

Value Response Option
0 Never
1 Rarely, in less than 10% of the chances when I could have

2 Occasionally, in about 30% of the chances when I could have

3 Sometimes, in about 50% of the chances when I could have

4 Frequently, in about 70% of the chances when I could have

5 Usually, in about 90% of the chances I could have

6 Every time

Social Justice – Barriers and Supports Instrument

The SJ-BAS measures the contextual elements that principals en-
counter within the complex environments where they find themselves as 
actors (see Angelle & Flood, 2021). The SJ-BAS measures both macro 
and meso level constructs that support principals in their work as socially 
just school leaders as well as those constructs that act as barriers to social 
justice in schools.  Simililarly to the SJBS, the SJ-BAS was constructed 
through a multiphase approach that integrated both qualitative and quan-
titative methodologies to develop a reliable and valid barrier and support 
scale (Angelle & Flood, 2021). For the qualitative phase, transcripts from 
interviews with 18 school principals from 12 different countries were in-
tereviewed to understand leadership barriers and supports that enable so-
cial justice in educational contexts. Qualitative data from these interviews 
produced seven themes related to supports and six related to barriers that 
enable social justice:

From that analysis, seven themes related to perceived supports 
for social justice and six themes related to perceived bariers were 
identified. The support themes were Principal Behaviours, School 
Culture, Teacher Characteristics, Community Involvement, Teach-
er-Student Interface, Policy, and Resources. The six barrier themes 
were: Student’s Family Situation, Perceptions of the School, Lack 
of Resources, Policy and Politics, Staff Variables, and Organisa-
tional Culture. (Angelle & Flood, 2021, p. 127)
Initial survey items were constructed according to the themes iden-

tified from the qualitative phase. A Delphi Process was utilized to gain 
feedback from a panel of experts to revise items on both the Support In-
strument and Barrier Instrument. Four reviewers (three male and one fe-
male) were selected to participate on this panel who possessed significant 
expertise in school leadership and social justice. In response to panel feed-
back, the survey was revised down to 50 items. Following the Delphi Pro-
cess, the intital SJ-BAS was distributed to princiapls across the Univted 
States. In sum, 226 principals in the United States from 27 different states 
responded.
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Principal components analysis was utilized on both instruments 
to understand factor structure and as a method for item reduction (Angelle 
& Flood, 2021). For the Support Instrument, eigenvalues, scree plots, and 
item loadings were inspected, resulting in  a four factor, 24-item solution. 
Three items were removed due to cross loadings and another was removed 
as a result of independent factor loading. The final product accounted for 
.279% of the total variance (Angelle & Flood, 2021). The Cronbach Alpha 
was then utilized to determine the reliability and internal consistency of the 
remaining survey items. Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated for the Social 
Justice-Supports instrument and found to be .965 (Table 3). 

This process was then repeated for the barrier portion of the sur-
vey. Three items of the Social Justice-Barriers Instrument were removed 
due to cross loading and one for not meeting the minimum loading re-
quirement. Analysis of the principal components analysis identified a four-
factor, 19-item solution that accounted for 68.989% of the total variance. 
Cronbach’s Alpha was calculated for the instrument and produced a coef-
ficient of .923 (Table 4). 

As mentioned previously, the SJ-BAS is composed of two scales, 
the Barriers Scale and the Supports Scale. The Barriers Scale is made up 
of four components: Student’s Family Situation, Perceptions, Resources 
and Policy, and School Culture (Table 3). Student’s Family Situation mea-
sured issues presented by the home environments and economic situation 
of their students within their context as barriers (Morrison, 2017). Percep-
tions measured the negative ways that various stakeholders view schooling 
and marginalized student groups (Miller & Martin 2015; Theoharis, 2007).  
Resources and Policy looked at how school bureaucracy, including policy 
and the lack of/limited access to resources, served as barriers to social jus-
tice work (Chiu & Walker, 2007; Morrison, 2017). School Culture mea-
sured how the culture of a school could serve as a barrier to social justice 
work (Chiu & Walker, 2007; Taysum & Gunter, 2008). 

The Supports Scale measures four components: School Culture 
and Practices; Parental and Community Support; Communication, Collab-
oration, and Guidance; and Resources (Table 4). School Culture and Prac-
tices was comprised of items related to the supportive attitudes, processes, 
practices, and culture within schools (Morrison, 2017; Theoharis, 2007). 
Parental and Community Support addressed how parental and community 
support aided principals in their social justice work (DeMatthews, 2018; 
Normore & Blanco, 2008). Communication, Collaboration, and Guidance 
are indicators of the synergistic relationship between principal and stake-
holders  to support leadership for social justice (Sarid, 2020). Resourc-
es gauged how fiscal, information, instructional, and human resources aid 
leadership for social justice. Each scale utilizes a 7-point Likert response 
option (Table 5). 
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Table 3. Social Justice Supports Scale

Attitudes within my school community support social justice leader-
ship.
Within my school, processes are organized to support social justice 
leadership.
Data available at my school are used to support social justice leader-
ship.
Reflective practice is required to be a successful socially-just school 
leader.
The culture of my school is supportive of social justice leadership.
Staff collaboration in my school supports social justice leadership.

School Culture 
and Practices 
(Cronbach’s 
Alpha = .918)

At my school, fiscal resources are available to support social justice 
leadership.
At my school, school information resources are available to support 
social justice leadership.
At my school, instructional resources are available to support social 
justice leadership.
At my school, human resources are available to support social justice 
leadership.

Resources 
(Cronbach’s 
Alpha = .928)

Reciprocal communication between teachers and students at my 
school supports social justice leadership.
Communication among stakeholders at my school supports social 
justice leadership.
The level of trust between students and teachers at my school sup-
ports social justice leadership.
Principal and teacher focus on students’ best interest at my school 
supports social justice leadership.
Valuing student voice in my school supports social justice leadership.
School policy documents that guide decision-making are supportive 
of social justice leadership.
School-level decision-making processes are supportive of social 
justice leadership.
Local guidance/control of decision-making is supportive of social 
justice leadership.
The extent of the principal’s autonomy to make decisions for the 
school supports social justice leadership.

Communica-
tion, Col-
laboration, 
and Guidance 
(Cronbach’s 
Alpha = .940)

Parents at my school support social justice leadership. Collabora-
tion between teachers and parents in my school results in increased 
support of social justice leadership. Principal and parent connec-
tions at my school result in increased support of social justice lead-
ership. Principal involvement in the community results in increased 
support of social justice leadership. The extent of values cohesion 
between the community and school results in increased support of 
social justice

24 Item SJ Support Scale Cronbach’s Alpha = .965
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Table 4. Social Justice Barriers Scale

Lack of communication with stakeholders is a barrier to social justice 
leadership. 
Principal isolation in advocacy work is a barrier to social justice 
leadership. 
Principal’s vision can be a barrier to social justice leadership. 
Value systems can be a barrier to social justice leadership. 
School’s hierarchical structure is a barrier to social justice 
leadership.

School Cul-
ture 
(Cronbach’s 
Alpha = .863)

Lack of financial resources is a barrier to social justice leadership.  
Limited time during the workday is a barrier to social justice leader-
ship.  
Limited access to current research is a barrier to social justice leader-
ship.  
Lack of input on policy is a barrier to social justice leadership.  
Inconsistent policy implementation is a barrier to social justice leader-
ship.  Bureaucracy is a barrier to social justice leadership. 

Resources and 
Policy (Cron-
bach’s Alpha 
= .875)

Focus on achievement outcomes is a barrier to social justice leader-
ship.
Societal expectations of schooling are a barrier to social justice leader-
ship.
Societal bias against marginalized groups of students in my school is a 
barrier to social justice leadership.
Parental resistance to school initiatives is a barrier to social justice 
leadership.
Staff perceptions of students’ socioeconomic circumstances are a bar-
rier to social justice leadership.

Perceptions 
(Cronbach’s 
Alpha = .862)

Students’ socioeconomic circumstances are a barrier to social justice 
leadership.
Income inequality between students is a barrier to social justice lead-
ership.
The home environments of my students are barriers to social justice 
leadership.

Students’ 
Family Situ-
ations (Cron-
bach’s Alpha 
= .888)

19 Item SJ Barrier Scale Cronbach’s Alpha = .923
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Table 5. SJ-BAS Response Options and Associated Values

Value Response Option
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Moderately Disagree
4 Neither Agree Nor Disagree
5 Moderately Agree
6 Agree
7 Strongly Agree

Opportunities

School leaders and their daily agency are in the public eye, both 
from their school stakeholders, including parents, teachers, and most im-
portantly, students, as well as the eyes of the larger community.  As student 
populations continue to increase in diversity, the public nature of the work 
of school leaders will persist to ensure that schools are welcoming and safe 
places for all children. 

The student population in the United States is changing.  In the 
past decade, Hispanic students in public schools increased from 22% to 
28% while the population of White students decreased from 54% to 46%.  
Black student population in public schools also decreased from 17% to 
15% (National Center for Education Statistics, 2022).  To put this in per-
spective, public schools enrolled 49.4 million students in fall 2020.  Of 
these 22.6 million students were white while 13.8 million were Hispan-
ic.  Schools enrolled 7.4 million Black students and 2.7 million Asian stu-
dents.  In every US state, the population of white public school students 
was lower in fall 2020 than in fall 2009 (National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2020).  

Given these demographics as well as the public nature of school 
leadership, understanding behaviors demonstrated by school leaders that 
lead to socially just schools and the extent to which these behaviors are 
evident to school stakeholders becomes even more important. The SJBS 
and the SJ-BAS can offer schools and district leaders the tools with which 
to gain this information.

For example, district-level administrators can utilize the SJBS as 
a baseline measure to increase their understanding of the extent to which 
school leaders engage in behaviors indicative of social justice leadership.  
Moreover, the domains in the instrument can inform district administrators 
about the areas where school levels focus in their social justice work and 
those areas where leaders spend little time.  This may encourage dialogue 
with the school leader regarding areas that are not addressed.  Given the 
intense workload of principals and their limited time, the district leaders 
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may use the instrument to see where support and/or professional develop-
ment may be warranted.

The SJ-BAS may be useful for both school and district leaders as 
well as policymakers and program evaluators in understanding the con-
textual environment of today’s US schools.  The environmental conditions 
that engender support or act as barriers can inform all stakeholders about 
school needs for addressing social justice issues, needs which may include 
resources, training, or potentially, intervention.

Both instruments are useful tools for those researchers who study 
school improvement and the organizational constructs that situate social 
justice at the forefront of their work.  Moreover, these tools may be help-
ful for program evaluators at the state level who work to improve schools 
under their purview.  Professional development and coaching consultants 
can use the SJBS and the SJ-BAS as equity audit tools to offer recommen-
dations for increasing equity and diversity.

Conclusion

Given the growing diversity and needs of children in today’s 
schools, we must continue to work for socially just places of safety and 
learning. Principals must be the catalysts for ensuring that marginalized 
children are treated with respect, knowing that school is a place where 
they can be recognized and a place of learning.  School leaders demon-
strate this through their values, decision-making, practices, and behaviors.  
We offer two instruments to help district and school leaders to measure 
the extent to which these constructs hold true in schools.  As Chunoo et al. 
(2019) remind us, “Working toward a more equitable democratic society 
starts with explicitly naming the seemingly intractable social issues that 
require leadership. By doing this, we can move from leadership for social 
justice toward leadership as social justice” (p. 91).
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