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ABSTRACT 

John C. Bartlett: PRINCIPAL LEADERSHIP PRACTICES: A CORRELATION 

STUDY OF SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP PRACTICES AND 

STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT ON THE TENNESSEE GATEWAY TESTS (Under the 

direction of Dr. Constance Pearson) School of Education, May, 2008. The purpose of this 

study is to examine the effects of instructional leadership practices performed by the 

principal and the academic achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Tests by his/her 

students.  The researcher sought to determine if a relationship between specific leadership 

practices performed by the principal and overall student achievement on the three 

gateway tests, English, Math, and Biology, exists.  High school principals whose school 

fell within one standard deviation of the mean school size and one standard deviation of 

the mean in socio-economic status were surveyed.  Data for this quantitative study were 

collected using the Instructional Leadership Practices Survey, developed by the 

researcher using the current literature regarding instructional leadership practices.  The 

responses to the survey were used to analyze instructional leadership practices performed 

by a principal using both descriptive and inferential statistics.  Data collected from the 

State of Tennessee report cards for each school involved in the study were also used in 

order to attempt to draw a correlation between leadership practices and student 

achievement.  The findings indicated that there was not a relationship between the 

specific principal leadership practices and student achievement on the Tennessee 

Gateway Tests.  The findings also indicated that the average high school principal in the 

State of Tennessee spends less than 10 hours per week monitoring instruction.   
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CHAPTER ONE-INTRODUCTION 

Since 2002 and the advent of No Child Left Behind, the pressures on schools to 

produce graduates with minimum levels of competence have drastically increased.  These 

pressures generally land on the shoulders of principals across the country.  Educators 

nationwide have looked for answers to the problems facing schools and principals.  In an 

acknowledgement of these pressures and quest for solutions, mass mailings have offered 

an abundance of solutions.  One just needs to check the mail box of a typical high school 

principal for verification. 

In 2004, President George W. Bush ran on a platform to expand No Child Left 

Behind to secondary schools.  Since that time accountability has increased in the nation‘s 

high schools.  As principals across the country look for ways to increase student 

achievement in order to meet the imposed demands, attention has turned to strategic ways 

to increase students‘ academic performance across the curriculum.  Under the pressures 

and mandates of this federal legislation, principals are asking themselves what 

instructional leadership practices effect student achievement.  It is under this cloud of 

accountability that this research is completed.   

Background 

 During the 1950‘s and 1960‘s, under the culture of management research 

conducted in business nationwide, principals‘ management of schools was seen as 

paramount (Sergiovanni, 1995). Although Management research has continued, 

educational research has taken several turns, during the 1970‘s and 1980‘s principals 

were investigated as both instructional leaders and human resource agents  (Sergiovanni, 
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1995; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003).  Since 1987, educational leadership research has 

centered on the theme of principals as instructional leaders.  In 1987, the National 

Commission on Excellence in Educational Administration published ―Leadership for 

America‘s Schools‖, which seems to be the catalyst of focusing on principals as 

instructional leaders.   

 Not only has the focus of school leadership shifted from the principal as school 

manager to human resource manager to instructional leader the focus of school based 

research has changed to reflect the impact of school leadership on student achievement 

and school performance.  During the 1990‘s, curriculum standards took a lead role in 

school based reforms.  The focus has now shifted to research on the role leadership plays 

in such reforms.  According to Michael Fullan (2002), renowned author and education 

researcher, ―What standards were to the 1990s, leadership is to the future.  This shift 

depicts awareness that standards and strategies by themselves are not powerful enough to 

accomplish large-scale, sustainable reform‖ (p. 174). 

 With the advent of No Child Left Behind and the increased accountability of 

school based leadership, research of the principal as instructional leader takes on more 

urgency.  Increased accountability as a result of NCLB assumes that principals are fully 

trained in instructional leadership practices (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003).  The concept of 

instructional leadership will be fully discussed in Chapter 2 of this report.  The increased 

accountability has caused principal focus to sharpen as to the performance of those under 

his/her charge, ―in these times of heightened concern for student learning, educational 

leaders are being held accountable not only for the structures and processes they 

establish, but also for the performance of those under their charge.  This includes teachers 
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as well as students‖ (Leithwood, & Riehl, 2003, p, 4).   

 Instructional leadership research has ranged from the characteristics of 

instructional leaders to the daily practices of instructional leaders.  Much of this research 

has centered around the question, ―What direct impact does instructional leadership 

practices have on student achievement?‖   

This category (characteristics of educational leadership) of work has been fueled 

by national concerns about the low levels of achievement of American students, 

fits in the early 1980‘s (with the release of a Nation at Risk) and now by the 

standards and accountability movement, most recently exemplified in the No 

Child Left Behind legislation.  In addition, research on educational practice and 

student learning can be viewed as attempting to provide empirical verification to 

commonsense notions that instruction matters and that principals make a 

difference. (Stein & Spillane, 2003, p. 6)   

Researchers, Ruebling, Kayona, and Clarke, conclude that leaders must take 

responsibility for poor results and be willing to change their practices in order to produce 

the desired outcomes, ―Leaders must take responsibility and be held accountable for poor 

results.  Different leadership practices must be instituted‖ (2004, p. 1).   Early research of 

using the direct effect model of observable principal behavior has been deemed as weak 

or lacking validity (Stein & Spillane, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1996).  However, 

Leithwood and Riehl (2003) report that the renewed focus on school leadership and 

instructional leadership practices have resulted in a need to continue to study the direct 

effects of leadership on student achievement.  This type of research has been sketchy at 

best due to the lack of ability to monitor student outcomes affectively and accurately,  
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It has not always been easy to measure student outcomes, and especially not to 

connect those outcomes to teacher or school leader performance.  Now, however, 

education institutions and systems have much greater technological capacity for 

assessing outcomes, reporting them at the school and student level and 

disaggregating them to show performance. (p. 4)  

In a direct effect study, Nettles (2005) determined there was a statistically significant 

relationship between leadership practices and student achievement in implementing an 

elementary school reading program, ―This study concluded that certain principal 

behaviors associated with implementing effective reading programs display a direct, 

linear relationship to student achievement‖ (viii).  Whether there is a direct effect 

relationship between principal leadership practices and student achievement at the 

secondary school level has yet to be determined.  

Statement of the Problem 

Research Question:  How do the instructional leadership practices of the principal affect 

student achievement?  In particular: 

1. Is there a significant relationship between the time a principal spends in the 

classroom monitoring instruction and the overall academic achievement of his/her 

students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee 

Gateway tests? 

2. Is there a significant relationship between the principal‘s frequency of providing 

instructional feedback to teachers and the overall academic achievement of his/her 

students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee 

Gateway tests? 
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3. Is there a significant relationship between the frequency of specific instructional 

activities performed by the principal and the overall academic achievement of 

his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the 

Tennessee Gateway tests?     

Professional Significance of the Study 

 As the pressures on administrators increase, administrators, especially principals 

must equip themselves to enhance student achievement.  The accountability of NCLB 

and the coordinating state legislations dictates that principals become instructional 

leaders inside their school.  The potential benefit of this research for a practitioner is 

obvious in that it could be used to detail the instructional practices that improve student 

achievement.   

In 2004, Leithwood, Seashore Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom determined that 

there were four broad goals that school leaders should adopt in order to raise student 

achievement: (a.) Creating and sustaining a competitive school, (b.) Empowering others 

to make significant decisions, (c.)  Providing instructional guidance, (d.) Developing and 

implementing strategic and school improvement plans.  However, Leithwood determined 

that further research must be conducted to determine specific leadership practices in 

reaching any of these broad goals.  

 In 2003, Witziers, Bosker and Kruger conducted a meta-analysis of studies on the 

principal‘s affect on student achievement.  This study concludes that more studies be 

conducted on the direct affect of leadership practices on student achievement.  Witziers et 

al. also determined that there were not enough studies dealing with the visibility of the 

principal and its affect on student achievement for conclusive results during their meta-



Principal Leadership, 6 

 

analysis.  However, in 2005, Marzano, Waters, and McNulty published another meta-

analysis in their work, School Leadership that Works.  During this time they concluded 

that the visibility of a principal was a contributing factor for student achievement.   

 Witziers et al. also concluded that the most significant effect a principal had on 

student achievement was indirect.  In that setting the school culture and expectations had 

more effect on student achievement than any one direct action.  This analysis was done 

using studies not only in the United States but around the world including a large portion 

of the meta-analysis using research conducted in Denmark.  Studies such as Witziers et 

al. concluded that the direct effect practices need to be researched further for any 

conclusive evidence that instructional leadership practices have a direct bearing on 

student achievement.  Researchers state, ―Because the largest proportion of principal 

effects on students is mediated by school conditions, a significant challenge for 

leadership research is to identify those alterable conditions likely to have direct effects on 

students, is to inquire about the nature and strength of the relationship between them and 

leadership‖ (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000, p. 417).   

As educational institutions strive to produce the elusive instructional leader, 

research such as this could help dictate what a successful instructional leader does to 

improve student achievement.   Spillane, Halverson and Diamond (2001) concluded, 

―While there is an expansive literature about what school structures, programs, and 

processes are necessary for instructional change, we know less about how these changes 

are undertaken or enacted by school leaders in their daily work‖ (p. 23). 

Definition of Terms 

 The following definitions are provided to ensure uniformity and understanding 
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throughout this study.  All definitions, not otherwise noted, have been developed by the 

researcher. 

 Classroom Instruction- Any activity in a classroom that is utilized by a teacher to 

relay the curriculum to the student for the purpose of student learning. 

Gateway Tests-  ―The Gateway tests were given as End-of-Course (EOC) exams 

to high school students in reading/language arts (English II), math (Algebra I) and 

science (Biology I) at the completion of each course. High school students must pass the 

Gateway Tests in order to graduate‖ (About, 2007). 

 High School- For the purpose of this study, a public school consisting of grades 

nine, ten, eleven, and twelve.   

 NCLB- “This sweeping overhaul of the Elementary and Secondary Education 

Act, the major federal law for K-12 education, elevates the federal role in K-12 education 

and promises significant changes in the way schools educate our nation‘s children‖ (No 

Child Left Behind: Resources, 2007). 

 School Effect- The average of the differences between projected student gains and 

actual student gains.   

 Socioeconomic Status (SES) - The percentage of students that qualify for the 

federal free or reduced lunch program due to their families‘ economic income.   

Value Added- ―Compares the gains that each student makes from year to year 

with the gains made by a normative sample for that same student between the grades‖ 

(Huelskamp & Thomas-Manning, 2007, slide 5). 

Walk-Throughs- The practice by an educational administrator or supervisor, to 

enter into a classroom for a brief period of time (usually three to five minutes) to gather 
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information pertaining to the instructional decisions of a teacher, culture of a classroom, 

and status of student engagement. 

Organization of the Dissertation 

 Chapter One has presented the introduction, statement of the problem, 

professional significance of the problem, definition of terms, overview of methodology, 

limitations, and delimitations of the study.  Chapter Two will present a review of related 

literature and research pertaining to the study.  The methodology will be further 

explained in Chapter Three.  The results and analysis of the research will be included in 

Chapter Four.  Chapter Five will contain a summary of the findings, conclusions from 

such findings, and a discussion and recommendations for further study. 
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CHAPTER TWO- REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Although the role of the school principal has not entirely changed over the years, 

the emphasis of how principals are to function has constantly evolved and has now come 

full circle.  The first principals were hired to maintain good order and discipline and to 

ensure the students were receiving an education.  This role continues today; however, the 

emphasis on school leadership practices has returned to the roots of the principal acting 

as the instructional leader.  Sergiovanni (1995) states that in the early twentieth century 

the principal was perceived as the lead instructional person in the building.  Quite often, 

during this time, the principal was a teaching principal and was responsible for 

instructing students, and maintaining good order and discipline in the overall school 

(Sergiovanni, 1995).    

During the 1920‘s and 1930‘s the role of the principal started to change as an 

emphasis on scientific management increased in the business world eventually making its 

way into the realm of education (Brooks & Miles, 2006).  The emphasis on principal 

functions continued to change during the 1950‘s and 1960‘s paralleling the advancements 

in the business world and the advances in management research.  During this time, 

principals began to take on the mantle of master manager of the school (Sergiovanni, 

1995).  The principal‘s duties while fulfilling this role was seen as the manager of the 

school, dealing with busses, lunch schedules, budgets, and discipline.  The emphasis 

continued to evolve in the 1980‘s as the principal began to be seen as a human resource 

agent.  While the emphasis may have changed, researchers have concluded that the most 

effective principals throughout the 70‘s and 80‘s were effective managers and
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simultaneously donned the mantle as an educational leader (Cotton, 2003; Brooks & 

Miles, 2006).  

The evolution of the principal as instructional leader continued in the 1990‘s.  The 

rise of the instructional leaders in the 1990‘s corresponds to the rise of increased 

accountability from federal, state, and local governments (Redding, 2006).  The idea of 

the principal as instructional leader has reemerged in educational literature as the 

emphasis on school effectiveness has taken a more prominent position (Sergiovanni, 

1995).  Leithwood and Riehl (2003) states that the emphasis on school leadership seems 

to have reemerged since the 1987 report by the National Commission on Excellence in 

Educational Administration, ―Leaders for America‘s Schools‖.  This report placed an 

emphasis on school leadership development to enable lead schools in facing the 

challenges of the twenty-first century.  Linda Darling Hammond describes these 

challenges in her article, Teacher Learning that Supports Student Learning, ―Today‘s 

schools face enormous challenges.  In response to  an increasingly complex society and 

rapidly changing, technology-based economy, schools are being asked to educate the 

most diverse student body in our history to higher academic standards than ever before‖ 

(1998, ¶ 1).   In a later report, Darling-Hammond et al., advocates restructuring current 

principal training programs to incorporate effective leadership strategies as described 

with four instructional leadership fundamentals by Leitherwood and Jantzi (2000), ―1) 

setting direction, by developing a consensus around vision, goals, and direction; 2) 

helping individual teachers, through support, modeling, and supervision; 3) redesigning 

the organization to foster collaboration and engage families and community; and 4) 

managing the organization by strategically allocating resources and support‖ (Darling-
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Hammond et al., 2007, p. 9), and added to by Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003)  

―the development of collective teacher capacity and engagement‖ (Darling-Hammond et 

al., 2007, p. 9) .   

National legislation has been at the heart of school accountability since the 

election of George W. Bush as President, and the 2001 passage of No Child Left Behind 

by Congress and the January 8, 2002 signing of the legislation.  ―In the United States, 

2002‘s No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) signaled the beginning of an educational 

policy era marked by accountability and an emphasis on increasing student achievement‖ 

(Brooks & Miles, 2006, ¶ 26).  While accountability existed before NCLB, it was 

patchwork accountability at best, with little consistency between school systems 

(Katzman, 2004).  With the passage of this legislation principals all over the nation are 

being held accountable. ―NCLB was a declaration of martial law. (Before NCLB) we had 

an education system with no accountability at all.  We had something different and 

unknowable happening virtually every classroom and in every school‖ (Katzman, 2004).   

  The advent of NCLB has resulted in a new urgency in improving student 

learning.  This focus has resulted in increasing demands on leaders to produce adequate 

student achievement scores, ―the increased focus on outcomes has invigorated the quest 

for knowledge about the kinds of leadership that can help improve teaching and learning‖ 

(Leithwood, & Riehl, 2003, p. 4).  If schools do not perform adequately and students do 

not perform on level, stiff penalties are invoked to the point of firing the principal and 

reconstituting the school.  This mandate changes the way principals conduct their daily 

business and changes the focus of principals to what matters, student learning.  

Researchers with the Northwest Regional Education Lab (2005) reported, 
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In the swirling wake of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), a vortex of 

educational changes now affects the way public educators at all levels conduct 

daily business.  School principals, in particular, find themselves in a relentless 

public spotlight as they are held accountable for student achievement.  This new 

accountability of course, is measured by adequate yearly progress requirements—

coupled with increasing stiff sanctions if all student subgroups do not meet 

established goals. (p. 1)  

Although NCLB has become increasing controversial with several states having 

contemplated not taking federal money at all and most national teacher and education 

organizations calling for modifications, it seems that this legislation in will continue to be 

law in some form.  A June 2007 poll conducted by the Education Testing Service results 

in 56% of the respondents responding favorably to NCLB and stating that it needs to be 

reauthorized (Hoff, 2007).   

Newly passed legislation by the Tennessee State Legislature has added one more 

layer of accountability and responsibility for Tennessee principals.  The 2007, Basic 

Education Program 2 legislation not only requires more management skills from 

principals, calling for them to submit a total school budget, to have complete 

management control of their schools, and to have hiring and firing authority over 

administrative personnel, it also calls for principals to have a performance contract with 

penalties and bonuses depending on the schools test scores and student achievement 

(―Legislature  Overhauls BEP‖, 2007).   

The toll on the educators fulfilling the role of principal and education leader is 

apparent in leadership studies.  The average elementary school principal of the late 
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1990‘s averaged a forty-hour workweek, had some time off during the summers and was 

climbing the career ladder.  In just a few short years that has changed to almost sixty 

hours per week, working all summer long, and principals looking feverishly at retirement 

(Pierce, 2000).    High school principals typically work over sixty-two hours per week on 

administrative duties alone not including extracurricular activities or other after hour 

student activities.  When asked what the three most important responsibilities of the 

principalship are, principals identified:  

1. Establishing a supportive learning climate 

2. Dealing with personnel issues 

3. Providing curricular leadership, including spending time teaching in the 

classroom. (George, 2001) 

However, principals in the same survey conducted by NASSP stated they did not have 

the time to properly fulfill their responsibilities (2001).  A 2003 survey of principals 

found that they were spending more time on paperwork, emails and special education 

meetings than they were five years ago.  Only twenty-five percent of the respondents 

stated they were spending more time on instructional leadership issues than they were 

five years ago (DiPaolo & Tschannen-Moran, 2003). 

Management v. Leadership 

 Clearly the role of the principal has evolved over the years; while the focus of 

research in recent years has been on instructional leadership, the managerial aspects of 

the job tend to overshadow all other aspects in practice.  In a recent study, Miller (2001) 

notes that the typical high school principal works 62 hours per week with the vast 

majority spent on managerial issues, of which at least 8 hours were dealing with parent 
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concerns alone.  The disparity in time is in direct contrast to the top three priorities the 

principals listed: establishing a learning climate, working with personnel, and providing 

curricular leadership.  Doyle and Rice (2002) echo this finding, ―Although researchers 

stress the importance of the principal as instructional leader, the consensus in the 

literature is that principals spend most of their time dealing with managerial issues‖ 

(p.49).   

 While some scholars make a distinction between management and leadership, 

others say the two are intertwined and cannot be separated (Witziers et al., 2003).  Thus 

the shift in research has been from ‗principals as managers‘ to ‗principals as instructional 

leaders‘; however, researchers have found that to be effective, principals need to be both 

good managers and good instructional leaders. ―In the 1980‘s, management was the key 

concept in education administration . . . schools need both good leadership and good 

management‖ (Southworth & Doughty, 2006, p. 51).   In recent research conducted by 

Goodwin, Cunningham, and Childress (2003) principals stated that, 

 . . . despite the principals‘ emphasis on instructional leadership, they also 

identified a dichotomy between effective leadership and efficient management.  

The descriptors assigned to organizational leadership reflected the complexity of 

principals‘ work, and it was in this area that the discussions incorporated the 

often-cited barriers of stress and time and that participants found reasons for the 

shortage of principals. (p. 28) 

Other researchers such as Sergiovanni (1995) describe management within their 

explanation of overall educational leadership. Sergiovanni describes management with 

his five forces of leadership as the technical force.  ―Proper management is a basic 
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requirement of all organizations if they are expected to function properly day by day and 

to maintain support from the external constituents‖ (p. 85).  He continues to say that 

principals must be affective managers in order to have an affect organization to the point 

of principals being thought of as ―management engineers‖. In his article, ―The 

Turnaround Principal: High-Stakes Leadership‖,  Dukes states that a principal cannot 

underestimate the importance of proper management and order in school and its effect on 

student learning, ―Visitors to low performing schools often are struck by a pervasive lack 

of order. . . . the likelihood of raising achievement in such environments is slight.  

Turnaround principals know that order must be restored before substantial improvements 

in teaching and learning can be accomplished‖ (2004).   

In The Art of School Leadership (2005), Hoerr makes a distinction between the 

management and leadership,  

Academicians often distinguish between leadership and management.  Leadership 

they say is creating the vision, dealing with those outside the organization and 

inspiring others.  Management is executing the vision, dealing with employees, 

and maintaining standards. (p.7-8) 

Author, and researcher Peter Drucker took a mixed approach to defining leadership when 

he described management and leadership as follows, ―Management is doing things right; 

leadership is doing the right things‖ (Drucker, 2007, ¶ 1).  

Recent calls for principals to shift their focus to instructional leadership tasks in 

order to improve student learning and school effectiveness has caused principals to be 

conflicted between the two,  ―The principalship needs to shift its emphasis from 

managerial duties to leadership‖ (Chirichello, 2004, ¶ 11).  Author and principal Richard 

http://www.quotationspage.com/quote/26536.html
http://www.quotationspage.com/quote/26536.html
http://www.quotationspage.com/quote/26536.html
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DuFour (2005) states, ―I was determined to rise above the mundane managerial tasks of 

the job and focus instead on instruction-I hoped to be an instructional leader‖ (p. 12).  

The typical principal is now facing tasks pulling them between managerial tasks and 

instructional leadership tasks in the pursuit of student achievement, clean schools, and 

supporting teachers (Pierce, 2000).  This shift is a direct result of the accountability 

measurements, recent research on effective schools, and the emphasis on standards based 

results.  Marzano (2003) states that leadership is the most important aspect of any school 

reform, ―Leadership could be considered the single most important aspect of effective 

school reform‖ (p.172).   As researchers studied five schools undergoing significant 

school reform models, they found leadership is vital in sustaining school improvements.  

Among the leadership duties defined in these schools was the principal‘s ability to 

identify and define a vision, create a culture of high expectations, develop a culture of 

respect, know what is possible and push for it, and sustain organizational and 

management structures that are sustainable (―Comprehensive School Improvement‖, 

2007).  

According to the Stanford School Leadership Study, principals who have recently 

graduated from a principal preparation program that emphasizes instructional leadership 

tend to neglect the managerial side of the job, ―Interestingly, the activities that program 

principals were less likely to engage in on a regular basis were related to managing the 

school facilities, maintaining building security, enforcing school rules and attending 

district meetings‖ (LaPointe & Davis, 2006, p. 34).   Lapointe and Davis further ask 

whether principals are being prepared to do both, managerial duties and provide 

instructional leadership, ―In addition, the intense focus on developing instructional 
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leaders represents a paradigm shift in the conception of the role of the principal. . . . but 

what impact has this focus actually had in schools and districts?  Are principals being 

prepared, and supported, to be both instructional leaders and building managers?‖ (2006, 

p. 37).   

One possible solution to solve this dilemma has recently been advocated by 

several researchers.  Pierce (2000), Cross & Rice (2000), and DiPaola & Tschannen-

Moran (2003), call for a split principalship between a manager and an instructional 

leader.  The instructional principal would be ultimately responsible for everything in the 

school but would primarily deal with instructional and curriculum issues, working with 

teacher teams, department heads, and others to improve instruction.   The administrative 

principal would report and be responsible to the instructional principal but would be 

responsible for busses, discipline, food, building issues, custodians, and parent 

involvement.  In theory the split principalship would allow more time to be spent on 

instructional issues while maintaining an orderly school.   

Leadership Defined 

 There has always been great debate over the definition of leadership, along with 

debates about different aspects of leadership.  Many of the definitions of leadership deal 

with a general description of leadership such as Dwight D. Eisenhower‘s, ―Leadership is 

the art of getting someone else to do something you want done because he wants to do 

it.‖  Author and school Principal Thomas Hoerr (2005) approaches the idea of leadership 

from a relationship standpoint stating, ―leadership is about relationships‖ (p. 7).  

Leithwood and Riehl (2003) break down leadership into two basic functions ―providing 

direction and exercising influence‖ (p. 7) while Hodgkinson as quoted by Storey (2006) 
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defines leadership as ―moving people toward goals through a system of organization‖ (¶ 

8), he continues to explain that for a leader to lead they must do so intentionally toward a 

specific goal.  

 Many of the definitions and studies of leadership that have had influences on 

today‘s educational environment have come from the world of business or the church.  

The prominent Christian author and motivational speaker John Maxwell describes 

leadership as ―Influencing people, nothing more, nothing less‖.  George Barna (1997), 

author and researcher in leadership and church cultural issues, states that leadership has at 

least five components:  ―A leader is one who mobilizes; one whose focus is influencing 

people; a person who is goal driven; someone who has an orientation in common with 

those who rely upon him for leadership; and someone who has people willing to follow 

them‖ (p. 23).  These are just a few definitions as there are many more available as 

illustrated by a simple ―Google‖ search performed on June 13, 2007 that turned up over 9 

million matches for ―definition of leadership‖. 

  While Kouzes and Posner (2002) do not give a definite definition of leadership 

they state there are five practices of exemplary leadership: 

 Model the Way. 

 Inspire a Shared Vision 

 Challenge the Process. 

 Enable Others to Act. 

 Encourage the Heart. 

In a book that has become quite influential in the world of business and adopted by 

educational circles, Good to Great (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005), Jim Collins 
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(2001) writes that there are five levels of leaders with the fifth level being the one who 

led their company to outperform the industry standards. That leader was able to sustain 

the success over a period of years.  The level five leader is the one that has the ability to 

take an organization from good to being a great organization according to the criteria in 

his study.  There are several characteristics of a level five leader including: surrounding 

themselves with the right people, confronting the brutal facts and acting on them, creating 

a culture of discipline within the organization, developing and relying on high standards, 

and maintaining a focus on the things that matter and doing them well (Collins, 2001).   

A large body of literature has been written about the many types of leadership 

styles and their impact on education (Sergiovanni, 1995; Cotton, 2003; Marzano et al., 

2005; & Hoerr, 2005).  Marzano et al. (2005) mention six different leadership styles. 

Among them are servant leadership, dictatorial leadership, autocratic leadership, 

situational leadership, transformational leadership, and transactional leadership.  Within 

each of these types of leadership, the leader tends to be the one setting the tone for the 

educational institution. 

 With the large amount of accountability requirements and stresses on the 

principal, researchers have found that effective principals find it necessary to involve 

others in the decision making process thus creating a more collaborative leadership style 

(Cotton, 2003, Gruenert, 2005).  Gruenert (2005) concludes that the more collaborative 

the culture of a school the higher the student achievement of that school.  Cotton (2003) 

reiterates this point stating, ―A large and growing volume of research repeatedly finds 

that, when principals empower their staffs through sharing leadership and decision-

making authority with them, everyone benefits, including students‖ (p. 21). 
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The impact of collaborative leadership on student learning has not been lost on 

researchers when they say that instructional leadership has shown a correlation between 

leadership practices and student achievement,   

Due to the stronger relationship between both instructional and non-instructional 

leadership and student scores present in the set of schools that promote 

collaboration and cooperation among teachers, school principals may consider 

having a set of written policies that encourage meetings among the teaching staff 

on a regular basis. . . Such an effort may represent another important contributor 

to a school climate that is conducive and supportive of student learning.  

(Suskavcevic & Blake, 2004, Conclusion section, ¶ 39)  

Researchers, Miller and Rowan, found there to be no definitive link between student 

achievement and collaborative leadership, which they termed organic management.  

However, they do not dismiss the idea of collaborative leadership altogether because it 

definitely does not have a negative effect on student achievement (2005).  Further, 

Squires and Bullock (1999) found schools that had effective curriculum teams were better 

able to align their curriculum and improve student achievement than those schools that 

did not use the team or distributed approach to school improvement or curriculum 

implementation.    

A definite benefit of involving others in the leadership practice is that the 

principal can focus more time on instructional leadership.  Bencivenga and Elias (2003) 

suggest that empowering others and distributing power would allow the principal to 

spend more time in the classroom.  They conclude, ―Practices to implement the idea of 

distributed leadership include administrators who often teach classes to be a part of the 
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culture of learning‖ (p. 68).  This demands a paradigm shift in the role of the principal to 

that of ‗empowerer‘, looking at staff as potential leaders for school functions, Chirichello 

(2004) states, ―The principal views teachers and others in the school as potential leaders 

for various key functions that ensure the school‘s success‖ (¶ 18).    

Distributed or shared leadership is based on the idea that many points of view and 

skills are necessary to make the gains in schools.  In order for this to be effective, Richard 

Elmore, Professor at Harvard Graduate School and author of School Reform from the 

Inside out: Policy, Practice and Performance, lists five fundamental principles of 

distributed leadership:  

a. Principals and leaders should work to improve instructional practices within the 

organization. 

b. All educators should be continuously learning 

c. Leaders must model the behaviors they expect. 

d. Each person‘s role should be dictated by their individual strengths not the need 

of the organization. 

e. Legislatures should provide the resources for advancing the needed 

improvements.  (2004).   

Distributed leadership allows the principal to play a larger role in the everyday functions 

of the school by freeing up time spent on other issues and allows the principal to build 

relationships with faculty.   Sergiovanni reiterates this point in The Principalship a 

Reflective Practice (1995), ―It appears that successful principals are able to devote more 

time and effort to a few critical areas, perhaps as a result, they neglect other areas of 

comparatively less importance.  Furthermore, they bring to their practice a high regard 
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for those with whom they work and a commitment to the concept of empowerment‖ (p. 

11).  Houchard (2005) concluded that there was a positive correlation between student 

achievements on end of grade/end of course tests and teacher morale: he also concluded 

that there was a positive correlation between teacher morale and the perceived leadership 

practices of enabling others to act and encouraging the heart as defined by Kouzes and 

Posner. 

 Starcher found a link between distributed leadership and the creation of a positive 

school environment.  Such an environment is essential for student learning, ―Creation of 

a positive school climate certainly enhances the environment in which teacher and 

student strive for increased student learning and achievement in reading.  Such 

enhancement of the learning environment serves to enable both teachers and students in 

the learning process‖ (2006, p. 74). 

Instructional Leadership 

The role of the principal as the leader who sets the culture of learning in a school 

has evolved into a separate study of leadership with the emphasis placed under the broad 

umbrella of ‗instructional leadership.‘ ―Instructional Leadership emerged as a term that 

described a broad set of principal roles and responsibilities designed to address the 

workplace needs of successful teachers and to foster improved achievement among 

students‖ (DiPaola & Tschannen-Moran, 2003, p. 44). While there are many definitions 

of instructional leadership, there seems to be much agreement as to the ultimate goal of 

instructional leaders—student achievement.  Weisman and Goesling (2000) state that 

instructional leadership is simply ―behavior influencing (particularly encouraging) 

student achievement‖ (p. 5).   
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In a recent synopsis of literature by Leithwood, Day, Sammons, Harris, and 

Hopkins explains that the literature and research point to instructional leadership as 

second only to teachers teaching as it applies to improved student achievement.  They list 

seven strong claims about instructional leadership: 

1.  School leadership is second only to classroom teaching as an influence on 

pupil learning. 

2. Almost all successful leaders draw on the same repertoire of basic leadership 

practices: 

a. Building vision and setting directions. 

b. Understanding and developing people. 

c. Redesigning the organization. 

d. Managing the teaching and learning program. 

3.  The ways in which leaders apply these basic leadership practices-not the 

practices themselves-demonstrate responsiveness to, rather than dictation by, 

the contexts in which they work. 

4. School leaders improve teaching and learning indirectly and most powerfully 

through their influence on staff motivation, commitment and working 

conditions. 

5. School leadership has a greater influence on schools and students when it is 

widely distributed.  

6. Some patterns of distribution are more effective than others. 

7. A small handful of personal traits explain a high proportion of the variation in 

leadership effectiveness. (2006, p. 3) 
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 Instructional leadership is no longer just rhetoric or what the ideal principal 

should look like; with the advent of NCLB, it has become the law.  NCLB calls for all 

principals to possess minimal instructional leadership skills, which are ―the instructional 

leadership skills to help teachers teach and students learn‖ (Title II, Section 2113 (c)).  

DuFour (2002) states that in light of NCLB and recent educational research a principal 

now has an obligation to be the instructional leadership, ―the principal must serve as the 

instructional leader of the school‖ (p. 12).    

The demands of instructional leadership has added more to the plate of a principal 

and further strains the time constraints that principals operate under.  In a 2003 study, 

DiPaola & Tschannen state, ―Principals identified the most pervasive problems and issues 

they faced as related to the expanding expectations of their role as instructional leaders‖ 

(p.52).  Although the demand on the principal‘s time makes it more difficult to be an 

instructional leader, student achievement demands that principals fulfill this role.  

LaPointe and Davis determine that effective instructional leaders influence student 

achievement by supporting teachers and organizing the school for success, ―a growing 

consensus on the attributes of effective school principals shows that successful school 

leaders influence student achievement through two important pathways-the support and 

development of effective teachers and the implementations of effective organizational 

processes‖ (2006, p. 18).   Cotton (2003) concluded that research from the ―1970s and 

early 1980s shows that strong administrative leadership, including instructional 

leadership, is a key component of schools with high student achievement‖ (p. 67).   

 The art of the instructional leader is often debated and an exact definition is rarely 

given; however, it seems that instructional leadership is the art of leading in the area of 
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instructional and curriculum issues.  Leithwood et al. (2004) defines it these terms, 

―‘Instructional Leadership,‘ for example, encourages a focus on improving the classroom 

practices of teachers as the direction for the school‖ (p. 6). Smith and Andrews (1989) 

interviewed and surveyed a number of teachers in order to decide what an instructional 

leader looks like.  During their landmark study, they developed a framework to define 

four broad functions of the instructional leader: 1) Resource provider, 2) Instructional 

Resource, 3.) Communicator, 4.) Visible Presence.  To break up instructional leadership 

into separate categories could give the idea of instructional leadership practices being 

exclusive. In truth they are overlapping practices that are hard to place in one category. 

The end result of effective instructional leadership is increased student performance.  

Wiseman & Goesling (2000) conclude, ―According to technical-functional argument, 

every category of educational leadership positively influences student achievement‖ 

(p.6).    

Resource provider 

 Smith and Andrews (1989) states that a principal must be able to requisition and 

utilize resources in order to achieve the school‘s missions and goals, ―As a resource 

provider, the principal marshals personal, building, district, and community resources to 

achieve the vision and goals of the school‖ (p. 9).  To be an effective resource provider 

the principal would ensure that the teachers and staff have the materials needed to teach 

their classes effectively.  Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) conclude that successful 

principals are those that ―[ensure] that teachers and staff have necessary materials and 

equipment‖ (p. 60).  

Another aspect of resource provider that is often overlooked in literature is the 
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provider of professional development opportunities to the staff.  Marzano et al. (2005) 

explains that the effective principal is one that provides such opportunities, ―(the 

principal) ensures that teachers have necessary professional development opportunities 

that directly enhance their teaching‖ (p. 60).  Although the principal is the resource 

provider, Smith and Andrews (1989) states that the principal should approach this as a 

way to improve the aforementioned collaborative leadership model and involving the 

teachers in the decision making process while making purchases on how to spend such 

resources.  This does not mean that the principal does not seek input into the types of 

opportunities needed but does mean that the principal and other school leaders seek out 

ways to pay for such opportunities,  ―The entire budget process is viewed as a 

professional activity that enables the school staff to maximize scarce resources and to set 

priorities for expenditures. . . Opportunities for new resources are sought by the principal-

grants, workshops, professional conferences . . .  All are examined in terms of their value 

to the school‘s goals and priorities‖ (Smith & Andrews, 1989, p. 9).   

Instructional resource 

Smith and Andrews (1989) concluded that successful instructional leaders are 

effective resources for instructional issues stating, ―The most obvious role of the 

principal as an instructional resource is to facilitate good teaching‖ (p. 12).  They further 

state that, ―Strong instructional leaders, however, encourage the use of different strategies 

and serve as cheerleaders, encouragers, facilitators, counselors and couches for 

expanding the teacher‘s repertoire of instructional strategies one step at a time‖ (p.34).  

Other researchers agree that successful educational leaders have knowledge of 

instructional techniques, curriculum, and standards, Leithwood and Riehl (2003) 
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elaborate saying, ―Successful school leaders have high expectations for the quality of the 

curriculum and insist on adherence to such standards‖ (p. 27).  Sergiovanni (1995) states 

that the principal should be the ―clinical practitioner‖ of the school; therefore, he or she 

should be knowledgeable of current instructional and curriculum issues as to counsel 

teachers accordingly, the principal must be ―adept at diagnosing educational problems; 

counseling teachers; providing for supervision, evaluation and staff development; and 

developing curriculum‖ (p. 86).   

In order to maintain the position of ‗clinical practitioner‘ the principal must stay 

current on research based instructional techniques and the links to student achievement.  

Leaders must be knowledgeable of the technical side of school performance including 

best pedagogical practices and how to improve the quality of teaching and learning 

(Leithwood & Riehl, 2003).  In their meta-analysis, Marzano, Waters, McNulty (2005) 

correlates the principal as an instructional resource to student achievement and concludes 

that principals play a vital role in increasing student achievement.   They concluded that 

principals must be ―knowledgeable about curriculum and instructional practices, 

knowledgeable about assessment practices and provides conceptual guidance for teachers 

regarding effective classroom practice‖ (p. 55).   DiPaola and Tschannen-Moran (2003) 

states that principals must be current on research based instructional techniques in order 

to be an instructional resource knowledgeable about how best to raise student 

achievement. They surmise that, ―Because the primary activity in schools is instruction, 

instructional leaders must be steeped in curriculum, instruction and assessment in order to 

supervise a continuous improvement process that measures progress in raising student 

performance‖ (p. 45). 
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Researchers in New York who researched school improvement efforts in District 

13 concluded that the more the principal was involved in monitoring the curriculum the 

more the student achievement increased.  ―A high rating of principal monitoring 

curriculum implementation is associated with high implementation and improved scores.  

Low ratings of principal curriculum monitoring are associated with non-improving 

scores‖ (Squires & Bullock, 1999, p. 42). 

The principal also holds the key to improving instruction within the school by 

engaging teachers in a dialogue about curriculum and instructional techniques.  Darling-

Hammond states that teachers are at the heart of any school improvement effort and the 

principal‘s role in developing, and supporting teachers in their quest to improve 

instructions is paramount, ―At its root, achieving high levels of student understanding 

requires immensely skillful teaching-and schools that are organized to support continuous 

learning‖ (1998).  Glanz (2005) states, ―Good principals continually engage teachers in 

instructional dialogue and reflective practices so they are best equipped to improve the 

academic performance of their students‖ (p. 17).   This dialogue aids in developing 

instructional techniques and curriculum knowledge that can play a key role in improving 

the whole school, ―the principal‘s ability to help teachers expand their use of instructional 

strategies is key to improving school‖ (Smith & Andrews, 1989, p. 33).  Edgerson and 

Kritsonis state that it is not possible for principals to be able to motivate and have a 

dialogue with teachers unless there is a professional and respectful relationship between 

the principal and staff, ―When school climate become cold and teachers perceive 

principals as suspicious and negative a reformation has to occur before teachers are 

willing to modify instruction‖ (2006, p. 3).   Silins, Mulford, and Zarins, in an Australian 
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study, determined that principals‘ relationships with teachers had an indirect effect on 

student learning, 

―Principals who were actively involved with their staff created a climate of 

valuing contributions and a sense of autonomy and satisfaction with leadership.  

These factors in turn facilitated organisational learning.  When principals looked 

to influence students‘ participation in school directly they were not as successful 

as when they worked with and through the teachers be being actively involved in 

what goes on in the school, by promoting school autonomy, organisational 

learning and influencing student views about education‖.  (1999, p. 12)  

 Leithwood and Riehl (2003) suggest that the use of research based instructional 

techniques corresponds to high student achievement. ―Research evidence suggests that 

student tend to learn more when their teachers use appropriate, high –quality pedagogical 

techniques and a well crafted curriculum‖ (p. 25 ).  Wiseman and Goesling (2000) brings 

this full circle in saying,  ―principals are in positions of authority to affect and mold the 

formal structure of instruction at their schools in order to facilitate and encourage the 

production of effective instruction leading to high student achievement.  In other words, 

educational leaders ultimately exist to bring about high student performance levels‖ (p.5).   

 Not only is the knowledge and ability to influence professional development vital 

component in the principal being an instructional resource, time is also a factor as a 

resource to be both used and protected by the principal. Protecting the learning time is 

identified in several other studies as an essential element in improving student learning 

and maintaining the school focus on teaching and learning (Evans & Teddlie, 1995). 

Cotton (2003) concludes that the more a principal protects instructional time (from 
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interruptions) the better the student achievement. The principal must also be willing to 

use time to improve instruction and influence student achievement.  When principals are 

concerned with the organization and evaluation of instruction, student achievement 

increases (Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996).   

 It is not enough that a principal spends time training teachers and being a 

resource for them on instructional issues, an effective instructional leader monitors 

instruction and provides feedback.  During the 1970‘s and 1980‘s the emphasis on 

research was on effective schools and the direct effects of instructional leadership on 

student achievement.  According to these studies instructional leadership is an important 

part of ―effective schools‖ and ―principals should have high expectations of teachers and 

student achievement, supervise teachers, coordinate the curriculum, emphasize basic 

skills, and monitor student progress‖ (Witziers et al., 2003, p. 401).  Dr. Max Thompson 

in a presentation to the Loudon County School Board in May 2007 stated, ―The 

principal‘s role in raising achievement is holding teachers and students accountable‖.  

The principal‘s emphasis in monitoring classrooms and instruction must be students‘ 

learning, and it must provide for multiple feedback options.  Cross and Rice (2000) 

support this conclusion, ―Principals need to spend the majority of their time in classrooms 

talking to teachers and students and ensuring that standards are reflected in teaching and 

learning‖ (p. 64).  Cotton (2003) found a link between monitoring instruction and 

feedback with teachers along with the principal‘s frequent presence in the classroom with 

student achievement,  

Researchers have identified a link between principals‘ classroom observation and 

feedback to teachers on the one hand, and student academic performance on the 
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other.  Principals of high achieving schools do not visit classrooms just for social 

reasons, nor do they appear only at evaluation time.  Instead, the study teachers‘ 

instructional approaches take their turn at delivering instruction and follow up 

with feedback to and mutual planning with teachers (p. 31). 

However, as previously stated high school principals find it very difficult to find time to 

do this, Duke (1987) states that high school principals feel that they spend their time on a 

myriad of issues, but the least amount of time is spent on curricular, instructional, or 

teaching strategies.  In a study of Georgia elementary school principals, Jackson (2004) 

found that the accountability that accompanies NCLB has caused principals to increase 

their focus on monitoring classrooms but not student learning, ―the open-ended responses 

indicated that these principals were focused more on monitoring teacher performance 

than on student learning or the overall direction of the curricular program‖ (2004, p. 60).  

This was also done at the expense of time spent on management activities.  As previously 

stated, in order to spend time in the classroom, the principal must use different 

management techniques to become to a regular in the high school classroom and be the 

instructional leader of the school. 

Walk-throughs. 

One way a principal can monitor instruction is the informal walk through process.  

This process is used to evaluate the daily teaching habits of faculty and to allow the 

principal to be visible in the classroom.  Smith and Andrews (1989) states that high 

visibility in the classroom is one way a principal can interact with students and teachers. 

They assert, ―As a visible presence, the principal interacts with staff and students in 

classrooms and hallways, attends grade-level and departmental meetings, and strikes up 
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spontaneous conversation with teachers‖ (p.18).  In his article, ―Leadership by Walking 

Around: Walkthroughs and Instructional Improvement, Johnston (2001) concludes that 

the walk-through draws a parallel from the business model developed in the 1970‘s from 

―Management by Wandering Around‖ (¶ 1).   

The informal classroom walk-through process is a procedure that is not steeped in 

established educational research.  The walk through process offers administrators and 

teachers a series of snapshots of the classrooms at any point in time.  The process should 

lead to an understanding of the instructional practices of the teachers and the educational 

behaviors of the students.  It also allows for the principal to mold such behavior through 

conversations with both teachers and students.  According to Downey, Steffey, English, 

Frase, and Poston (2004) in their book, The Three Minute Classroom Walk-through:  

It is essential that you take time to interact with staff about their practices.  Our 

walk-through approach is a valuable vehicle to start this journey toward 

collaborative, reflective dialogue. The teacher must be the primary client of the 

school-based administrator, whereas the district‘s primary client and the teacher‘s 

primary client is the student.  The only way you (the principal) are going to affect 

higher student achievement is through the teacher and his or her actions in the 

classroom.  (p. 7) 

As reported by Blatt, Linsley, and Smith (2005) in their article, ―Classroom Walk-

Throughs Their Way,‖ administrators indicate that they use the walk-through as a ―tool to 

gather data about our school [in order to] engage in reflective dialogue about how 

students are learning and the staff development needs that we have.‖   The Northwest 

Regional Education Laboratory (2004) reports, ―When discussing the walk-through, an 
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administrator will often pose reflective questions, encouraging teachers to engage in 

thoughtful dialogue as they think more deeply about the lesson, their teaching strategies 

and curriculum being taught‖ (¶ 5)    

 In order for the walk-through process to be informal yet informational and 

instructional helpful, Skretta and Fisher (2002) outline some principles that should be 

followed prior to establishing the practice of administrative walk-throughs:  

1.  Develop and use a common language for quality instruction. 

2.  Establish clear and consistent expectations for the administrator‘s presence in 

classrooms and communicate these to staff members and school community. 

3.  Schedule informal walkthrough observations as you would any other important 

item on your calendar. 

4.  Use walkthroughs to promote dialogue with teachers. 

5.  Share anecdotal feedback from walkthroughs with faculty.  

Johnston (2001) reiterates the essential element of scheduling the practice of conducting 

walkthroughs stating, ―Observing instruction is like exercise: it‘s more likely to happen if 

it is a scheduled part of the daily routine‖ (¶ 3).   

While literature on the relationship between instructional walk-throughs and 

student achievement has not been established, some are giving it credit for helping to 

achieve student test scores. When asked about her school‘s increased test scores an 

elementary school principal states, ―I can‘t say walk-throughs are the only variable that 

influenced that, I do think that classroom walk-throughs are a big piece of the puzzle‖ 

(Means, 2004, ¶ 5).  In their meta-analysis, Marzano et al., (2005) maintained that 

principals that are visible in the halls, make frequent visits to classrooms, and have 
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contact with students experience a statistical significant gain in student achievement.  

Johnston (2001) concludes that the walk-through is an important tool in a principal‘s 

instructional leadership toolbox asserting, ―The walkthrough, or learning walk, is a both a 

visible symbol of the principal‘s commitment to teaching and useful tool for supporting 

his or her important role as instructional leader in the building‖ (2001, ¶ 3). 

Communicator 

Smith and Andrews (1989) determined that the principal must be an effective 

communicator to convey the vision, mission, and beliefs of the school along with other 

pertinent information to the rest of the school community. They state, ―As communicator, 

the principal articulates a vision of the school that heads everyone in the same direction.  

The principal‘s day to day behavior communicates that she has a firm understanding of 

the purpose of schooling and can translate that meaning into programs and activities 

within the school‖ (p. 15).  Nunnelley, Whaley, Mull, and Hott (2003) state that the 

preeminence of the principals actions in developing a school culture that values education 

for all students is essential for student achievement,  

Above all, the principal establishes the culture and climate of the building.  He or 

she establishes expectations and provides support to teachers so that they may try 

new instructional strategies. . . . The principal also sets and maintains a climate of 

high expectations for all learners.  If educators are truly committed to reaching all 

students in this age of accountability, then it is the principal who must inspire and 

lead new ways of reaching students.  (p. 57) 

Starcher (2006) determined that ―principal‘s leadership practices played an integral role 

in creating a positive school climate as well as one supportive of improvement‖ (p. 74).   
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 The school culture of high expectations for every student and teacher must be shared 

with the school community, Cross and Rice (2003) state, ―Implementing the vision for 

the school‘s academic program begins when the principal creates and maintains an 

inviting learning environment for students.  It is important that the principal share his or 

her vision of academic success for the school in terms that parents, teaches, and students 

can understand‖ (p. 63).  O‘Donnell and White (2005) conclude that maintaining and 

defining the school learning climate has a direct effect on overall student achievement in 

their study with Pennsylvania middle schools.  The functions of a principal that promotes 

a learning climate include: ―protect instructional time, maintain high visibility, provide 

incentives for teachers, promote professional development, and provide incentives for 

learning‖ (p. 63).  In a correlation study presented to the American Educational Research 

Association, Margaret Orr, concluded there is a strong correlation between school climate 

and academic success, ―There is a very strong, positive association between principal‘s 

ratings of school improvement progress and their school climate for academic press and 

continuous improvement‖ (2007). 

Leaders must be willing to communicate high performance expectations from 

those around him, including students (Leithwood, & Riehl, 2003).  The expectations that 

all students will learn is a component of the educational vision that effective school 

leaders communicate. ―The principal‘s expression of high expectation for student is part 

of the vision that guides high-achieving schools and is a critical component in its own 

right‖ (Cotton, 2003, p. 11). In this day of accountability, it is important that the principal 

has expectations for all learners, including those learners who quite often get left behind. 

―Principals strengthen school culture when they clearly and consistently articulate high 
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expectations for all students, including subgroups that are too often marginalized and 

blamed for schools not making adequate yearly progress‖ (The Center for 

Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement, 2005, p. 3).    

 One of the key practices in communicating high expectations and to engrain high 

expectations within the school culture is to celebrate the accomplishments of the students 

and staff (Cotton, 2003).  Bencivenga and Elias concur with Cotton,  

Leaders of schools with EQ + IQ success recognize the vital role that teachers 

play in the school culture and acknowledge the contributions they make to the 

social-emotional well being and academic success of students.  One important 

manifestation of the understanding is when principals visibly recognize the 

accomplishments, strengths, and needs of their staff members.  Celebrations and 

other forms of recognition are common in schools with visionary leadership.  (p. 

68) 

The principal as a communicator does not only pertains to his or her ability to 

speak, listen, and write in a clear concise manner, it refers to everything the principal 

does, ―Almost everything a principal says and does contributes to the overall school 

climate‖ (Cotton, 2003, p. 69).  Sergiovanni states, ―What the principal stands for and 

communicates to others by his or her actions and words is important.  In addition, 

providing meaning to teachers, students, and parents and rallying them to a common 

cause are the earmarks of effectiveness‖ (p. 89).  Within the process of soliciting 

feedback from and giving feedback to teachers a principal must be an effective listener.  

Cotton (2003) states that it is not only the teachers who should have the ear of the 

principal, but the community stakeholders at large should have the ear of the principal. 
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―Effective principals not only share information, but they also listen and take the 

suggestions of staff and constituents seriously, acknowledging that they do not have all 

the answers‖ (p. 16).   

Setting a direction and defining an overall school vision accounts for the largest 

portion of an educational leader‘s impact on student achievement (Leithwood, et al., 

2003).   Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) also conclude that principals whom 

develop effective means of communication with their staff effect a significant gain in 

student achievement.  Cross & Rice (2000) state that this is because an effective 

communicator keeps the school‘s focus on student learning and teachers teaching. 

―Instructional leaders who are effective communicators make a difference in student 

achievement by focusing attention on student learning and motivating the staff to do the 

same‖ (p. 64).  O‘Donnell and White (2005) conclude that it is not enough to define a 

mission; it must be a mission that promotes a clear learning environment and must be 

communicated by the principal.     

Another vital area in which the principal plays a lead role is determining and 

communicating a vision and creating a culture that allows the students to develop a strong 

connection to the school itself.  Leithwood and Jantzi (2000) conclude that the overall 

school condition is a lead contributing factor in student engagement, thus student 

achievement.   In 1999, they concluded that although instructional leadership practices 

and in particular transformational leadership practices show a slight correlation in student 

achievement, they pale in comparison to the effect of family expectations and student 

engagement with the school.  The more students associate themselves with the school the 

better the student achievement.    



Principal Leadership, 38 

 

Wiseman and Goesling (2000) caution that although the principal plays a vital 

role in determining the culture of the school, the principal cannot bare this burden alone 

and the principal must act within the overall culture of the community.  They argue that 

while principals‘ behaviors may contribute to student achievement it cannot be solely 

responsible for achievement because of the greater social and organizational culture in 

which the school exists.  The principal then must act in accordance to the culture in order 

to improve student achievement.  ―It is more appropriate to look at organizational level 

characteristics that correspond with individual level outcomes independent of principals‘ 

behaviors that to use these school level behaviors to predict individual level outcomes‖ 

(p. 13).  

Visible Presence 

 Smith and Andrews (1989) states that the principal as a visible presence is another 

component in the overall effectiveness of an instructional leader.  Respondents in their 

survey discuss the visibility in terms of the presence of the principal in the hall, 

classrooms, and in the school at large.  Cotton (2003) states that the visibility of the 

principals is a hallmark of an effective principal, ―effective principals are a frequent 

presence in classrooms, observing and interacting with teachers and students‖ (p. 14). 

O‘Donnell and White (2005) found there is a significant gain in student achievement 

when the principal promotes the school learning culture.  One of the functions of 

promoting the school learning culture is ―Maintaining High Visibility‖ (p. 63).  This 

visibility includes co-curricular and extracurricular activities along with the principal‘s 

presence in the hallways, in classrooms, etc.  In her study of Tennessee High Schools, 

Johnson (2006) concluded that visibility of the principal was a contributing factor to 
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student achievement, ―Principals of high achieving, low performing schools less 

frequently protected instructional time and were less visible than principals of other 

schools‖(p. 114).   

Sergiovanni (1995) states that the symbolic force of the principal being visible in 

the classroom, halls, and spending time with the students is an important part of running a 

school and determining its culture and beliefs;   

Touring the school; visiting classrooms; seeking out and visibly spending time 

with students; downplaying management concerns in favor of educational 

concerns; presiding over ceremonies, rituals and other important occasions. . . The 

symbolic force of leadership derives much of its power from the needs of persons 

at work to have a sense of what is important . . . . students and teacher alike want 

to know what is of value to the school and its leadership; they desire a sense of 

order and direction, and they enjoy sharing this sense with others.  They respond 

to these conditions with increased work motivation and commitment.  (p.87)  

Whitaker and Turner in their study of Indiana principals found that visibility in the 

hallways and classrooms was most important to student achievement because it allows 

the principal to have a true understanding of what is going on in the school at large 

(2000).  Marzano et al. (2005) state that the effect of the principal‘s visibility is necessary 

for at least two reasons: ―The proposed effect of visibility is twofold: first, it 

communicates the message that the principal is interested and engaged in the daily 

operations of the school; second, it provides opportunities for the principal to interact 

with teachers and students regarding substantive issues‖ (p. 61).   

Summary 
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 The review of literature makes it clear that certain principal leadership practices 

have a positive influence on student achievement.  Leithwood et al. (2004), goes as far as 

to say leadership is key to improving student learning and the culture of a school.   

Leadership is widely regarded as a key factor in accounting for difference in the 

success with which schools foster the learning of their students.  Indeed, the 

contribution of effective leadership is largest when it is needed most: there are 

virtually no documented instances of troubled schools being turned around in the 

absence of intervention by talented leaders.  While other factors within the school 

also contribute to such turnarounds, leadership is the catalyst. (p. 17) 

They continue to state ―leadership is second only to classroom instruction among all 

school-related factors that contribute to what students learn at school‖ (p. 17).  The study 

also concludes that leadership effects contribute about a quarter of the total school effect.  

Although they determined that student achievement is essentially a function of the 

instructional practices in the classroom and the overall school cultures and expectations, 

they also acknowledge that a principal can have a direct effect on these factors. ―Leaders 

need to know which features of their organizations should be a priority for their attention.  

They also need to know what the ideal condition of each of these features is, in order to 

positively influence the learning of students‖ (p. 14).  Witziers, et als‘ (2003) meta-

analysis concluded that leadership does have a ―positive and significant effect on student 

achievement‖ (p. 408).  Orr also concluded that there is a strong correlation between 

effective leadership practices and effective school improvement (2007).   Young 

determined that comprehensive and vocation principals who demonstrated instructional 

leadership practices such as, ―building a school vision, establishing school goals and 
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demonstrating high performance expectations in their schools‖ (2001, p. 23) had 

increased student achievement.   

While there is a large body of literature that concludes principals have an effect 

on student achievement, there is a parallel body of literature that disagrees.  Wiseman and 

Goesling (2000) concluded that individual principal behavior does not significantly 

influence student achievement.  The study concludes that, ―The overriding principle, 

however, seems to be that although principals tailor their behaviors to meet the amount of 

authority they are given to manage instruction and student output to their schools; 

particular context, variation in principal behavior does not significantly influence student 

achievement‖ (p.25).  Other recent studies have also concluded that leadership practices 

and styles had at best a negligible effect on student achievement.  Neidermeyer (2003) 

found that there was no relationship between leadership styles and improved student 

achievement; however she concluded that principals who shared leadership had increased 

teacher satisfaction.  As previously stated, increased teacher morale is a contributing 

factor to increased student achievement (Starcher, 2006; Houchard, 2005).  Jackson 

(2004) also found that there was no significant difference between instructional 

leadership behaviors, stress, or the amount of time spent monitoring instruction between 

principals whose school made AYP and those that did not make AYP.  In another 

comparison study of schools that made AYP and schools that did not make AYP, King 

found there was no significant difference of leadership practices.  King did find that 

principals whose school made AYP were able to spend more time performing 

instructional leadership practices, ―the kinds of decisions a principal faces in a school 

making adequate progress perhaps allow him or her to be more concerned with being and 
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instructional leaders while the principal of a school at risk may have to spend 

considerably more of his or her time and energy on trying to help the students, teachers, 

and parents meet the expected goals of the state program‖ (2006, p. 81).      

   According to Kaplan, Owings, and Nunnery (2005) the impact of principal 

leadership practices on student achievement is not as substantial at the secondary school 

level as it is at the elementary school level.  They found that student achievement 

increased in third and fifth grades with principals who performed higher on a quality 

index based on the ISSLC standards, but no such correlation was found in middle school 

or high school.  Mcneill, Cavanagh, and Silcox, also found that high school principals 

had less of an impact on student achievement.  They found that a main obstacle to 

improved teaching and improved student learning is indicative for the typical high school 

because of the inherent nature of high school teachers as subject area specialists. ―The 

degree of subject specialization in high schools effectively excludes other subject 

specialist from making more that general comments about other teachers‘ lessons‖ (2005, 

¶ 11). 
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CHAPTER 3- METHODOLOGY 

 This chapter describes the methodology and procedures used to determine the 

relationship between self-reported principal leadership practices of high school principals 

in the state of Tennessee and the average school effect scores on the three Tennessee 

Gateway tests: English II, Algebra I and Biology.  The relevant Tennessee Gateway 

school effect scores were derived from information gathered by the researcher from the 

Tennessee State Department of Education Web Site http://tennessee.gov/education/.  

Descriptive, comparative, and inferential data analyses were used to identify any 

relationships between self-reported principal leadership practices and the school effect 

scores.   

 This study was conducted during the fall semester of 2007 at Liberty University 

with final data analysis and presentation of completed study conducted during the spring 

semester of 2008.   

 Chapter three is divided into seven sections.  The first section is the purpose 

statement of this investigation.  The second section describes the population and sample 

used to conduct the study.  It also includes the limitations on the population that produced 

the sample.  Details concerning the Principal Leadership Survey are found in section 

three.  The procedures to determine the validity and reliability of the research instrument 

are discussed in section four.  Section five contains information pertaining to the data 

collection procedures and the efforts undergone to protect anonymity of the respondents 

of the instrument.  The three research questions are presented in section six and the data 

analysis procedures to determine the relationship of the questions is contained in section 

http://tennessee.gov/education/
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seven.    

Purpose Statement 

 A review of recent research and literature presents a strong case for the 

supposition that principal leadership practices do indeed effect student achievement.  

Increased student achievement is necessary in this day of accountability and NCLB, 

because principals are under increased pressure to ensure that their students are 

measuring up academically.  The difficult part is determining exactly which leadership 

practices influence student achievement and which ones do not.  According to several 

meta-analyses (Marzano et al., 2005; Witziers et al., 2003), certain leadership practices 

do indeed lead to increased student achievement.  Others have concluded that this 

relationship is tenuous at best (Wiseman and Goesling, 2000).  The purpose of this study 

is to correlate the relationship of certain leadership practices performed by high school 

principals in Tennessee and student achievement on the English II, Algebra I, and 

Biology Tennessee Gateway Tests. Student performance on these tests is used by the 

State of Tennessee to determine a school‘s NCLB status.   

Population and Sample 

The population of principals surveyed and schools analyzed were restricted to 

those schools in Tennessee that fall within one standard deviation of mean of 

economically disadvantaged population (low SES); thus, eliminating the top 16% of 

socio-economic high schools and the bottom 16% of socio-economic high schools.  

Restricting the high schools to the middle sixty-eight percent helped eliminate the 

variable from being tainted by socio-economic concerns.  This limiting of the sample is 

due to the historic performance of students from low SES families. According to 
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researchers, ―Historically, SES has been the most powerful predictor of success‖ 

(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000, p. 422).   ―School serving low SES families often find 

themselves in an ―iron circle‖ that begins with the families‘ impoverished economic 

conditions… Low SES families are more likely to have low expectations for their 

children‘s performance at school‖ (Leithwood, et al., 2004, p. 47).  Recent research 

findings by Shepherd (2004) determined there was a strong correlation between students 

who come from disadvantaged economic background and low student performance.  

Using 2006-2007 data the sample was restricted to schools with an economically 

disadvantaged population between 25.5% and 69.2% (see appendix C).   

The population was further restricted by school size because of historic data 

stating students perform better within the context of smaller school sizes.  ―. .  .600 to 700 

students appear to be optimal for secondary schools‖ (Leithwood, et al., 2004, p. 51).  

The sample was restricted by selecting those schools that fall within one standard 

deviation of the mean of school size; thus, limiting the effect school size has on 

instructional leadership practices.  Using 2006-2007 data the sample was restricted to 

schools with a population from 452 students to 1462 students (see appendix C).     

The population was restricted further by the tenure of the principals in their 

positions.  To prove valid, a principal must have been the administrator of the high school 

for the previous three academic years from the date of the survey because a three-year 

average was used to determine the three-year school effect as measured by the Tennessee 

Gateway tests.  Therefore, the principal must have served as principal at the specified 

school for at least the previous three years. 
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Using 2006-2007 data provided 108 schools that fell within the first two 

parameters (see appendix C); however, removing schools from the study because the 

principal had not been principal at that school for the previous three years could not be 

completed until the research instruments had been returned to the researcher.  The 

schools included in the study were further reduced by the removal of the school in which 

the researcher is currently serving as the principal, Loudon High School.  In order to 

reach valid conclusions at least 30 completed surveys that fell within the parameters of 

the study needed to be returned (Ary et al., 2006). 

In order to ensure confidentiality, after determining the schools that fell within the 

parameters of this study, the schools‘ information was entered into an Excel worksheet.  

The second column on the worksheet was a school identifier number.  This number was 

generated using an online integer randomizing site (http://www.random.org/integers).  

This number was used to identify which survey came from which school.   The results of 

the returned survey were locked on the computer with only the researcher having access 

to the worksheet and the results will be locked in a secure cabinet by the researcher.     

Instrumentation 

To determine school effect, the state approved Gateway and End of Course 

Exams were utilized.  The State of Tennessee has developed these exams in conjunction 

with Pearson Educational Measurement and has proven the reliability and validity of such 

exams.  

To determine the principal instructional practices, the Instructional Leadership 

Practices Survey was developed.  The survey is divided into three parts, the first part 

http://www.random.org/integers
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being purely informational with basic questions such as, how many years the principal 

has served in his/her current position. Section one yield the following descriptive 

statistics: 

1.  Number of years the principal has been a principal. 

2.  The gender of the principal. 

3.  The highest degree the principal has earned 

4.  The number of years the principal has been at their current school. 

The second and third sections were used to help determine the relationship 

between principal leadership practices and student achievement.   In this study, the 

independent variables were the principals‘ self reported practices.  The dependent 

variable was the average of the school effect scores on the English II, Algebra I, and 

Biology Tennessee Gateway Tests.   The second section asked two short answer 

questions: 

1. In your opinion, what is the most important activity that you perform in your 

school on a daily basis?  

2. On average how much time do you spend monitoring classrooms? 

 

The third section consisted of ten Likert Scale questions.  These questions cover three 

research constructs.  Questions one, two, and six cover the construct of the principal‘s 

activities involving monitoring instruction.  Questions three, four, and ten cover the 

construct of the principal‘s practices providing feedback to the teachers and involving 

them in instructional decisions.  Questions five, seven, eight, and nine cover the construct 

of the principal‘s practices involving other leading instructional leadership practices. The 
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survey was purposely constructed to encourage a prompt response from the respondents 

(Ary et al., 2006).  

Instrument Reliability and Validity 

 Content validity in the Instructional Leadership Practices Survey was established 

using several strategies.  The survey was constructed by the researcher after a careful 

review of literature on instructional leadership practices.  Table 3.1 presents an overview 

of the ILPS as they are related to literature. 

Table 3.1 

Content validity in the Instructional Leadership Practices Survey 

Construct Questions Support from 

Literature 

Monitoring 

Instruction 

1.  During a typical school day I spend more 

 time monitoring instruction than any other duty. 

Waters & Grubb, 

2004 and Cotton, 

2003 

  

2.  I conduct informal walk-throughs  

to help monitor instruction.  

 

Waters & Grubb, 

2004 and Cotton, 

2003 

  

6.  Occasionally, in an emergency, I will teach a 

class for an absent teacher.  

   

O‘Donnell & White, 

2005 and Bencivenga 

& Elias, 2003 
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Providing 

Feedback 

 

3.  I provide immediate (within 24 hours) 

feedback to teachers regarding observed 

instructional practices. 

  

Waters & Grubb, 

2004 and Cotton, 

2003 

  

4.  I review lesson plans on a regular basis (at 

least weekly). 

 

Waters & Grubb, 

2004 

  

10.  I consult with my teachers on a regular basis 

 in order to obtain their viewpoint regarding the 

content taught, and instructional practices 

implemented in our school. 

 

Leithwood & Riehl, 

2003 and Cotton, 

2003 

 

Leading 

Instructional 

Leadership 

Practices 

 

5.  I play a lead role in planning and organizing 

 the professional development of my staff. 

 

Waters & Grubb, 

2004 and Cotton, 

2003 

  

7. I view myself as an instructional leader. 

 

Cotton, 2003 

  

8.  I stay current on research based instructional 

strategies. 

 

Waters & Grubb, 

2004 
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Secondly, the ILPS was presented to a panel of experts.  The panel was comprised 

of five experts that have extensive theoretical and practical knowledge of instructional 

leadership practices.  Three of the experts have an earned Ed. D., (Doctorate in 

Education); one of whom is the current instructional supervisor in an East Tennessee 

School system, one is a professor at Lincoln Memorial University and has extensive 

knowledge in school leadership practices, the third is a retired school principal and 

community leader in East Tennessee.  The other two experts have their Ed. S. 

(Educational Specialist Degree); one was a Milken Family Foundation National Educator 

of the Year in 1996 and is currently an adjunct professor at Maryville College, the other 

spent over eleven years as the Director of Schools in an East Tennessee School System.  

The panel received the survey, mid March 2007, with a letter explaining the scope 

of the research including the research questions, and a form to fill out concerning the 

validity of each question separately. The entire panel returned their questionnaires and 

surveys by mid April, 2007.   

For part #1 of the instrument the following questions were asked: 

 1.  Is the survey instrument organized in an appropriate fashion?  What could 

make it better? 

 2.  Is there any information in part 1 that should be asked for that is currently not 

included? 

9.  My vision guides the total school program. Leithwood & Riehl, 

2003 and Cotton, 

2003 
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 3.  Is Part 1 clear and concise? 

 4.  Are there any validity concerns with this section?   

For part two and three of the instrument the following questions were asked: 

 1.  Is part 2/3 organized in an appropriate fashion?  What could make the 

organization better? 

 For both questions 1 and 2 of part two and nine questions of part three the 

following questions were asked: 

  1.  Is question ‗N‘ clear and concise? 

  2.  Do you have any validity concerns with question ‗N‘? 

The panel reviewed the survey and offered relevant suggestions and concerns.  The 

opened ended responses for section one, two, and three are listed in Appendix D. Due to 

the suggestions received by the committee, minor changes were made including order of 

questions as not to lead the responders in their response.  Other suggestions were made 

including the suggestion to add question #10 ― I consult with my teachers on a regular 

basis in order to obtain their viewpoint regarding the content taught, and instructional 

practices implemented in our school.‖ 

Thirdly, a draft of the instrument was given to the researcher‘s dissertation 

committee for review and revision.  Any revisions suggested by the committee were 

incorporated into the instrument to improve its validity. 

To establish the reliability of the instrument, a sample population of selected 

middle, elementary and private school principals completed the survey, and a single test 

administration using the split half test model was completed on the resulting data.  The 

selected principals were comprised of the elementary and middle school principals of the 
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Loudon County School System and several of the surrounding private elementary, 

middle, and high schools.  They were given the survey after the expert panel revisions 

and the surveys were all collected by mid May, 2007.  The Spearman-Brown Equal 

length (split-half coefficient) showed high internal reliability with a coefficient of .873 

(Appendix F).  A Cronbach‘s Alpha reliability test was also utilized to establish internal 

reliability for all ten questions on the survey the reliability coefficient was .735 

(Appendix E).  A Cronbach‘s Alpha above .70 is generally considered acceptable by 

most social science researchers (Ary et al., 2006).  Utilizing several internal measures of 

reliability the ILPS achieved an acceptable score or above.   

 A November 2004 report by the Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury Office of 

Education Accountability describes the process to ensure the validity of the Tennessee 

Gateway Tests, ―Tennessee teachers and professional test developers research and write 

the Gateway test items.  Professional editors and content specialists review items and 

directions for content and accuracy and review student responses on tryout tests for 

content suitability, and accuracy‖ (24).  

Data Collection 

 Data were collected from the returned ILPS and from the individual school report 

cards on the State of Tennessee website.  This website has extensive socioeconomic data 

and student achievement data.  

School Effect Score  

The State of Tennessee uses a statistical model developed by Dr. William Sanders 

to determine student gain, commonly referred to as value added. This model assesses a 

school‘s effect based on a statistical projection of student gain as if the student was 
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enrolled in an average classroom with an average teacher in the average Tennessee 

school.  A student has a positive value added if the student learns more than he or she 

would if enrolled in the hypothetical average school with a hypothetical average teacher.  

If the student scores less than projected, his or her value added will be negative.  A 

culmination of all the value-added scores determines the individual teacher‘s effect score.  

The school effect score is derived from the culmination of all teachers‘ effect scores.  A 

rolling three-year analysis of the school‘s effect on the Gateway tests (Algebra I, English 

II, and Biology), which every student in Tennessee must pass to receive a regular high 

school diploma, will be used to determine student achievement.   The three-year average 

of the school effect score is used to limit the discrepancies in academic achievement that 

may naturally appear due to the make-up of classes being tested.  A mean of the three-

year averages of the school effect scores in the Gateway test in Algebra I, English II, and 

Biology will be used. 

Each principal within the research population was mailed a survey and cover 

letter with a self addressed stamped envelope in which to return the survey.  Upon 

receiving the returned survey, each school‘s state report card was analyzed to determine 

the three-year school effect as measured by the English II, Algebra I, and Biology 

Gateway Exams.  After collection of the school effect on each test the mean school effect 

was determined using a simple mean formula:   

                                            ΣX 

   δ= -------- 

                                             N 

  All data collected from the school‘s report card is public access data available at 
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https://edu.warehouse.state.tn.us/pls/apex/f?p=222.    

Research Questions 

The following research questions and related hypothesis were addressed in this study. 

Research Question:  How does the instructional monitoring practice of the principal 

affect student achievement?  In particular: 

1. Is there a significant relationship between the time a principal spends in the 

classroom monitoring instruction and the overall academic achievement of his/her 

students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee 

Gateway tests? 

Null Hypothesis (Ho1):  There is no statistically significant relationship between 

the student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Tests and the amount of time 

a principal spends monitoring instruction. 

Since the ILPS was designed to measure the amount of time in the classroom 

monitoring instruction asking four separate inquiries, four sub-hypotheses were 

considered in relation to this research question 1. 

Ho1.1:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the amount 

of time a principal spends monitoring classrooms as self reported on the 

ILPS and student achievement as defined by the average of the school 

effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

Ho1.2:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the 

practice of spending time monitoring instruction as self reported on the 

ILPS and student achievement as defined by the average of the school 

effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

http://mail.loudoncounty.org/owa/redir.aspx?URL=https%3a%2f%2fedu.warehouse.state.tn.us%2fpls%2fapex%2ff%3fp%3d222
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Ho1.3:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the 

practice of conducting informal walk-throughs to help monitor instruction 

and student achievement as defined by the average of the school effect 

scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

Ho1.4:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the 

practice of teaching class for an absent teacher, in case of emergency, and 

student achievement as defined by the average of the school effect scores 

on the Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

2. Is there a significant relationship between the principal‘s frequency of providing 

instructional feedback to teachers and the overall academic achievement of his/her 

students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee 

Gateway tests? 

Null Hypothesis (Ho2):  There is no statistically significant relationship between 

the student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Tests and the frequency of the 

principal providing instructional feedback to teachers. 

Since the ILPS was designed to measure the principal‘s frequency of providing 

instructional feedback to teachers, three sub-hypotheses were considered in 

relation to this research question 2. 

Ho2.1:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the 

practice of providing immediate (within 24 hours) feedback to teachers 

regarding observed instructional practices and student achievement as 

defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee 

Gateway Tests. 
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Ho2.2:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the 

practice of reviewing lesson plans on a regular basis and student 

achievement as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the 

Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

Ho2.3:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the 

practice of principals consulting with teachers on a regular basis in order 

to obtain their viewpoint regarding the content taught and instructional 

practices implemented in their school and student achievement as defined 

by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway 

Tests. 

3. Is there a significant relationship between the frequency of specific instructional 

activities performed by the principal and the overall academic achievement of 

his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the 

Tennessee Gateway tests?     

Null Hypothesis (Ho3):  There is no statistically significant relationship between 

the student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Tests and the amount of time 

a principal spends monitoring instruction. 

Since the ILPS was designed to measure the frequency of other instructional 

activities performed by the principal in the classroom monitoring instruction 

asking four separate inquiries, four sub-hypotheses were considered in relation to 

this research question 3. 

Ho3.1:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the 

practice of principals playing a lead role in planning and organizing the 
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professional development of their staff and student achievement as defined 

by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway 

Tests. 

Ho3.2:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the 

practice of principals viewing themselves as instructional leaders and 

student achievement as defined by the average of the school effect scores 

on the Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

Ho3.3:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the 

practice of principals staying current on research based instructional 

strategies and student achievement as defined by the average of the school 

effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

Ho3.4:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the 

practice of the principal‘s vision guiding the total school program and 

student achievement as defined by the average of the school effect scores 

on the Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

Data Analysis 

The school effect scores were determined from each participating school‘s report 

card.  They were compared to each of the ten responses on the Principal Instructional 

Practices Survey.  The school effect scores were compared to an average of the Likert 

scaled answers to determine if a relationship existed between principal instructional 

practices and student achievement in the following manner.  

Microsoft Excel and SPSS were used to collect and organize the data.  The 

Pearson r, 
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         ("The correlation coefficient," 2007), and 

Multiple Regression Coefficient (R) correlation coefficient were used to determine 

whether a correlation existed between student achievement and the responses provided by 

the survey.  It was determined that a correlation existed if the Pearson r or Multiple 

Regression Coefficient (R) was equal to that value that yielded a confidence level at the 

.05 level using a critical value table.     

The research questions and analyses were conducted in the following manner: 

1. To answer the first research question, Is there a significant relationship between the 

time a principal spends in the classroom monitoring instruction and the overall academic 

achievement of his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on 

the Tennessee Gateway tests?, the following analysis was conducted: 

Ho1:  A multiple regression coefficient (R) was determined through an analysis of 

questions 1, 2, and 6 on section three of the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho1 was rejected if the R produced a p<.05.   

 Ho1.1:  A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 2 of section 2 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho1.1 was rejected if the r produces a p<.05. 

 Ho1.2:    A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 1 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho1.2 was rejected if the r produces a p<.05. 
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 Ho1.3:    A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 2 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho1.3 was rejected if the r produces a p<.05. 

 Ho1.4:    A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 6 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho1.4 was rejected if the r produces a p<.05. 

2.   To answer the second research question, Is there a significant relationship between 

the principal‘s frequency of providing instructional feedback to teachers and the overall 

academic achievement of his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect 

scores on the Tennessee Gateway tests?, the following analysis was conducted:  

Ho2:  A multiple regression coefficient (R) was determined through an analysis of 

questions 3, 4, and 10 in section three of the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho1 was rejected if the R produces a p<.05.   

 Ho2.1:    A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 3 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho2.1 was rejected if the r produces a p<.05. 

 Ho2.2::    A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 4 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho2.2 was rejected if the r produces a p<.05. 

 Ho2.3:    A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 10 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho2.3 was rejected if the r produces a p<.05.  
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3.   To answer the third research question, Is there a significant relationship between the 

frequency of other instructional activities performed by the principal and the overall 

academic achievement of his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect 

scores on the Tennessee Gateway tests? , the following analysis was conducted:     

   Ho3:  A multiple regression coefficient (R) was determined through an analysis of 

questions 5, 7, 8, and 9 in section three of the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho3 was rejected if the R produces a p<.05.   

 Ho3.1:    A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 5 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho3.1 was rejected if the r produces a p<.05. 

 Ho3.2:    A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 7 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho3.1 was rejected if the r produces a p<.05. 

Ho3.3:  A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 8 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho3.3 was rejected if the r produces a p<.05. 

 Ho3.4:  A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 9 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  

The null hypothesis Ho3.4 was rejected if the r produces a p<.05. 

Summary 

 Chapter 3 consisted of a description of the research instrument and the procedures 

to ensure the instrument‘s reliability and validity.  The population sample was also 

described in this chapter along with the purpose of the proposal and the research 
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questions.  The results and analysis of the research described in Chapter Three will be 

included in Chapter Four.  Chapter Five will contain a summary of the findings, 

conclusions from such findings, with a discussion and recommendations for further 

study. 
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CHAPTER FOUR- FINDINGS 

 The purpose of this study is to determine if there is a relationship between specific 

leadership practices and student achievement by correlating principal leadership practices 

and overall student achievement.  Surveys were sent to one hundred and seven (107) 

public high school principals in Tennessee, with fifty- two (52) returned to the researcher 

for examination and inclusion in this study.  After careful analysis of the demographic 

data of the survey respondents the researcher found sixteen principals have not been 

principal at their respective school for three or more years.  In order for the school effect 

data to be valid as a study of the principal, the principal must have been principal of their 

school for three years because the school effect data analyzed for each school was a three 

year rolling average of the school effect scores.  Therefore, sixteen respondents were 

correlation part of the study; however, their responses were included in the demographic 

data analysis (part one) and the short answer analysis (part 2) of the Instructional 

Leadership Practices Survey (ILPS).  The researcher sought to determine which 

leadership practices lead to improved student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway 

Tests.  The major findings of this study are presented in this chapter.  The response rate 

of the ILPS is presented in the first section of this chapter, while the demographic profile 

is presented in the second section.  Research findings are presented in the third section.   

 The Instructional Leadership Practices Survey was mailed to one hundred and 

seven high school principals in the State of Tennessee.  After all follow up 

communication fifty-two surveys were returned, equaling a 48.59% return rate.   

Demographic Profile of Respondents 
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Demographic information that was collected in Part 1 about each high school principal 

who returned the ILPS included:  (a) number of years as principal, (b) gender, (c) highest 

degree earned, (d) number of years at the current school, and (e) name of current school.  

The demographic responses allowed the researcher to create a profile of the respondents 

and then to draw conclusions from the profiles.   

 The number of years as principal was the first item addressed in the demographic 

part of the survey.  The responses revealed that of the fifty-two high school principals 

who responded: twenty-two (42.30%) have been principal five or fewer years with ten 

(19.22%) of them serving less than three years, twelve (23.08%) respondents have served 

as principal for six to nine years, with eighteen (34.62%) serving more than ten years, 

nine (17.31%) of whom have served more than fifteen years.  The data is presented in 

Table 4.1.  

Table 4.1 

Frequency Distribution of Years Served as Principal 

Years Served as Principal Frequency Percent 

 

   

1 to 2 years 10 19.22% 

3 to 5 years  12 23.08% 

6 to 9 years 12 23.08% 

10 to 14 years 9 17.31% 
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15+ years 9 17.31% 

 

 The gender of the principal was the second item addressed in the demographic 

part of the survey.  The responses revealed that of the fifty-two high school principals 

who responded, nine (17.31%) principals were female and forty-three (82.69%) 

principals were male.  The data is presented in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2   

Frequency Distribution of the Gender of the Principal 

Gender Frequency Percent 

 

   

Male 43 82.69% 

Female 9 17.31% 

 

The highest degree earned by the principal was the third item addressed in the 

demographic part of the survey.  The responses revealed of the fifty-two high school 

principals who responded, zero (0%) have the bachelors degree, thirty-four (65.38%) 

have their masters degree, thirteen (25%) have their educational specialists degree, and 

four (7.69%) have an earned doctorate degree, while one (1.92%) respondent left the 

question blank.  The data is presented in Table 4.3.   
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Table 4.3 

Frequency Distribution Highest Degree Earned 

Highest Degree Earned Frequency Percent 

 

   

Bachelors 0 0% 

Masters 34 65.38% 

Specialist  13 25% 

Doctorate 4 7.7% 

Blank 1 1.92% 

 

The number of years the principals have been at their current schools was the 

fourth item addressed in the demographic part of the survey.  The responses revealed that 

of the fifty-two high school principals who responded, eight (15.38%) have been at their 

current school less than three years, twelve (23.07%) have been at their current school 

three to five years, thirteen (25%) have been at their current school six to nine years, nine 

(17.31%) have been at their current school ten to fourteen years, and ten (19.23%) have 

been at their current school fifteen or more years.  The data is presented in Table 4.4. 

Table 4.4   

Frequency Distribution of Years at Current School 

Years at Current School Frequency Percent 
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1-2 years  8 15.38% 

3-5 years 12 23.07% 

6-9 years  13 25% 

10-14 years 9 17.31% 

15+ years 10 19.23% 

 

 As previously stated, after careful analysis of the demographic data of the survey 

respondents, the researcher found that sixteen principals had not been principal at their 

respective school for three or more years.  As will be discussed later in Chapter 4 this 

reduced the correlation study sample to thirty-six respondents.     

Short Answer Responses 

 Part Two of the ILPS consisted of two short answer questions.  Question four 

asked, ―In your opinion, what is the most important activity that you perform in your 

school on a daily basis?‖  Answers varied in response from ―decision making‖ to 

―instructional leadership.‖  Of the fifty two respondents, twenty (38.46%) indicated an 

activity that involved direct activity with monitoring instruction, maintaining a learning 

environment, or maintaining high visibility; twenty-two (42.31%) indicated an activity 

that involved supervision and support, decision making, discipline, or maintaining law 

and order;  five (9.62%) indicated an activity directly involving communicating with 

parents and students; one (1.92%) responded that the daily activities are too varied; and 
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four (7.69%) left the question blank.  Frequencies of categorized responses are presented 

in Table 4.5.  All responses of the principal are indicated in Appendix G. 

Table 4.5 

Short Answer Responses, Q4, Part 2, ILPS 

Tasks Examples Frequency Percent 

1. Instructional 

Leadership tasks 

―monitoring teachers‘ instruction‖ 

―Instructional Leadership‖ 

―maintaining our environment for 

learning‖ 

―observing classroom instruction‖ 

―Visibility‖ 

 

20 38.46% 

2. Administrative tasks ―Supervision and support‖ 

―Public Relations‖ 

―Decision Making‖ 

―Maintain Law and Order‖ 

―Peacekeeping‖ 

―To be at school everyday‖ 

22 42.31% 

3. Working/Communic

ating with students 

and Parents 

―Spending time and helping 

students‖ 

―talking to students or parents‖ 

 

5 9.62% 

4. Too Many to list ―I can‘t name one activity.  There 1 1.92% 
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are too many & too varied.  All are 

important‖ 

5. Blank responses  4 7.69% 

  

Question five of Part Two asks, ―On average how much time do you spend 

monitoring classrooms?‖  Of the fifty-two respondents one (1.92%) principal indicated 

that he/she spent more than three hours per day, six (11.54%) principals indicated that 

they spend two to three hours per day, twenty-four (46.15%) principals indicated that 

they spend one to two hours per day, and twenty-one (40.38%) principals spend less than 

one hour per day monitoring classrooms.  The data is presented in Table 4.6. 

Table 4.6 

Frequency Distribution of Amount of Time Spent Monitoring Classrooms 

Amount of time spent monitoring classrooms Frequency Percent 

 

   

3+ hours per day 1 1.92% 

2-3 hours per day 6 11.54% 

1-2 hours per day 24 46.15% 

Less than 1 hour per day 21 40.38% 

 

Survey Analysis 

Part 3 of the ILPS consists of ten Likert scale questions.  The data in Table 4.7 

includes the frequency, mean and standard deviation for each variable used in the 
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analysis of the five part Likert scale survey, the ILPS. 

Table 4.7 

Frequency, Mean, and Standard Deviation Scores from the Instructional Leadership 

Practices Survey 

Item Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Somewhat 

Agree 

Agree Strongly 

Agree 

Mean Standard 

Deviation 

1.  During a 

typical 

school day I 

spend more 

time 

monitoring 

instruction 

than any 

other duty. 

18 17 11 6 0 2.10 1.01 

2.  I conduct 

informal 

walk-

throughs to 

help monitor 

instruction.  

0 2 9 17 24 4.21 .87 

3.  I provide 

immediate 

0 2 16 17 17 3.94 .89 
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(within 24 

hours) 

feedback to 

teachers 

regarding 

observed 

instructional 

practices. 

4.  I review 

lesson plans 

on a regular 

basis (at least 

weekly). 

8 22 6 2 14 2.85 1.47 

5.  I play a 

lead role in 

planning and 

organizing 

the 

professional 

development 

of my staff. 

0 2 6 18 26 4.31 .83 

6.  

Occasionally, 

15 11 7 13 6 2.69 1.42 
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in an 

emergency I 

will teach a 

class for an 

absent 

teacher.  

7. I view 

myself as an 

instructional 

leader. 

0 0 5 26 21 4.31 ,64 

8.  I stay 

current on 

research 

based 

instructional 

strategies. 

0 0 8 24 20 4.23 .70 

9.  My vision 

guides the 

total school 

program. 

0 0 8 28 16 4.15 .67 

10.  I consult 

with my 

teachers on a 

0 0 8 17 27 4.37 .74 
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regular basis 

in order to 

obtain their 

viewpoint 

regarding the 

content 

taught, and 

instructional 

practices 

implemented 

in our 

school. 

 

School Effect Data 

As previously stated, sixteen of the survey respondents have not been principal at 

their respective schools for three or more years.  In order for the school effect data to be 

valid as a study of the principal, the principal must have been principal of their school for 

three years because the school effect data analyzed for each school was a three year 

rolling average of the school effect scores.  School effect data was analyzed for each 

survey respondent whose tenure has reached or surpassed the three year limit.     The 

school effect data is found at https://edu.warehouse.state.tn.us/pls/apex/f?p=222.   School 

effect data of each school included in the correlation study can be found in Appendices 

H, I, J, and K.  

Research Question and Hypotheses 

http://mail.loudoncounty.org/owa/redir.aspx?URL=https%3a%2f%2fedu.warehouse.state.tn.us%2fpls%2fapex%2ff%3fp%3d222
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 To be able to test the null hypothesis for each of the three research questions and 

ten subsequent questions, inferential statistics were used.  Multiple regression analysis 

was used to determine a multiple regression coefficient for each of the research questions 

along with a Pearson correlation coefficient generated for each sub-hypothesis.   

Research Question 1:  Is there a significant relationship between the time a 

principal spends in the classroom monitoring instruction and the overall academic 

achievement of his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on 

the Tennessee Gateway tests? 

Null Hypothesis (Ho1):  There is no statistically significant relationship between 

the student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Tests and the time a principal spends 

in the classroom monitoring instruction. 

In order to answer research question one, a multiple regression coefficient (R) of 

.308 was calculated through an analysis of questions 1, 2, and 6, part 3 of the ILPS and 

the mean school effect score.  Since .308 produces a p value of .357, it does not produce a 

p less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho1) is not rejected.  The data are 

presented in Table 4.8. 

Table 4.8 

Multiple Linear Regression Coefficient, Questions 1, 2, & 6, Part 3, ILPS 

 R R
2 

Df1 Df2 F Value p value 

ILPS 

Questions 1, 

2, & 6 

.308 .095 3 32 1.116 .357 

 

Since the ILPS was designed to measure the amount of time in the classroom 
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monitoring instruction using four separate inquiries, four sub-hypotheses were considered 

in relation to research question 1.   

3. In order to test sub-hypothesis 1.1, is there a relationship between the 

respondents‘ answers on question 5, Part 2 of the ILPS, ―On average how much time do 

you spend monitoring classrooms?‖, and the overall academic achievement of their 

students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway 

Tests a Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the survey responses and 

the school effect average.  

Ho1.1:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the amount of time 

a principal spends monitoring classrooms as self reported on the ILPS and student 

achievement as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the 

Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) of -.205 was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 5 of part 2 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  The 

resulting p value of .230 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho1.1) is not 

rejected.    The data are presented in Table 4.9 

Table 4.9 

 

 N Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) 

p value 

Question 5 Part 2- On 

average how much 

time do you spend 

monitoring 

36 -.205 .230 
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classrooms? 

 

In order to test sub-hypothesis 1.2, is there a relationship between the 

respondents‘ answers on question 1, Part 3 of the ILPS, ―During a typical school day I 

spend more time monitoring instruction than any other duty.‖, and the overall academic 

achievement of their students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the 

Tennessee Gateway Tests a Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the 

survey responses and the school effect average.   

Ho1.2:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of 

spending time monitoring instruction as self reported on the ILPS and student 

achievement as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the 

Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) of .126 was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on Question 1 of Part 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  The 

resulting p value of .464 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho1.2) is not 

rejected.  The data are presented in Table 4.10. 

Table 4.10 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 1, Part 3 

 N Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) 

p value 

Question 1, Part 3- 

During a typical 

school day I spend 

36 .126 .464 
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more time monitoring 

instruction than any 

other duty. 

 

In order to test sub-hypothesis 1.3, is there a relationship between the 

respondents‘ answers on question 2, Part 3 of the ILPS, I conduct informal walk-throughs 

to help monitor instruction, and the overall academic achievement of their students as 

defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests a 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the survey responses and the 

school effect average.   

Ho1.3:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of 

conducting informal walk-throughs to help monitor instruction and student 

achievement as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the 

Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) of -.116 was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 2 of Part 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  The 

resulting p value of .501 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho1.3) is not 

rejected.  The data are presented in Table 4.11. 

Table 4.11 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 2, Part 3 

 N Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) 

p value 

Question 2, Part 3- I 36 -.116 .501 
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conduct informal 

walk-throughs to help 

monitor instruction. 

 

In order to test sub-hypothesis 1.4, is there a relationship between the 

respondents‘ answers on question 6, Part 3 of the ILPS, ―Occasionally, in an emergency I 

will teach a class for an absent teacher,‖ and the overall academic achievement of their 

students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway 

Tests a Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the survey responses and 

the school effect average.  

Ho1.4:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of 

teaching a class for an absent teacher, in case of emergency, and student 

achievement as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the 

Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) of .250 was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 6 of Part 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  The 

resulting p value of .141 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho1.4) is not 

rejected.  The data are presented in Table 4.12. 

Table 4.12 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 6, Part 3 ILPS 

 N Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) 

p value 

Question 6, Part 3- 36 .250 .141 
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Occasionally, in an 

emergency I will 

teach a class for an 

absent teacher. 

 

Research Question 2: Is there a significant relationship between the principal’s 

frequency of providing instructional feedback to teachers and the overall academic 

achievement of his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on 

the Tennessee Gateway tests? 

Null Hypothesis (Ho2):  There is no statistically significant relationship between 

the student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Tests and the principal‘s 

frequency of providing instructional feedback to teachers. 

In order to answer research question one, a multiple regression coefficient (R) of 

.374 was calculated through an analysis of question 3, 4, and 10 of the ILPS and the mean 

school effect score.  The resulting p value of .181 is not less than .05; therefore, the null 

hypothesis (Ho2) is not rejected.   The data are presented in Table 4.13. 

Table 4.13 

Multiple Linear Regression Coefficient, Questions 3, 4, & 10, Part 3 ILPS 

 R R
2 

Df1  Df2 F  p value 

ILPS 

Questions 3, 

4, & 10 

.374 .140 3 32 .126 .181 

 

Since the ILPS was designed to measure the amount of time in the classroom 
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monitoring instruction asking three separate inquiries, three sub-hypotheses were 

considered in relation to this research question.   

In order to test sub-hypothesis 2.1, is there a relationship between the 

respondents‘ answers on question 3, Part 3 of the ILPS, ―I provide immediate (within 24 

hours) feedback to teachers regarding observed instructional practices,‖ and the overall 

academic achievement of their students as defined by the average of the school effect 

scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests a Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was 

generated from the survey responses and the school effect average.   

Ho2.1:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of 

providing immediate (within 24 hours) feedback to teachers regarding observed 

instructional practices and student achievement as defined by the average of the 

school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) of .247 was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 3 of Part 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  The 

resulting p value of .146 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho2.1) is not 

rejected.  The data are presented in Table 4.14. 

Table 4.14 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question3, Part 3 ILPS 

 N Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) 

p value 

Question 3, Part 3- I 

provide immediate 

(within 24 hours) 

36 .247 .146 
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feedback to teachers 

regarding observed 

instructional 

practices. 

 

In order to test sub-hypothesis 2.2, is there a relationship between the 

respondents‘ answers on question 4, Part 3 of the ILPS, ―I review lesson plans on a 

regular basis (at least weekly),‖ and the overall academic achievement of their students as 

defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests a 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the survey responses and the 

school effect average.   

Ho2.2:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of 

reviewing lesson plans on a regular basis and student achievement as defined by 

the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) of -.169 was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 4 of Part 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  The 

resulting p value of .324 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho2.2) is not 

rejected.  The data are presented in Table 4.15 

Table 4.15 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 4, Part 3 ILPS 

 N Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) 

p value 

Question 4, Part 3- I 36 -.169 .324 
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review lesson plans 

on a regular basis (at 

least weekly). 

 

In order to test sub-hypothesis 2.3, is there a relationship between the 

respondents‘ answers on question 10, Part 3 of the ILPS, ―I consult with my teachers on a 

regular basis in order to obtain their viewpoint regarding the content taught, and 

instructional practices implemented in our school,‖ and the overall academic achievement 

of their students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee 

Gateway Tests a Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the survey 

responses and the school effect average.   

Ho2.3:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of 

principals consulting with teachers on a regular basis in order to obtain their 

viewpoint regarding the content taught, and instructional practices implemented in 

their school and student achievement as defined by the average of the school 

effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) of -.004 was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 10 of Part 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  The 

resulting p value of .984 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho2.3) is not 

rejected.  The data are presented in Table 4.16 

Table 4.16 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 10, Part 3 ILPS 

 N Pearson Correlation p value 
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Coefficient (r) 

Question 10, Part 3- I 

consult with my 

teachers on a regular 

basis in order to 

obtain their viewpoint 

regarding the content 

taught, and 

instructional practices 

implemented in our 

school. 

36 -.004 .984 

 

  Research Question 3:  Is there a significant relationship between the frequency of 

specific instructional activities performed by the principal and the overall academic 

achievement of his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on 

the Tennessee Gateway tests?     

Ho3:  There is no significant statistical relationship between the frequency of 

specific instructional activities performed by the principal and the overall 

academic achievement of their students as defined by the average of the school 

effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway tests? 

In order to answer research question one, a multiple regression coefficient (R) of 

.210 was calculated through an analysis of question 5, 7, 8, and 9 of the ILPS and the 

mean school effect score.  The resulting p value of .836 is not less than .05; therefore, the 

null hypothesis is not rejected.   The data are presented in Table 4.17.    
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Table 4.17 

Multiple Linear Regression Coefficient, Question 5, 7, 8, & 9, Part 3 ILPS 

 R R
2 

Df1  Df2 F  p value 

ILPS 

Questions 5, 

7, 8, & 9 

.210 .044 4 31 .359 .836 

 

Since the ILPS was designed to measure the amount of time in the classroom 

monitoring instruction asking four separate inquiries, four sub-hypothesis were 

considered in relation to this research question.   

In order to test sub-hypothesis 3.1, is there a relationship between the 

respondents‘ answers on question 5, Part 3 of the ILPS, ―I play a lead role in planning 

and organizing the professional development of my staff,‖ and the overall academic 

achievement of their students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the 

Tennessee Gateway Tests a Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the 

survey responses and the school effect average.   

Ho3.1:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of 

principals playing a lead role in planning and organizing the professional 

development of their staff and student achievement as defined by the average of 

the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) of .088 was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 5 of Part 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score. The 

resulting p value of .609 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho3.1) is not 

rejected.   The data are presented in Table 4.18. 
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Table 4.18 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 5, Part 3 ILPS 

 N Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) 

p value 

Question 5, Part 3- I 

play a lead role in 

planning and 

organizing the 

professional 

development of my 

staff. 

36 .088 .609 

 

In order to test sub-hypothesis 3.2, is there a relationship between the 

respondents‘ answers on question 7, Part 3 of the ILPS, ―I view myself as an instructional 

leader,‖ and the overall academic achievement of their students as defined by the average 

of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests a Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) was generated from the survey responses and the school effect average.   

Ho3.2:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of 

principals viewing themselves as instructional leaders and student achievement as 

defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway 

Tests. 

A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) of .075 was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 7 of Part 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  The 

resulting p value of .664 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho3.2) is not 
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rejected.  The data are presented in Table 4.19. 

Table 4.19 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 7, Part 3 ILPS 

 N Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) 

p value 

Question 7, Part 3- I 

view myself as an 

instructional leader. 

36 .075 .664 

 

In order to test sub-hypothesis 3.3, is there a relationship between the 

respondents‘ answers on question 8, Part 3 of the ILPS, ―I stay current on research based 

instructional strategies,― and the overall academic achievement of their students as 

defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests a 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the survey responses and the 

school effect average.   

Ho3.3:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of 

principals staying current on research based instructional strategies and student 

achievement as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the 

Tennessee Gateway Tests. 

A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) of .101 was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 8 of Part 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  The 

resulting p value of .558 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho3.3) is not 

rejected.  The data are presented in Table 4.20. 

Table 4.20 
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Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 8, Part 3 ILPS 

 N Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) 

p value 

Question 8, Part 3- I 

stay current on 

research based 

instructional 

strategies. 

36 .101 .558 

 

In order to test sub-hypothesis 3.4, is there a relationship between the 

respondents‘ answers on question 9, Part 3 of the ILPS, ―My vision guides the total 

school program,‖ and the overall academic achievement of their students as defined by 

the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests a Pearson 

Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the survey responses and the school effect 

average.   

Ho3.4:  There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of the 

principal‘s vision guiding the total school program and student achievement as 

defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway 

Tests. 

A Pearson‘s correlation coefficient (r) of .200 was calculated from the principals‘ 

response on question 9 of Part 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.  The 

resulting p value of .242 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho3.4) is not 

rejected.  The data are presented in Table 4.21. 
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Table 4.21 

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 9, Part 3, ILPS 

 N Pearson Correlation 

Coefficient (r) 

p value 

Question 9, Part 3- 

My vision guides the 

total school program. 

36 .200 .242 

 

 Chapter five follows with the summary, conclusion and recommendations.  

Chapter five also provides an analysis of the findings in light of the review of literature in 

Chapter 2.   
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CHAPTER 5-SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The summary, conclusions, and recommendations of the study are presented in 

this chapter.  This chapter is organized into seven different sections:  (a) Restatement of 

the Research Question, (b) Summary of Procedures, (c) Summary of Descriptive Data, 

(d) Summary of Findings, (e) Conclusions, (f) Recommendations, and (g) Implications.   

Restatement of the Research Question 

 The purpose of this study was to determine the direct effects of instructional 

leadership practices as performed by the principal on student achievement as it is 

measured by the Tennessee Gateway Tests.  The researcher sought to understand the 

effects of such practices on overall student achievement.  The study was guided by the 

following research questions:            

Research Question:  How do the instructional leadership practices of the principal affect 

student achievement?  In particular: 

1. Is there a significant relationship between the time a principal spends in the 

classroom monitoring instruction and the overall academic achievement of his/her 

students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee 

Gateway tests? 

2. Is there a significant relationship between the principal‘s frequency of providing 

instructional feedback to teachers and the overall academic achievement of his/her 

students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee 

Gateway tests? 
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3. Is there a significant relationship between the frequency of specific instructional 

activities performed by the principal and the overall academic achievement of 

his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the 

Tennessee Gateway tests?     

The population of this study was comprised of high school principals in Tennessee whose 

schools fell within one standard deviation of the mean of school size (population) and 

socio-economic status (free and reduced lunch percentage).  The data used to derive these 

figures is presented in Appendix B. 

Summary of Procedures 

 For the purpose of this study a correlation, non-experimental approach was used 

to determine if there was a relationship between principal leadership practices and student 

achievement.  Surveys were mailed to one hundred and seven (107) principals in the state 

of Tennessee whose schools fell within the parameter of the project.  Of the surveys sent 

out, fifty two were returned to the researcher for a response rate of 48.59%.  Of the fifty-

two returned surveys, thirty-six (36) were usable in the correlation study due to the 

limitation placed on principal tenure of three years or more at their current schools. 

 The Instructional Leadership Practices Survey consisted of three parts (see 

Appendix A).  The first part (Part 1) consisted of the demographic section, which 

included number of years as principal, gender, highest degree earned, number of years at 

the current school, and name of the current school.  The second part (Part 2) consisted of 

two short answer questions. Question one asks the principals‘ opinion of the most 

important activity they perform every day, while question two asked the amount of time 

the principal spent in monitoring classrooms on a daily basis.  The third part (part 3) 



Principal Leadership, 90 

 

consisted of ten Likert scale questions based on the review of literature.  Participants 

were asked to circle their responses to the questions based on a five point Likert scale: 1= 

strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= somewhat agree, 4= agree, and 5= strongly agree.   

Content validity in the Instructional Leadership Practices Survey was established 

using several strategies.  The survey was constructed by the researcher after a careful 

review of literature on instructional leadership practices.  (Table 3.1 presents an overview 

of the ILPS as they are related to literature.)  Then, the ILPS was presented to a panel of 

experts.  The panel was comprised of five experts who have extensive theoretical and 

practical knowledge of instructional leadership practices. Thirdly, a draft of the 

instrument was given to the researcher‘s dissertation committee for review and revision.  

Any revisions suggested by the committee were incorporated in the instrument to 

improve its validity. 

To establish the reliability of the instrument, a sample population of selected 

middle, elementary and private school principals has completed the survey, and a single 

test administration using the split half test model has been completed on the resulting 

data.  The selected principals were elementary and middle school principals from the 

Loudon County School System and several of the surrounding private elementary, 

middle, and high schools.  The Spearman-Brown Equal length (split-half coefficient) 

showed high internal reliability with a coefficient of .873 (Appendix F).  A Cronbach‘s 

Alpha reliability test was also utilized to establish internal reliability with all ten 

questions on the survey the reliability coefficient is .735 (Appendix E).  A Cronbach‘s 

Alpha above .70 is generally considered acceptable by most social science researchers 

(Ary et al., 2006).  Utilizing several internal measures of reliability the ILPS achieved an 



Principal Leadership, 91 

 

acceptable score or above.   

  The researcher used the Pearson r correlation coefficient and Multiple regressions 

Coefficient (R) to determine whether a relationship existed between the principals‘ 

responses and student achievement.  The data were analyzed using Microsoft Excel and 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).  It was determined that a correlation 

exists if the Pearson r or Multiple Regression Coefficient (R) was equal to that value that 

would yield a confidence level at the .05 level using a critical value table.     

Summary of Descriptive Data 

 The demographic information collected from each of the fifty-two respondents 

within the survey included: number of years as principal, gender, highest degree earned, 

number of years at the current school, and name of the current school.  The 

overwhelming majority of the respondents were male (82.69%).  This is consistent with 

Johnson‘s (2006) research which found that the majority (73%) of high school principals 

in Tennessee were male.  The majority of the respondents on the ILPS responded that the 

highest degree they had earned was a master‘s degree (65.38%).  The majority of 

responding principals reported that they had been principal at their present schools for 

less than 10 years (65.38%).  This is also consistent with Johnson‘s research, which 

found that the majority of high school principals had been principal less than 10 years 

(64.9%).      

Summary of Findings 

 The following is a summary of the findings based on the statistical analysis 

conducted in chapter four. 

Research Question 1:  Is there a significant relationship between the time a principal 
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spends in the classroom monitoring instruction and the overall academic achievement of 

his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee 

Gateway tests? 

Null Hypothesis (Ho1):  There is no statistically significant relationship in the 

student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Tests and the time a principal spends in 

the classroom monitoring instruction. 

In order to answer research question one, a multiple regression coefficient (R) of 

.308 was calculated through an analysis of questions 1, 2, and 6, part 3 of the ILPS and 

the mean school effect score.  Since .308 produced a p value of .357, it did not produce a 

p less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho1) was not rejected.  Research question 

one was followed by three sub hypotheses pertaining to the respondents‘ answers to 

individual questions on the ILPS (question1, part 3; question 2, part 3; and question 6, 

part 3).  In order to answer each sub hypothesis, a Pearson correlation coefficient (r) was 

calculated.  For each sub-hypothesis, the resulting coefficient was not sufficient to 

produce a confidence value <.05.  Therefore, it was determined that there was not enough 

evidence to state that a relationship exists between individual principal leadership 

practices and student achievement. 

Research Question 2: Is there a significant relationship between the principal’s 

frequency of providing instructional feedback to teachers and the overall academic 

achievement of his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on 

the Tennessee Gateway tests? 

Null Hypothesis (Ho2):  There is no statistically significant relationship in the 

student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Tests and the principal‘s 
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frequency of providing instructional feedback to teachers. 

In order to answer research question two, a multiple regression coefficient (R) of 

.374 was calculated through an analysis of questions 3, 4, and 10, part 3 of the ILPS and 

the mean school effect score.  Since .374 produced a p value of .181, it did not produce a 

p less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho2) was not rejected.  Research question 

two was followed by three sub hypotheses pertaining to the respondents‘ answers to 

individual question on the ILPS (question3, part 3; question 4, part 3; and question 10, 

part 3).  In order to answer each sub hypothesis a Pearson correlation coefficient (r) was 

calculated.  For each sub-hypothesis the resulting coefficient was not sufficient to 

produce a confidence value <.05.  Therefore it was determined that there was not enough 

evidence to state that a relationship existed between individual principal leadership 

practices and student achievement. 

Research Question 3:  Is there a significant relationship between the frequency of 

specific instructional activities performed by the principal and the overall academic 

achievement of his/her students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on 

the Tennessee Gateway tests?     

Null Hypothesis (Ho3):  There is not a significant statistical relationship between 

the frequency of specific instructional activities performed by the principal and 

the overall academic achievement of his/her students as defined by the average of 

the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway tests? 

In order to answer research question three, a multiple regression coefficient (R) of 

.210 was calculated through an analysis of questions 5, 7, 8, and 9, part 3 of the ILPS and 

the mean school effect score.  Since .210 produced a p value of .836, it did not produce a 
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p less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis (Ho3) was not rejected.  Research question 

three was followed by three sub hypotheses pertaining to the respondents‘ answers to 

individual questions on the ILPS (question5, part 3; question 7, part 3; question 8, part 3; 

and question 9, part 3).  In order to answer each sub hypothesis a Pearson correlation 

coefficient (r) was calculated.  For each sub-hypothesis the resulting coefficient was not 

sufficient to produce a confidence value <.05.  Therefore it was determined that there was 

not enough evidence to state that a relationship existed between individual principal 

leadership practices and student achievement. 

Conclusions 

Conclusion 1 

 The typical high school principal in Tennessee spends less than 10 hours per week 

monitoring instruction. 

Even though the majority of respondents included in the correlation study agreed 

(26) or strongly agreed (21) to question 7 part 3, ―I view myself as an instructional 

leader,‖ the overwhelming majority of respondents to question 2, Part 2 of the ILPS, ―On 

average how much time do you spend monitoring classrooms?‖, 45 (86.53%) of 

principals stated that they spent less than two hours per day monitoring instruction, with 

almost half 21 (40.38%) of the respondents replying that they spent less than one hour per 

day monitoring instruction.  Translated out to a normal week worth of time, the typical 

high school principal in Tennessee spends less than 10 hours per week monitoring 

instruction and forty percent of principals spend less than five hours per week monitoring 

instruction.   This is consistent with previously established literature concerning the 

amount of time a principal is able to spend in the classroom and on instructional 
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leadership activities.  As stated in Chapter Two, in a recent study, Miller (2001) notes 

that the typical high school principal works 62 hours per week with the vast majority 

spent on managerial issues, of which at least eight hours were dealing with parent 

concerns alone.   

If the typical high school principal is working more than 62 hours per week and is 

spending less than 10 hours of that week in the classroom, the question must then be 

answered, ―What is the typical principal doing with their time?‖  As previously stated, 

research indicates that the majority of the time is spent on managerial issues and 

immediate problems that come up during the day.  Doyle and Rice (2002) echo this 

finding, ―Although researchers stress the importance of the principal as instructional 

leader, the consensus in the literature is that principals spend most of their time dealing 

with managerial issues‖ (p.49).  Meyer and Macmillan in their case study reported that 

the principals reported the immediacy of time sensitive issues takes precedence over 

instructional leadership practices, ―While instructional leadership is important, these 

principals suggest that immediacy of other, time-dependent issues often take precedence 

over and over-shadow the more complex, yet less immediate, issues associated with 

instructional leadership‖ (2001, ¶ 51). 

  The current research explains the short answer responses of the respondents on 

the ILPS, question one part two.    Of the fifty two respondents, 20 (38.46%) indicated an 

activity that involved direct activity with monitoring instruction, maintaining a learning 

environment, or maintaining high visibility; 22 (42.31%) indicated an activity that 

involved supervision and support, decision making, discipline, or maintaining law and 

order.  One principal responded, ―Putting out fires-dealing with parents and students-
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behavior problems‖ and another responded ―Evaluating teachers and offering suggestions 

for the professional development.  Unfortunately public relation concerns prohibit more 

time in classroom especially considering the paperwork, electronic communication that 

must be completed.‖    

Conclusion 2 

This study failed to establish a relationship between the instructional leadership 

practices of high school principals and student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway 

Tests.   

 This conclusion is in conflict with a large body of literature discussed in chapter 

two that links instructional leadership practices and student achievement.  Research 

conducted by Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) established 21 principal leadership 

practices that had a clear relationship to increased student achievement, several of which 

were discussed and analyzed in this study.  However, this conclusion stands in agreement 

with other research, particularly when considering principals at the secondary level. 

According to Kaplan, Owings, and Nunnery (2005) the impact of principal leadership 

practices on student achievement is not as substantial at the secondary school level as it is 

at the elementary school level.  Mcneill, Cavanagh, and Silcox (2005), also found that 

high school principals had less of an impact on student achievement.  They found that a 

main obstacle to improved teaching and improved student learning is indicative for the 

typical high school because of the inherent nature of high school teachers as subject area 

specialists, ―The degree of subject specialization in high schools effectively excludes 

other subject specialists from making more that general comments about other teachers‘ 

lessons‖ (2005, ¶ 11).  Starcher (2006) was also unable to establish a relationship 
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between student achievement in reading and math in West Virginia high school students 

and principal leadership practice (2006).  Johnson (2006) also failed to establish a clear 

link between principal leadership practices and student performance in Tennessee. 

 Other literature would support the claim that there is no link between principal 

instructional leadership practices and student achievement at any level.  In a study on the 

effects of organic management (participatory forms of decision making, supportive forms 

of leadership and network forms of collegial control), researchers found no statistical 

evidence that student achievement increased when the principal practiced organic 

management versus any other management style (Miller, & Rowan, 2006).  Jackson 

(2004) also found that there was no significant difference between instructional 

leadership behaviors, stress, or the amount of time spent monitoring instruction between 

principals whose school made AYP and those that did not make AYP.    In a comparison 

of schools that made AYP and schools that did not make AYP, King found there was no 

significant difference of leadership practices.  King did find that principals whose school 

made AYP were able to spend more time performing instructional leadership practices, 

―the kinds of decisions a principal faces in a school making adequate progress perhaps 

allow him or her to be more concerned with being and instructional leaders while the 

principal of a school at risk may have to spend considerably more of his or her time and 

energy on trying to help the students, teachers, and parents meet the expected goals of the 

state program‖ (2006, p. 81).  

Implications 

 The findings of this study have implications for high school principals if they are 

to meet the standards set forth by the Tennessee Department of Education and the 
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mandates of NCLB.  Tennessee high schools rely on student performance on the 

Tennessee English and Math Gateway tests as two of the three legs of the high school 

accountability measures.  By 2013-2014, 100% of all first time test takers must be 

proficient on these tests for a school to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) along with 

a 100% graduation rate.  As these mandates become more rigorous, it becomes 

imperative that principals spend more than 5 to 10 hours per week monitoring the most 

important thing that happens in their building, classroom instruction.        

 If Tennessee high school principals expect to be able to help their schools make 

AYP, it becomes increasing important for them to develop the instructional leadership 

behaviors that correlate to improved student achievement.  While the findings of this 

study do not establish a definite relationship between student achievement and such 

practices, the review of literature makes an overwhelming case for a correlation between 

student achievement and specific instructional leadership practices involving monitoring 

instruction, teacher morale, visibility, and school climate.    

Limitations of the Study 

 This study is limited to public high schools in Tennessee that fall within one 

standard deviation of the mean in SES and one standard deviation of the mean in school 

size.  To be included in the study the principal must also have served at the school for the 

previous three years.  The total number of respondents that fall within the parameters of 

the study will affect the strength of the data analysis.  Interpretation of the data was also 

limited by the reliability of the survey instrument which produced a reliability coefficient 

of .735.  Although a coefficient at this level is reliable at the .700 level, which is widely 

accepted in social science research, it is a relatively weak reliability coefficient (Ary, 
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2006).  The assessment measures are limited to student performance on the English II, 

Algebra I, and Biology Tennessee Gateway tests.  There will be no attempt to generalize 

the findings beyond the scope of this study. 

Recommendations 

In light of this study the following recommendations are made: 

Recommendation 1 

Replicating this study using ACT data, after 2009, this is more closely aligned to 

national standards than the Tennessee Gateway tests.  Currently not all high school 

students are required to take the ACT; therefore, the only high school students who are 

typically taking the ACT are college bound students and potential college athletes.  In 

2009, the state board policy changes and dictates that all students will have to take the 

ACT during their high school careers.  Johnson (2006) utilized the ACT data for 

Tennessee high schools for her study; however, given the fact that not all students were 

required to take the ACT test during the time of her study, the data would theoretically be 

skewed.    

Recommendation 2 

Replicating this study using a different survey instrument could prove beneficial 

in validating the instrument and verifying the results.  The ILPS was designed to test 

specific leadership practices; in particular, the amount of time a principal spends 

monitoring instruction and direct instructional leadership practices.  These practices are 

tested in other instruments but are embedded with other practices as well.   

Recommendation 3 

Replicating this study utilizing elementary principals in the state of Tennessee and 
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TCAP data would serve to further validate the research, which states that elementary 

principals have more of an effect on student achievement than high school principals.  As 

previously stated in this chapter and in chapter two, the research seems to say that the 

instructional leadership practices of elementary school principals have more of an effect 

on student achievement than high school principals.  By recreating this study, that 

hypothesis could be further evaluated. 

Recommendation 4 

Even though Houchard (2005) indicates that self reported principal leadership practices 

do not substantially differ from actual practices, it could prove beneficial to survey 

teachers on principals‘ leadership practices along with the principals to ascertain a more 

complete picture of instructional leadership practices.  Collecting a more complete 

picture of instructional leadership practices would enable the researcher to more 

accurately ascertain if there is a relationship between such practices and student 

achievement.    
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Appendix A 

Instructional Leadership Practices Survey 

 

Part 1:  For each question please check the appropriate response for each question that 

best answers the question. 

 

1. Number of years as principal?__________ 

2. Gender?   Male_________   Female_________ 

3. Highest degree earned?  

a. Bachelors_________ c.  Specialist_________ 

b. Masters_________  d.  Doctorate_________ 

 4.  Number of years at your current school? _________ 

 5.  Name of your current school? __________________ 

 

Part 2:  Short answer 

 

4. In your opinion, what is the most important activity that you perform in your 

school on a daily basis?  

 

5. On average how much time do you spend monitoring classrooms? 

(please check one) 3+ hours per day             __________ 

 2-3 hours per day            __________ 

 1-2 hours per day            __________ 

 Less than 1 hour per day __________ 

 

Part 3:  On a scale of 1 to 5, please circle your answer to the following question. 

 

 1=Strongly Disagree  2= Disagree  3=Somewhat Agree 

    4=Agree  5=Strongly Agree  

 

1.  During a typical school day I spend more time monitoring 

instruction than any other duty. 

  1    2    3    4    5 

2.  I conduct informal walk-throughs to help monitor instruction.    1    2    3    4    5 

3.  I provide immediate (within 24 hours) feedback to teachers 

regarding observed instructional practices. 

  1    2    3    4    5 

4.  I review lesson plans on a regular basis (at least weekly).   1    2    3    4    5 

5.  I play a lead role in planning and organizing the professional 

development of my staff. 

  1    2    3    4    5 

6.  Occasionally, in an emergency I will teach a class for an 

absent teacher.  

  1    2    3    4    5 

7. I view myself as an instructional leader.   1    2    3    4    5 
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8.  I stay current on research based instructional strategies.   1    2    3    4    5 

9.  My vision guides the total school program.   1    2    3    4    5 

10.  I consult with my teachers on a regular basis in order to 

obtain their viewpoint regarding the content taught, and 

instructional practices implemented in our school. 

 

  1    2    3    4    5 
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Appendix B 

Tennessee High School- Free/Reduced lunch rate and School Population 

School School System Free/Reduced lunch rate 
School 
Population 

Alcoa HS Alcoa 32.30% 495 

Anderson Co. HS Anderson Co. 39.80% 1045 

Alvin C. York State of TN 59.80% 703 

Clinton HS Anderson Co. 36.00% 1157 

Bedford Co. Central HS Bedford Co. 51.80% 1252 

Camden Central HS Benton Co. 51.50% 671 

Bledsoe. Co. HS Bledsoe Co. 60.50% 593 

Heritage HS Blount Co. 51.80% 1652 

William Blount HS Blount Co. 41.10% 1872 

Bradley Central HS Bradley Co. 53.70% 1638 

Walker Valley HS Bradley Co. 32.20% 1432 

Tennessee HS Bristol City 35.00% 1312 

Campbell Co. Comp HS Campbell Co. 53.90% 1524 

Jellico HS Campbell Co. 71.70% 385 

Cannon Co. HS Cannon Co. 39.50% 757 

Hampton HS Carter Co. 79% 448 

Happy Valley HS Carter Co. 53.80% 553 

Unaka HS Carter Co. 66.10% 361 

Cheatham Co. Central HS Cheatham Co. 36.50% 665 

Harpeth HS Cheatham Co. 17% 623 

Sycamore HS Cheatham Co. 27.20% 856 

Chester Co. HS Chester Co. 37.50% 730 

Claiborne HS Claiborne Co. 69.20% 814 

Cumberland Gap HS Claiborne Co. 63.00% 620 

Clay Co. HS Clay Co. 66.70% 261 

Cleveland HS Cleveland City 48.60% 1203 

Cocke Co. HS Cocke Co. 67.10% 1208 

Coffee Co. Central HS Coffee Co. 47.80% 1641 

Crockett Co. HS Crockett Co. 46.60% 823 

Cumberland Co. HS Cumberland Co. 60.30% 1165 

Antioch HS Davidson Co. 44.20% 2575 

Glencliff Comp HS Davidson Co. 99.80% 1336 

Hillsboro Comp. HS Davidson Co. 56.40% 1203 

Hillwood Comp. HS Davidson Co. 78.80% 1309 

Hunters Lane Comp HS Davidson Co. 82.90% 1807 

John Overton Comp HS Davidson Co. 68.90% 1546 

Maplewood Comp HS Davidson Co. 100.00% 1040 

McGavock Comp HS Davidson Co. 64.30% 2693 

Nashville School of the Arts Davidson Co. 30.00% 629 

Pearl Cohn Magnet HS Davidson Co. 100.00% 607 

Stratford Comp HS Davidson Co. 100.00% 965 

Whites Creek Comp HS Davidson Co. 100.00% 1042 

Dekalb Co. HS Dekalb Co. 44.90% 785 
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Riverside HS Decatur Co. 42.40% 451 

Creekwood HS Dickson Co. 48.20% 984 

Dickson Co. HS Dickson Co. 44.30% 1487 

Dyer Co. HS Dyer Co. 48.80% 1023 

Dyersburg HS Dyersburg City 48.20% 933 

Elizabethton HS Elizabethton City 33.20% 760 

Fayette Ware HS Fayette Co. 86.90% 671 

Clarkrange Fentress Co. 64.50% 261 

Franklin Co. HS Franklin Co. 48.40% 1474 

Gibson Co. HS Gibson Co. 32.60% 769 

Giles Co. HS Giles Co. 45.80% 972 

Rutledge HS Grainger Co. 65.30% 826 

Chucky Doak HS Greene Co. 46.00% 658 

N. Greene HS Greene Co. 64.60% 401 

S. Greene HS Greene Co. 40.20% 517 

W. Greene HS Greene Co. 50.50% 703 

Greeneville HS Greeneville City 28.70% 891 

Grundy Co. HS Grundy Co. 68.90% 731 

Morristown East Hamblen Co. 46.30% 1395 

Morristown West Hamblen Co. 36.20% 1344 

Brainerd HS Hamilton Co. 85.50% 864 

Central HS Hamilton Co. 39.40% 981 

East Ridge HS Hamilton Co. 54.90% 820 

Hixson HS Hamilton Co. 45.40% 891 

Ooltewah HS Hamilton Co. 26.20% 1816 

Red Bank HS Hamilton Co. 39.60% 1016 

Sequoyah HS Hamilton Co. 51.70% 312 

Soddy Daisy HS Hamilton Co. 21.30% 1481 

Tyner Academy Hamilton Co. 71.70% 542 

Hardeman Central HS Hardeman 74.30% 858 

Harden Co. HS Hardin Co. 53.50% 1198 

Cherokee HS Hawkins Co. 61.50% 1185 

Volunteer HS Hawkins Co. 46.00% 1175 

Haywood HS Haywood Co. 72.00% 903 

Lexington HS Henderson Co. 51.70% 867 

Scotts Hill HS Henderson Co. 42.50% 367 

Henry Co. HS Henry Co.  45.90% 963 

Hickman Co. HS Hickman Co. 48.10% 1152 

Houston Co. HS Houston Co. 49.70% 426 

Humboldt HS Humboldt Co. 76.00% 431 

McEwen HS Humphrys Co. 62.60% 320 

Waverly Central HS Humphrys Co. 72.40% 655 

Huntingdon HS Huntingdon City 38.40% 390 

Jackson Co. HS Jackson Co. 68.00% 542 

Jefferson Co. HS Jefferson Co. 45.80% 2079 

Johnson Co. HS Johnson Co. 66.70% 688 

Dobyns Bennett Kingsport City 32.20% 1878 

Austin East HS Knox Co. 90.40% 761 

Bearden HS Knox Co. 15.40% 1940 

Carter HS Knox Co. 45.60% 942 
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Knox Central HS Knox Co. 49.70% 1347 

Farragut HS Knox Co. 5.40% 2128 

Fulton HS Knox Co. 74.30% 990 

Gibbs HS Knox Co. 32.30% 969 

Halls HS Knox Co. 21.20% 1146 

Karns HS Knox Co. 22.90% 1842 

Powell HS Knox Co. 24.50% 1193 

South Doyle HS Knox Co. 46.40% 1309 

West HS Knox Co. 39.80% 1371 

Lake Co. HS Lake Co. 76.10% 240 

Lauderdale Halls HS Lauderdale Co. 54.10% 358 

Ripley HS Lauderdale Co. 80.50% 884 

Lawrence Co. HS Lawrence Co. 48.10% 1142 

Loretto HS Lawrence Co. 45.20% 518 

Lenoir City HS Lenoir City  35.30% 1171 

Lewis Co. HS Lewis Co. 50.50% 558 

Loudon HS Loduon Co.  47.90% 646 

Macon Co. HS Macon Co. 38.00% 858 

Jackson Central Merry HS Madison Co. 78.60% 813 
Liberty Technology Magnet 
HS Madison Co. 56.20% 1034 
Madison Academic Magnet 
HS Madison Co. 16.00% 388 

North Side HS Madison Co. 61.10% 1115 

South Side HS Madison Co. 55.50% 835 

Marion Co. HS Marion Co. 53.90% 452 

Whitwell HS Marion Co. 53.00% 362 

Marshall Co. HS Marshall Co. 38.90% 789 

Maryville HS Maryville City 16.40% 1493 

Columbia Central HS Maury Co. 42.40% 1483 

Mt. Pleasant HS Maury Co. 50.10% 386 

Spring Hill HS Maury Co. 15.90% 878 

McKenzie HS McKenzie 48.80% 368 

McMinn Central HS McMinn Co. 42.70% 812 

McMinn HS McMinn Co. 44.30% 1379 

McNairy Central HS McNairy Co. 52.40% 820 

Meigs Co. HS Meigs Co. 62.40% 521 

BT Washington HS Memphis City 100.00% 655 

GW Carver Memphis City 100.00% 643 

Memphis Central Memphis City 59.40% 1422 

Cordova HS Memphis City 21.70% 2190 

Craigmont HS Memphis City 65.10% 1315 

Fairley HS Memphis City 97.30% 1055 

Hamilton HS Memphis City 96.60% 1077 

Hillcrest HS Memphis City 100.00% 952 

Kirby HS Memphis City 79.20% 1276 

Manassess HS Memphis City 100.00% 356 

Melrose HS Memphis City 100.00% 1216 

Northside HS Memphis City 100.00% 888 

Raleigh Egypt HS Memphis City 85.00% 1203 
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Overton HS Memphis City 65.20% 1554 

Ridgeway HS Memphis City 46.40% 1497 

Sheffield HS  Memphis City 94.90% 912 

Southside HS Memphis City 88.40% 488 

Trezevant HS Memphis City 96.70% 1290 

White Station HS Memphis City 29.50% 2243 

Whitehaven HS Memphis City 64.50% 1762 

Wooddale HS Memphis City 82.70% 1612 

Milan HS Milan  36.60% 595 

Sequoyah HS Monroe Co.  48.20% 954 

Sweetwater HS Monroe Co.  50.20% 636 

Tellico Plains HS Monroe Co.  62.90% 505 

Kenwood HS Montgomery Co. 52.20% 1253 

Clarksville HS Montgomery Co. 26.80% 1379 

Montgomery Central HS Montgomery Co. 34.80% 943 

Northeast HS Montgomery Co. 27.60% 1510 

Northwest HS Montgomery Co. 44.70% 1308 

Rossview HS Montgomery Co. 23.50% 1387 

Morgan Central HS Morgan Co. 43.10% 414 

Oak Ridge HS  Oak Ridge 22.60% 1425 

Obion Co. Central HS Obion Co. 45.10% 931 

Oneida HS Oneida City 56.80% 424 

Livinston Academy Overton Co. 68.10% 924 

Perry Co. HS Perry Co.  53.30% 319 

Pickett Co. HS Pickett Co.  58.50% 200 

Polk Co. HS Polk Co. 46.40% 559 

Cookeville HS Putnam Co.  33.20% 2062 

Monterey HS Putnam Co.  53.30% 351 

Upperman HS Putnam Co.  65.70% 498 

Rhea Co. HS Rhea Co. 54.60% 1462 

Harriman HS Roane Co. 54.70% 301 

Midway HS Roane Co. 53.90% 258 

Oliver Springs Roane Co. 41.60% 479 

Roane Co. HS Roane Co. 28.40% 684 

Rockwood HS Roane Co. 41.90% 435 

Greenbrier HS Robertson Co. 24.40% 817 

Springfield HS Robertson Co. 45.00% 1022 

Blackman HS Rutherford Co. 17.10% 1680 

Holloway HS Rutherford Co. 21.20% 153 

Lavergne HS Rutherford Co. 38.30% 1870 

Oakland HS Rutherford Co. 41.10% 1432 

Riverdale HS Rutherford Co. 30.30% 2011 

Siegel HS Rutherford Co. 22.40% 1897 

Smyrna HS Rutherford Co. 33.10% 1749 

Scott HS Scott Co. 86.90% 756 

Sequatchie Co. HS Sequatchie Co. 74.70% 604 

Gatlinburg Pittman HS Sevier Co.  44.50% 617 

Pigeon Forge HS Sevier Co.  51.50% 758 

Sevier Co. HS Sevier Co.  50.50% 1734 

Seymour HS Sevier Co.  29.00% 1113 
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Arlington HS Shelby Co. 10.30% 1333 

Bartlett HS Shelby Co. 19.90% 1488 

Bolton HS Shelby Co. 22.20% 2053 

Collierville HS Shelby Co. 10.10% 2191 

Germantown HS Shelby Co. 29.38% 1866 

Houston HS Shelby Co. 15.90% 2349 

Millington HS Shelby Co. 68.30% 1488 

Smith Co. HS Smith Co. 41.60% 666 

Stewart Co. HS Stewart Co. 46.10% 709 

Sullivan Central HS Sullivan Co. 37.80% 992 

Sullivan East HS Sullivan Co. 41.10% 1010 

Sullivan North HS Sullivan Co. 56.60% 861 

Sullivan South HS Sullivan Co. 23.00% 1089 

Beech Sr. HS Sumner Co. 20.50% 1139 

Gallatin Sr. HS Sumner Co. 37.70% 1332 

Hendersonville HS Sumner Co. 20.30% 1361 

Portland HS Sumner Co. 30.50% 1036 

Station Camp HS Sumner Co. 17.40% 1001 

Westmoreland HS Sumner Co. 38.70% 553 

White House HS Sumner Co. 28.36% 805 

Brighton HS Tipton Co. 36.80% 1383 

Covington HS Tipton Co. 63.50% 803 

Munford HS Tipton Co. 36.60% 1197 

Peabody HS Trenton City 61.70% 428 

Trousdale Co. HS Trousdale Co. 38.30% 427 

Tullahoma HS Tullahoma City 30.00% 1147 

Union City HS Union City 49.60% 382 

Warren Co. HS Warren Co. 46.60% 1782 

Union Co. HS Union Co. 77.00% 874 

Daniel Boone HS Washington Co. 31.50% 1268 

David Crockett HS Washington Co. 50.80% 1360 

Collinwood HS Wayne Co. 54.70% 345 

Wayne Co. HS Wayne Co. 64.00% 375 

Dresden HS Weakley Co. 60.30% 445 

Westview HS Weakley Co. 34.10% 625 

White Co. HS White Co 45.00% 1224 

Brentwood HS Williamson Co. 2.70% 1410 

Fairview HS Williamson Co. 25.50% 698 

Franklin HS Williamson Co. 12.10% 1781 

Fred J Page HS Williamson Co. 7.70% 730 

Independence HS Williamson Co. 7.80% 1583 

Ravenwoood HS Williamson Co. 2.10% 1505 

Lebanon HS Wilson Co. 31.30% 1551 

Mt. Juliet HS Wilson Co. 11.20% 1564 

Wilson Central HS Wilson Co. 14.90% 1557 

    

 Mean 47.20% 958.5 

 
Standard 
Deviation 0.223450675 506.0372957 
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All information taken from Tennessee Department of Education website at: 

https://edu.warehouse.state.tn.us/pls/apex/f?p=222:1:873718213896054 
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Appendix C 

Tennessee High Schools Included in the Study 

School School System 
Free/Reduced 
lunch rate 

School 
Population 

Marion Co. HS Marion Co. 53.90% 452 

Oliver Springs Roane Co. 41.60% 479 

Alcoa HS Alcoa 32.30% 495 

Upperman HS Putnam Co.  65.70% 498 

Tellico Plains HS Monroe Co.  62.90% 505 

S. Greene HS Greene Co. 40.20% 517 

Loretto HS Lawrence Co. 45.20% 518 

Meigs Co. HS Meigs Co. 62.40% 521 

Jackson Co. HS Jackson Co. 68.00% 542 

Westmoreland HS Sumner Co. 38.70% 553 

Happy Valley HS Carter Co. 53.80% 553 

Lewis Co. HS Lewis Co. 50.50% 558 

Polk Co. HS Polk Co. 46.40% 559 

Bledsoe. Co. HS Bledsoe Co. 60.50% 593 

Milan HS Milan  36.60% 595 

Gatlinburg Pittman HS Sevier Co.  44.50% 617 

Cumberland Gap HS Claiborne Co. 63.00% 620 

Westview HS Weakley Co. 34.10% 625 

Nashville School of the Arts Davidson Co. 30.00% 629 

Sweetwater HS Monroe Co.  50.20% 636 

Chucky Doak HS Greene Co. 46.00% 658 

Cheatham Co. Central HS Cheatham Co. 36.50% 665 

Smith Co. HS Smith Co. 41.60% 666 

Camden Central HS Benton Co. 51.50% 671 

Roane Co. HS Roane Co. 28.40% 684 

Johnson Co. HS Johnson Co. 66.70% 688 

Fairview HS Williamson Co. 25.50% 698 

W. Greene HS Greene Co. 50.50% 703 

Stewart Co. HS Stewart Co. 46.10% 709 

Chester Co. HS Chester Co. 37.50% 730 

Grundy Co. HS Grundy Co. 68.90% 731 

Cannon Co. HS Cannon Co. 39.50% 757 

Pigeon Forge HS Sevier Co.  51.50% 758 

Elizabethton HS 
Elizabethton 
City 33.20% 760 

Gibson Co. HS Gibson Co. 32.60% 769 

Dekalb Co. HS Dekalb Co. 44.90% 785 

Marshall Co. HS Marshall Co. 38.90% 789 

Covington HS Tipton Co. 63.50% 803 

White House HS Sumner Co. 28.36% 805 

McMinn Central HS McMinn Co. 42.70% 812 

Claiborne HS Claiborne Co. 69.20% 814 

McNairy Central HS McNairy Co. 52.40% 820 

East Ridge HS Hamilton Co. 54.90% 820 
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Crockett Co. HS Crockett Co. 46.60% 823 

Rutledge HS Grainger Co. 65.30% 826 

South Side HS Madison Co. 55.50% 835 

Sycamore HS Cheatham Co. 27.20% 856 

Macon Co. HS Macon Co. 38.00% 858 

Sullivan North HS Sullivan Co. 56.60% 861 

Lexington HS Henderson Co. 51.70% 867 

Greeneville HS 
Greeneville 
City 28.70% 891 

Hixson HS Hamilton Co. 45.40% 891 

Livinston Academy Overton Co. 68.10% 924 

Obion Co. Central HS Obion Co. 45.10% 931 

Dyersburg HS Dyersburg City 48.20% 933 

Carter HS Knox Co. 45.60% 942 

Montgomery Central HS 
Montgomery 
Co. 34.80% 943 

Sequoyah HS Monroe Co.  48.20% 954 

Henry Co. HS Henry Co.  45.90% 963 

Gibbs HS Knox Co. 32.30% 969 

Giles Co. HS Giles Co. 45.80% 972 

Central HS Hamilton Co. 39.40% 981 

Creekwood HS Dickson Co. 48.20% 984 

Sullivan Central HS Sullivan Co. 37.80% 992 

Sullivan East HS Sullivan Co. 41.10% 1010 

Red Bank HS Hamilton Co. 39.60% 1016 

Springfield HS Robertson Co. 45.00% 1022 

Dyer Co. HS Dyer Co. 48.80% 1023 
Liberty Technology Magnet 
HS Madison Co. 56.20% 1034 

Portland HS Sumner Co. 30.50% 1036 

Anderson Co. HS Anderson Co. 39.80% 1045 

Seymour HS Sevier Co.  29.00% 1113 

North Side HS Madison Co. 61.10% 1115 

Lawrence Co. HS Lawrence Co. 48.10% 1142 

Tullahoma HS Tullahoma City 30.00% 1147 

Hickman Co. HS Hickman Co. 48.10% 1152 

Clinton HS Anderson Co. 36.00% 1157 

Cumberland Co. HS 
Cumberland 
Co. 60.30% 1165 

Lenoir City HS Lenoir City  35.30% 1171 

Volunteer HS Hawkins Co. 46.00% 1175 

Cherokee HS Hawkins Co. 61.50% 1185 

Munford HS Tipton Co. 36.60% 1197 

Harden Co. HS Hardin Co. 53.50% 1198 

Cleveland HS Cleveland City 48.60% 1203 

Hillsboro Comp. HS Davidson Co. 56.40% 1203 

Cocke Co. HS Cocke Co. 67.10% 1208 

White Co. HS White Co 45.00% 1224 

Bedford Co. Central HS Bedford Co. 51.80% 1252 

Kenwood HS 
Montgomery 
Co. 52.20% 1253 
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Daniel Boone HS 
Washington 
Co. 31.50% 1268 

Northwest HS 
Montgomery 
Co. 44.70% 1308 

South Doyle HS Knox Co. 46.40% 1309 

Tennessee HS Bristol City 35.00% 1312 

Craigmont HS Memphis City 65.10% 1315 

Gallatin Sr. HS Sumner Co. 37.70% 1332 

Morristown West Hamblen Co. 36.20% 1344 

Knox Central HS Knox Co. 49.70% 1347 

David Crockett HS 
Washington 
Co. 50.80% 1360 

West HS Knox Co. 39.80% 1371 

Clarksville HS 
Montgomery 
Co. 26.80% 1379 

McMinn HS McMinn Co. 44.30% 1379 

Brighton HS Tipton Co. 36.80% 1383 

Morristown East Hamblen Co. 46.30% 1395 

Memphis Central Memphis City 59.40% 1422 

Walker Valley HS Bradley Co. 32.20% 1432 

Oakland HS Rutherford Co. 41.10% 1432 

Rhea Co. HS Rhea Co. 54.60% 1462 

 

All information taken from Tennessee Department of Education website at: 

https://edu.warehouse.state.tn.us/pls/apex/f?p=222:1:873718213896054 
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Appendix D 

Survey Validity Review Form and Responses 

Name__________________________________ 

 

Position________________________________ 

 

Years in current position___________________ 

 

Highest degree earned________________ Conferring Institution___________________ 

 

Please answer the following questions concerning the survey instrument. 

Part 1: 

 

1. Is the survey instrument organized in an appropriate fashion?  What could make 

the organization better? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes-no further recommendations‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―See instrument‖- (Suggestion to change the order of the questions) 

 

2. Is there any information in Part 1 that should be asked for that is currently not 

included?   

 

Responses 

1.  other leadership roles 

2.  No. of years of classroom experience? 

3.  no 

4.  school size, no. of assts, grade span 

5.  See Instrument #3-  ―If you want more anonymity, & if you can serve the same 

purpose, you could ask for the grade levels in his/her school (ie. K-3, middle, 

high,etc.) rather than the name of the school.‖ 

 

3. Is Part 1 clear and concise? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―See suggestions on the instrument‖- (previously noted in 1 &2) 
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4.  Are there any validity concerns with this section? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―none‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―no‖ 

 

Part 2:   

 

1. Is part 2 organized in an appropriate fashion?  What could make the organization 

better?   

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes- no further recommendations if this is all the information you need.‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  ―List in order of priority 3 things you do everyday‖ 

5.  ―See instrument‖- ―In your opinion, what is the most important activity that 

you perform in your school on a daily basis?‖ 

 

2. Is question #1 clear and concise? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes-but don‘t be surprised at some of the answers you may get‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―I made a suggestion‖ 

 

 

3. Do you have any validity concerns with question #1? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―none‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―no‖ 

 

4. Is question #2 clear and concise? 

 

Responses 



Principal Leadership, 125 

 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―see suggestion‖-replace on average with ―in your opinion‖ 

 

 

5. Do you have any validity concerns with question #2? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―none‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―‘on average‘ could be hrs per day in a wk./mo./yr., which could affect the 

regularity of the time spent monitoring‖ 

 

Part 3: 

 

1. Is part 3 organized in an appropriate fashion?  What could make the organization 

better?   

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes-no recommendations‖ 

3.  (left blank) 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―See instrument‖ -  replace average with ―dedicate/spend‖  remove word ―in‖ 

insert words ―I do‖ 

 

2. Is question #1 clear and concise? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―Is the word ―in‖ needed?‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  ―Have you asked this in part 2 Q2‖ 

5.  ―I would use either dedicate or spend rather than ‗average‘‖ 

 

3. Do you have any validity concerns with question #1? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―none‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4.  (left blank) 
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5.  ―average is too ambiguous‖ 

 

 

4. Is question #2 clear and concise? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes‖ 

3.  ―yes-But you modify to include instructional plans (both lesson & unit)‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―The computer spell check was ok with ‗walkthrough‘ but I could not find it in 

the dictionary.  Therefore, it would be ‗walk through‘.  You can double check 

that.‖ 

 

 

5. Do you have any validity concerns with question #2? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―none‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―no‖ 

 

 

6. Is question #3 clear and concise? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―see instrument‖-replace the word ‗about‘ with ―regarding‖ 

 

 

7. Do you have any validity concerns with question #3? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―none‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―no‖ 

 

 

8. Is question #4 clear and concise? 



Principal Leadership, 127 

 

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―do you need to define ‗regular basis‘‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―yes‖ 

 

 

9. Do you have any validity concerns with question #4? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―do you need to define ‗regular basis‘‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―no‖ 

 

 

10. Is question #5 clear and concise? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―by ―determining‖ do you mean planning and organizing?‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―yes‖ 

 

 

11. Do you have any validity concerns with question #5? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―by ―determining‖ do you mean planning and organizing?‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―no‖ 

 

12. Is question #6 clear and concise? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―see instrument‖-reworded question 6 to read-―Occasionally, in an emergency, 
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I will teach a class for an absent teacher‖ 

 

13. Do you have any validity concerns with question #6? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―none‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―no‖ 

 

 

14. Is question #7 clear and concise? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―yes‖ 

 

 

15. Do you have any validity concerns with question #7? 

 

Responses 

 

1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―none‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4.  ―? value of opinion‖ 

5.  ―no‖ 

 

 

16. Is question #8 clear and concise? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―yes‖ 

 

 

17. Do you have any validity concerns with question #8? 

 

Responses 
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1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―none‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4.  (left blank) 

5.  ―no‖ 

 

18. Is question #9 clear and concise? 

Responses 

1.  ―yes‖ 

2.  ―yes‖ 

3.  ―yes‖ 

4.  ―? value of opinion‖ 

5.  ―yes‖ 

 

19. Do you have any validity concerns with question #9? 

 

Responses 

1.  ―no‖ 

2.  ―none‖ 

3.  ―no‖ 

4. (left blank) 

5.  ―no‖ 

 

Responder #5 also wrote this: 

 

―Note:  I wondered if you would want to include a statement similar to the following:  

(could be #10)  I consult with my teachers on a regular basis in order to obtain their 

viewpoint regarding the content taught, and instructional strategies implemented, in our 

school.‖  ―This may address #‘s 2 & 3 in your research problem Part 3‖ 
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Appendix E 

Reliability 

 Notes 

Output Created 03-JUL-2007 22:19:26 

Comments   

Input Active Dataset DataSet2 

Filter <none> 

Weight <none> 

Split File <none> 

N of Rows in Working 
Data File 15 

Matrix Input   

Missing Value 
Handling 

Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are 
treated as missing. 

Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases with 
valid data for all variables in the 
procedure. 

Syntax RELIABILITY 
  /VARIABLES=q1 q2 q3 q4 q5 q6 q7 
q8 q9 q10 
  /SCALE("Cronbach's Alpha 
Reliability Test")  
ALL/MODEL=ALPHA 
  /STATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE 
SCALE CORR 
  /SUMMARY=VARIANCE CORR . 
 

Resources Elapsed Time 0:00:00.00 

Memory Available 786944 bytes 

Largest Contiguous Area 786944 bytes 

Workspace Required 1568 bytes 

 
 
[DataSet2]  

 

Scale: Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Test 
 
 Case Processing Summary 
 

  N % 

Cases Valid 15 100.0 

Excluded(
a) 

0 .0 

Total 15 100.0 

a  Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 
 
 
 Reliability Statistics 
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Cronbach's 
Alpha 

Cronbach's 
Alpha Based 

on 
Standardized 

Items N of Items 

.735 .732 10 

 
 
 Item Statistics 
 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

q1 2.8667 .91548 15 

q2 4.3333 .48795 15 

q3 3.6000 .98561 15 

q4 3.8667 .91548 15 

q5 4.3333 .72375 15 

q6 3.2667 .88372 15 

q7 4.0000 .37796 15 

q8 4.0667 .70373 15 

q9 4.0000 .75593 15 

q10 3.8000 1.01419 15 

 
 
 Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 

  q1 q2 q3 q4 q5 q6 q7 q8 q9 q10 

q1 1.000 .906 .649 -.023 -.144 .753 -.206 .237 .000 .739 

q2 .906 1.000 .743 .107 -.135 .607 .000 .139 .194 .722 

q3 .649 .743 1.000 -.063 .200 .377 .192 .247 .288 .843 

q4 -.023 .107 -.063 1.000 -.359 -.483 .206 -.096 .413 -.185 

q5 -.144 -.135 .200 -.359 1.000 .074 .000 .374 .261 .389 

q6 .753 .607 .377 -.483 .074 1.000 -.428 .199 -.428 .542 

q7 -.206 .000 .192 .206 .000 -.428 1.000 .269 .500 .000 

q8 .237 .139 .247 -.096 .374 .199 .269 1.000 .537 .320 

q9 .000 .194 .288 .413 .261 -.428 .500 .537 1.000 .186 

q10 .739 .722 .843 -.185 .389 .542 .000 .320 .186 1.000 

 
 
 Summary Item Statistics 
 

  Mean Minimum Maximum Range 
Maximum / 
Minimum Variance N of Items 

Item Variances .643 .143 1.029 .886 7.200 .090 10 
Inter-Item Correlations .215 -.483 .906 1.389 -1.877 .122 10 
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Appendix F 

 

Reliability 
[DataSet2]  

 

Scale: Split-half Test 
 
 Case Processing Summary 
 

  N % 

Cases Valid 15 100.0 

Excluded(
a) 

0 .0 

Total 15 100.0 

a  Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure. 
 
 
 Reliability Statistics 
 

Cronbach's Alpha Part 1 Value .485 

N of Items 5(a) 

Part 2 Value .513 

N of Items 5(b) 

Total N of Items 10 

Correlation Between Forms 
.775 

Spearman-Brown 
Coefficient 

Equal Length .873 

Unequal Length .873 

Guttman Split-Half Coefficient 
.873 

a  The items are: q1, q2, q3, q4, q5. 
b  The items are: q6, q7, q8, q9, q10. 
 
 
 Item Statistics 
 

  Mean Std. Deviation N 

q1 2.8667 .91548 15 

q2 4.3333 .48795 15 

q3 3.6000 .98561 15 

q4 3.8667 .91548 15 

q5 4.3333 .72375 15 

q6 3.2667 .88372 15 

q7 4.0000 .37796 15 

q8 4.0667 .70373 15 

q9 4.0000 .75593 15 

q10 3.8000 1.01419 15 
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 Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 

  q1 q2 q3 q4 q5 q6 q7 q8 q9 q10 

q1 1.000 .906 .649 -.023 -.144 .753 -.206 .237 .000 .739 

q2 .906 1.000 .743 .107 -.135 .607 .000 .139 .194 .722 

q3 .649 .743 1.000 -.063 .200 .377 .192 .247 .288 .843 

q4 -.023 .107 -.063 1.000 -.359 -.483 .206 -.096 .413 -.185 

q5 -.144 -.135 .200 -.359 1.000 .074 .000 .374 .261 .389 

q6 .753 .607 .377 -.483 .074 1.000 -.428 .199 -.428 .542 

q7 -.206 .000 .192 .206 .000 -.428 1.000 .269 .500 .000 

q8 .237 .139 .247 -.096 .374 .199 .269 1.000 .537 .320 

q9 .000 .194 .288 .413 .261 -.428 .500 .537 1.000 .186 

q10 .739 .722 .843 -.185 .389 .542 .000 .320 .186 1.000 

 
 
 Summary Item Statistics 
 

  Mean Minimum 
Maximu

m Range 
Maximum 
/ Minimum Variance 

N of 
Items 

Item 
Variances 

Part 1 .682 .238 .971 .733 4.080 .089 5(a) 

Part 2 .604 .143 1.029 .886 7.200 .109 5(b) 

Both 
Parts 

.643 .143 1.029 .886 7.200 .090 10 

Inter-Item 
Correlations 

Part 1 .188 -.359 .906 1.265 -2.522 .175 5(a) 

Part 2 .170 -.428 .542 .970 -1.267 .122 5(b) 

Both 
Parts 

.215 -.483 .906 1.389 -1.877 .122 10 

a  The items are: q1, q2, q3, q4, q5. 
b  The items are: q6, q7, q8, q9, q10. 
 
 
 Scale Statistics 
 

  Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 

Part 1 19.0000 5.571 2.36039 5(a) 

Part 2 19.1333 5.124 2.26358 5(b) 

Both Parts 38.1333 18.981 4.35671 10 

a  The items are: q1, q2, q3, q4, q5. 
b  The items are: q6, q7, q8, q9, q10. 
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Appendix G 

Question 1, Part 2, ILPS Responses 

School Number Short Answers- Question #1 

1 monitoring teachers' instruction 

3 Instructional Leadership 

5 Spending time and helping students 

7 observing classes and interacting with students, faculty and staff 

10 maintaining our environment for learning 

11 (left blank) 

13 Walking through the school & personal contacts 

15 School environment 

16 
Insure mission statement is followed- all for those elements are 
an integral part of our school 

18 Maintain school climate 

19 talking to students or parents 

21 Dealing with parents and student problems 

26 Public Relations 

27 
ensuring we have an environment conducive to teaching and 
student learning 

28 solve problems 

33 
I can’t name one activity. There are too many & too varied.  All 
are important. 

34 monitor/supervise teacher instruction & student performance 

35 
To be visible and available.  To be available for the many non-
predictable things that come up during the day 

37 Being the instructional leader 

38 
Putting out fires-dealing with parents and students-behavior 
problems 

40 support teachers, provide leadership 

42 (blank) 

49 observing classroom activities 

52 (blank) 

53 Peacekeeping 

54 support for staff & students 

55 
make sure all teachers are in their proper rooms and students are 
accounted for 

56 Instructional Leadership 

59 To be at school everyday 

61 monitoring instruction 

63 Putting out fires, teacher issues, parent complaints 

65 Teacher Evaluation 

66 communication with teachers, students, parents 

67 communicate 

69 Discipline 
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71 keeping everything together 

72 Instructional Leadership 

76 (blank) 

77 Supervision and Support 

87 Interacting with the students and visitors classrooms 

89 maintaining order 

90 

Evaluating teachers and offering suggestions for the professional 
development.  Unfortunately public relation concerns prohibit 
more time in classroom especially considering the paperwork, 
electronic communication that must be completed 

92 Maintain law and order 

93 
Make decisions based on teacher requests.  The most important 
task is hiring the right people for my school 

95 supervision of staff and pupils and communication 

98 Being visible in the halls 

100 involved 

101 enabling teachers to do their job 

105 monitoring the instruction in the classroom 

106 communicate 

107 Instructional Leadership 

108 decision making 
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Appendix H 

 

Algebra 1 School Effect Data 

School Number 3 year observed score 3 year predicted score School Effect Score 

3 536.7 537.6 -0.9 
13 516.2 522.6 -6.4 
15 547.5 521.2 26.3 
18 512.3 533.4 -21.1 
19 533.8 536.6 -2.8 
21 527.2 530.5 -3.3 
26 528.5 531.7 -3.2 
27 521.6 527.6 -6 
28 536.3 535.7 0.6 
33 533.8 534.2 -0.4 
34 527 529.4 -2.4 
35 537.2 530.4 6.8 
37 500.4 505.4 -5 
38 559.2 540.2 19 
40 544.7 534 10.7 
42 521.9 524 -2.1 
52 522.3 525 -2.7 
54 535.1 533.8 1.3 
55 546.6 532.8 13.8 
59 522.1 536.6 -14.5 
61 549 549.3 -0.3 
63 529.4 525.1 4.3 
67 532.4 537.8 -5.4 
69 547.2 535.9 11.3 
71 526.5 536.5 -10 
89 546 537.6 8.4 
90 541.2 546.6 -5.4 
93 520.5 520.2 0.3 
95 532.7 536 -3.3 
98 535.3 526.7 8.6 

100 530.1 532.7 -2.6 
101 535.1 528.9 6.2 
105 542.2 526.4 15.8 
106 555.3 533 22.3 
107 544.6 529.9 14.7 
108 522.6 532.8 -10.2 
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Appendix I 

Biology School Effect Data 

School Number 3 year observed score 3 year predicted score School Effect Score 

3 546.5 541.9 4.6 
13 535.9 538.3 -2.4 
15 535.3 523 12.3 
18 533.5 543.6 -10.1 
19 527.7 537.8 -10.1 
21 537.1 535.7 1.4 
26 528.4 538.4 -10 
27 528.7 531.6 -2.9 
28 527.5 530.4 -2.9 
33 526.8 533.4 -6.6 
34 546.4 542.3 4.1 
35 553.9 544.6 9.3 
37 504.2 523.4 -19.2 
38 565 541.2 23.8 
40 560.6 544.8 15.8 
42 534.3 543.2 -8.9 
52 531.1 533.4 -2.3 
54 540.2 536.9 3.3 
55 534.7 535.2 -0.5 
59 537 541.4 -4.4 
61 544.3 552 -7.7 
63 533.1 534.9 -1.8 
67 540.7 546.2 -5.5 
69 560.2 553.2 7 
71 532.2 548.3 -16.1 
89 530.4 541.8 -11.4 
90 548.8 554.5 -5.7 
93 520.4 524.2 -3.8 
95 526 541 -15 
98 537 533 4 

100 556.1 545.8 10.3 
101 543.5 535.5 8 
105 542.1 539.2 2.9 
106 560.2 548.2 12 
107 549.4 536.5 12.9 
108 548.7 546.4 2.3 
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Appendix J 

English School Effect Data 

School Number 3 year observed 
score 

3 year predicted 
score School Effect Score 

3 530.6 534.6 -4 
13 530.7 526.7 4 
15 523 518.2 4.8 
18 528.7 531.7 -3 
19 527.5 528.6 -1.1 
21 532 526.7 5.3 
26 522.2 527.5 -5.3 
27 518.9 522 -3.1 
28 523.4 524.2 -0.8 
33 515.5 521.2 -5.7 
34 536.9 532.8 4.1 
35 533.4 530 3.4 
37 514.4 518.2 -3.8 
38 542.7 527.7 15 
40 530.5 529 1.5 
42 539.6 537.3 2.3 
52 525.6 526.4 -0.8 
54 528.1 528.5 -0.4 
55 525.6 524.8 0.8 
59 522.9 527.8 -4.9 
61 530.1 533.6 -3.5 
63 521.8 524.5 -2.7 
67 531.1 532.9 -1.8 
69 544 543.5 0.5 
71 537.2 536.7 0.5 
89 530.1 531.5 -1.4 
90 535.3 540.5 -5.2 
93 524.6 520.4 4.2 
95 525 526.4 -1.4 
98 523.7 520.6 3.1 

100 528.5 528.4 0.1 
101 531.1 528.4 2.7 
105 537.5 528.4 9.1 
106 534.3 529.8 4.5 
107 532.3 523.4 8.9 
108 528.1 528.9 -0.8 
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Appendix K 

Average School Effect Score 

School Number 
School Effect 
Score Algebra 1 

School Effect 
Score Biology 

School Effect 
Score English 2 

School Effect 
Average 

3 -0.9 4.6 -4 -0.10 

13 -6.4 -2.4 4 -1.60 

15 26.3 12.3 4.8 14.47 

18 -21.1 -10.1 -3 -11.40 

19 -2.8 -10.1 -1.1 -4.67 

21 -3.3 1.4 5.3 1.13 

26 -3.2 -10 -5.3 -6.17 

27 -6 -2.9 -3.1 -4.00 

28 0.6 -2.9 -0.8 -1.03 

33 -0.4 -6.6 -5.7 -4.23 

34 -2.4 4.1 4.1 1.93 

35 6.8 9.3 3.4 6.50 

37 -5 -19.2 -3.8 -9.33 

38 19 23.8 15 19.27 

40 10.7 15.8 1.5 9.33 

42 -2.1 -8.9 2.3 -2.90 

52 -2.7 -2.3 -0.8 -1.93 

54 1.3 3.3 -0.4 1.40 

55 13.8 -0.5 0.8 4.70 

59 -14.5 -4.4 -4.9 -7.93 

61 -0.3 -7.7 -3.5 -3.83 

63 4.3 -1.8 -2.7 -0.07 

67 -5.4 -5.5 -1.8 -4.23 

69 11.3 7 0.5 6.27 

71 -10 -16.1 0.5 -8.53 

89 8.4 -11.4 -1.4 -1.47 

90 -5.4 -5.7 -5.2 -5.43 

93 0.3 -3.8 4.2 0.23 

95 -3.3 -15 -1.4 -6.57 

98 8.6 4 3.1 5.23 

100 -2.6 10.3 0.1 2.60 

101 6.2 8 2.7 5.63 

105 15.8 2.9 9.1 9.27 

106 22.3 12 4.5 12.93 

107 14.7 12.9 8.9 12.17 

108 -10.2 2.3 -0.8 -2.90 
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Appendix L 

Curriculum Vitae 

 

John Cristopher Bartlett 

130 Hillvale Lane, Loudon, Tennessee, 37774 

865-771-1197 
BartlettJ@loudoncounty.org 

Education 

 Liberty University, Lynchburg, VA 

Ed. D. in Educational Administration 2008 

Dissertation: ―Principal Leadership Practices: A Correlation Study Of Specific 

Instructional Leadership Practices And Student Achievement On The Tennessee 

Gateway Tests‖ 

 

Tennessee Technological University, Cookeville, TN 

Ed.S. in Instructional Leadership 

Summa Cum Laude 

2004 

 

Tennessee Technological University, Cookeville, TN 

M.A. in Instructional Leadership 

Summa Cum Laude 

 

Tennessee Temple University, Chattanooga, TN 

B.S. in History                                                                                                            

Summa Cum Laude 

 

2003 

 
 
 

1996 

 

Educational Experience 

 Loudon High School, Loudon, TN  

Principal  2004-Present 

 

Bledsoe County High School 

Teacher/Coach  

1996-2004 

Taught history, social studies and coached baseball and football 

Related Experience 

 United States Marine Corps Reserves 

Staff Sergeant 

 

1990 - 2001 

Publications and papers 
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   “A Christian Philosophy of Education of a Public School Educator” 

Christian Perspectives in Education, Fall 2007, vol. 1, issue 1. 

  ”Brain Based Education in the High School Classroom”  

Paper presented at the Powerful Teaching Symposium,  

Roane State Community College, Sept. 2007  

 

Memberships 

   National Association of Secondary School Principals  

  Tennessee Association of Secondary School Principals 

  Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development  

 


