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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 (Undbe
direction of Dr. Constance Pearson) Schddtducation, May2008.The purpose of this
studyis to examine the effects of instructional leadership practices performed by the
principal and the academic achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Testisdoy hi
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 principalserschool
fell within one standard deviation of the mean school size and one standard deviation of
the mean in socieconomic status were surveyedata for this quantitative study were
collected using thénstructional Leadership Practices Suryelevdoped 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 statistData 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 nelatianship 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 mgnitstruction.
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CHAPTER ONEINTRODUCTION

Since 2002 and the adventhd Child Left Behindthe pressures on schools to
produce graduates with minimum &s 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 thesegssures 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 eXgartchild Left
Behindt o secondary school s. Since that ti me
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 stegtegic w
to increase studentso6 academic performance
and mandates of this federal legislation, principals are asking themselves what
instructional leadership practices effect student achievement. It is under thitlou
accountability that this research is completed.
Background

During the 19506s and 1960606s, under t he
conducted in business nationwide, principa
paramount (Sergiovanni, 1995). Althdulylanagement research has continued,
educational research has taken several tur

were investigated as both instructional leaders and human resource gngisvanni,
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1995; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003). Since 19&tucational leadership research has

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

Commi ssion on Excellence in Educational Ad
Americabs School so, whffoousingenegennimlséaso be t he
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 thpact of school leadership on student achievement
and school performance. During the 19900s
school based reforms. The focus has now shifted to research on the role leadership plays
in such reforms. According tdichael Fullan (2002), renowned author and education
researcher, AWhat standards were to the 19
depicts awareness that standaaddstrategies by themselves are not powerful enough to
accomplish largescale,set ai nabl e reformo (p. 174) .

With the advent oNo Child Left Behindnd 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 asstimaeprincipals 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 tarpken as to the performance of those under
hi s/ her charge, fiin these times of heighte
leaders are being held accountable not only for the structures and prolcegses

establish, but also for the performancehafse under their charge. This includes teachers
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as well as studentso (Leithwood, & Riehl,
Instructional leadership research hagyexhfrom the characteristics of
instructional leaders to the daily practices of instructional leadersh bfutis research
has centered around the question, AWhat di
practices have on student achievement?0
This category (characteristics of educational leadership) of work has been fueled
by national concerns abouttlow levels of achievement of American students,
fits i n the ear |l y N&&idhatkskafidwawtbyithet he r el e
standards and accountability movement, most recently exemplified in the No
Child Left Behind legislation. In addition, reselaren 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, Rueblingayona, and Clarkezonclude that leaders must take
responsibility for poor results and be willing to change their practices in order to produce
the desired outcomes, ALeaders must take r
results. Differentleadsrhi p pr act i ces mupsl. Ebrlgresearchofi t ut e c
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 Rieh{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 #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 institutionand 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 statistigaifjcant
relationship between leadership practices and student achievement in implementing an
el ementary school reading program, AThis s
behaviors associated with implementing effective reading programs displagta dire
l i near r el at i ons hi(pi.tWhetherttherd is adirecteetfebti e v e me nt
relationship between principal leadership practices and student achievement at the
secondary school level has yet to be determined.

Statement of the Problem
ResearclQuestion How do the instructional leadership practices of the principal affect
student achievement? In particular:
1. Isthere a significant relationshigetween the tima principalspendsn the

classroom monitoring instruction and the oWlesaademicachievement of his/her

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

Gateway tests?

2. 1ls there a significant relationship bet
instructional feedback to teachers and the dvacadcemic 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 @leacademic achievement of
his/herstudents 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 {®incipa
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 practision
obvious in that it could be used to detail the instructional practices that improve student
achievement.

In 2004, Leithwood, Seashore Louis, Andersamg Wahlstrondetermined that
there were four broad goals that school leaders should adopieintongise 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. Mewéeithwood 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 raetdysis of studies on the
principal 06entaxHielement. Thisrstudy tonctides 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 andts affect on student achievement for conclusive results during their meta
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analysis. However, in 2005, Marzano, Waters, and McNulty published another meta
analysis in their workSchool Leadership that Work&uring this time they concluded
that the vidbility of a principal was a contributing factor for student achievement.
Witzierset 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 dfect 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 metaanalysis using research conducted in Denmark. Studies such as Witziers
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. Researchersalst at e, i
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 relationskgebehem and
| eadershipo (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000, p .
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 achiewmsent. Spillane, Halverson and Diamond (2001) concluded,
AWhile there is an expansive |iterature ab
processes are necessary for instructional change, we know less about how these changes
are undertaken or enactedb s c ho o | | eaders in their daily
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.

Classromn 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 Testsi The Gat eway t e sdof-€ousee(ECLC)egams en as
to high school students in readilanguage arts (English I1), math (Algebra ) and
science (Biology 1) at the completion of each course. High school students must pass the
Gateway Tests in order to graduateo (About
High School For the purpose of this study, a public schooktsting of grades
nine, ten, eleven, and twelve.
NCLB- iiThis sweeping overhaul of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act, the major federal law for H2 education, elevates the federal role #aXeducation
and promises significant changes intbew s chool s educate our nat
Child Left Behind: Resources, 2007).
School Effect The average of the differences between projected student gains and
actual student gains.

Socioeconomic Status (SES)he percentage of students that gydor the

federal free or reduced lunch program due

Value Addedi Compares the gains that each st u:
with the gains made by a normative sampl e
(Hueskamp & Thomadvianning, 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 instructionalaigions 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, overeiemethodology,
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 thedleseérbe 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 solol 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 veareceiving 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. Sergiovafiri95)states that in the early twentieth century
the prihcipal was perceived as the lead instructlgrerson in the buildingQuite 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
(Segiovanni, 1995).

During the 19206s and 19306s the role o
emphasis on scientific managementaased in the business world eventually making its
way intothe realm of education (Brooks & Miles, 2008jhe emphasion principal
functions continuet o change during the 19506s and 19
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 sebogibyanni,
1995) . The principaldés duties while fulfi
school, dealing with busses, lunch schedules, budgets, and discipline. The emphasis
continued to evolve in the IsaBuménsesourse t he p
agent. While the emphasis may have changed, researchers have concluded that the most

effective principals throughout the 706s a
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simultaneouslyglonned the mantle as an educational leader (Cotton; BoO&ks &

Miles, 2009.
The evolution of the principal as instr
rise of the instructional |l eaders in the 1

accountability from federal, state, and local governmentsdiRgd2006). 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 emphasishmol leadership seems

to have reemerged since the 1987 report by the National Commission on Excellence in
Educational Admrei $brafAmenjciAabea&chool so.
emphasis on school leadership development to enable leadssehtaaling the

challenges of the twentfyrst century. Linda Darling Hammond describes e

challergesin her article,Teacher Learning that Supports Student Learnind,o d ay 6 s
schools face enormous challenges. In response to an increasingly cooopexand

rapidly changing, technologlyased economy, schools are being asked to educate the

most diverse student body in our history t
(1998 11). Ina later report, Darlingdlammondetal., advocates restcturing current

principal training programs to incorporate effective leadership strategies as described

with four instructional leadership fundamentaly Lei t her wood and Jant
setting direction, by developingcansensuaround vision, goalsand direction; 2)

helping individual teachers, through supportdeling, and supervision; 3) redesigning

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

managing the organization by gagically allocating resourseari s uppor+t+ 6 ( Dar |
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Hammond eal.,, 2007, p. 9)and added to by Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003)
Aithe development of mdldrgaddemeHamammadiRar Iciarmc
al, 2007 p. 9.

National legislation has been at the heart obsthccountability since the
election ofGeorge W. Bush as Presideaindthe 2001 passage of No Child Left Behind
by Congress and the January 8, 2002 signing of the legislafidnn t he Uni t ed St
200206s No Child Left Bedginmngdofancetiuca(ioNaCL B) si g
policy era marked by accountability and an
(Brooks & Miles, 20061 26). While accountability existed before NCLB, it was
patchwork accountability at best, with little consistency leetwschool systems
(Katzman, 2004). With the passage of this legislation principals all over the nation are
being held accountabl e. ANCLB was a decl ar
an education system with no accountability at all. We hadsung different and
unknowable happening virtually every cl ass

The advent of NCLB has resulted in a new urgency in improving student
learning. This focus has resulted in increasing demands on leaders toegpaodquate
student achievement scorést he i ncreased focus on out come
fork nowl edge about the kinds of | eadership t
(Leithwood, & Riehl, 2003p. 4. If schools do not perform adegabtand 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 whagmastudent learning.

Researchers with the Northwest Regional Education Lab (2005) reported,
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In the swirling wake of th&lo Child Left Behind\ct (NCLB), a vortex of

educational changes naaffectsthe way public educators at all levels conduct

daily busness. 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 requidements
coupled with increasmstiff sanctions if all student subgrougis not meet

established goalgp. 1)

Although NCLB has become increasing controversial with several states having
contemplated not taking federal money at all and most national teacher and education
organizatios 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 Tennegseecipals. The 2007, Basic
Education Prograr legislation not only requires more managpat 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 performant@act with
penalties and bonuses depending on the schools test scores and student achievement
(ALegislature Overhauls BEPO, 2007) .

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

apparent in leadership studies. Ewerage elementary school principal of the late
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199006s av ehoargaldveel, 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 summent, and principals looking feverishly at retirement
(Pierce, 2000). High school principals typically work over stwg hours per week on
administrative duties alone not including extracurricular activities or other after hour
student activities. Whreasked 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 teacininie

classoom. (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, emallsptial education
meetings than they were five years ago. Only twdimg/percent of the respondents
stated they were spending more time on instructional leadership issues than they were
five years ago (DiPaolo & Tschann&foran, 2003).
Management v.gadership

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 recentMiller (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 ttofhehree priorities the
principals listed: establishing a learning climate, working with personnel, rantimg
curricular leadership Doyl e and Rice (2002) echo this
stress the importance of the principal as instructimaaer, the consensus in the
|l iterature is that principals spend most o
(p-49).

While some scholars make a distinction between management and leadership,

others say the two are intertwineddazannot be sepated (Witzierset al., 2003). Thus

the shift in research has been from oO6princ
| eader so; however, researchers have found
good managers and good instructional eader s . Al n the 1980606s,

concept in education administration . . . schools need both good leadership and good
management 0 ( Sout hwoblt Inre&entPesearghicongucteddyY 0 6, p
Goodwin, Cunningham, and Childress @30 principals stated that,
...despite the principalsdé emphasis on ir
identified a dichotomy between effective leadership and efficient management.
The descriptors assigned to organizational leadership reflectedntipdesdy of
principalsd work, and it was in this ar
often-cited barriers of stress and time and that participants found refasahs
shortage of principalgp. 28)
Other researchers such as Sergiovanni (198&yide management within their
explanation of overall educational leadership. Sergiovanni describes management with

his five forces of | eadership as the techn
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requirement of all organizations if they are expectefdnotion properly day by day and
to maintain support fr 89nHeéedominuesxoisaythatal cons
principals must be affective managers in order to have an affect organization to the point
of principals bei ngt tehnoguilgnhetartidsfha s fAmanagem
Turnaround Principal: Higi$takes Leadership,Dukesstates that a principal cannot
underestimate the importance of proper management and order in school and its effect on
student | earning, 0 Vaols oftencare strudk by alpevasivplack f or m
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 accamplhed o (2004) .
In The Art of School Leadership (2005), Hoerr reala distinction between the
management and leadership
Academicians often distinguish between leadership and management. Leadership
theysayis creating the vision, dealing with those sidé the organization and
inspiring others. Management is executing the vision, dealing with employees,
and maintaining standard®.7-8)
Author, and researcher Peter Drucker took a mixed approach to defining leadership when
he described managementaedald e r s h i p Managerhentlisldamng things fight;
| eader ship i s d(Druckeg 200&. ri ght t hingso
Recent calls for pritipals 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, AThe principa

managerial dutiestoded er s hi p o ( Gfillr Authdr and principal Ri€hard
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http://www.quotationspage.com/quote/26536.html
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DuFour (2005) states, Al was determined to
the job and focus instead on instruction hoped t o be an 1Pnstructi i
The typical pincipal 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
measurenents, 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
refor m, ifLeadership could be considered th
school reformo (p.172). As researchers s
school reform models, they found leadership is vital in sustaining school improvements.
Among the | eadership duties defimed in the
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 sustainabl e
2007).

According to the Stanford Schooéadership Study, principals whave recently
graduated from a principal preparation program that emphasizes instructional leadership
tend to neglect the manageri al sprogram of t he
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
di st r i c t(Lafoiate & Danigy 20@6, p. 34 Lapointe and Dasifurther ask
whether principals are being prepared to do both, managerial dutipscake

instructional leadershifi | n addi t i fmaus ondevieleping imstruetionale
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leaders represents a paradigm shift in the conception of the role ofribpali. . . but
what impact has this focus actually had in schools and distratsDrincipals being
prepared, and supported, to be bo006,i nstru
p. 37).

One possible solution to solve this dilemma hasmtdg been advocated by
several esearchersPierce (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 respdasdy 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 imsiwnal 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 2. Bidr o we r 6 s , ALeade
the art of getting someone else to do something you want done because he wants to do
it. o Aut hor and s c h(2D@b)appaches tbe ideadf leadiehsbimma s H
from a relationshipipsstamnmndpoiehtat ) pashmngs ol
Leithwood and Riehl (2003ybe ak down | eader ship into two

directionande x er ci si n g )iwhilé Hodg&imsenaqudtep Stor@y (2006)



Principal Leadershid8

defines | eadership as fdrmowi rsgspgeopl|dd toowam
8), he continues to explain that for a leader to lgey must do so intentionally toward a
specific goal
Many of the definitions and studies of leadership that have had influences on
todayds educat i ocanselfrometire world of busireesstor the ahureh.
The prominent Christian author and motivational speaker John Maxwell describes
| eader ship as Al nfluencing people, nothing
author and researcher in leadership andathaultural issues, states that leadership has at
|l east five component s: ARA | eader is one w
people; a person who is goal driven; someone who has an orientation in common with
those who rely upon him for leadbig; and someone who has people willing to follow
themo (p. 23). These are just a few defin
il lustrated by a simple AGoogled search pe
million mat chefs I|feoaddrdefiimd.t i on
While Kouzes and Posner (2002) do not give a definite definition of leadership
they state there are five practices of exemplary leadership:
1 Model the Way.
1 Inspire a Shared Vision
1 Challenge the Process.
1 Enable Others to Act.
1 Encourage théleart.
In a book that has become quite influential in the world of business and adopted by

educational circleszood to Grea{Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005), Jim Collins
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(2001)writes that there are five levels of leaders with the fifth level beingnikevho

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 organizatiomdicgdo 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 organizatjateveloping 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 impacin education (Sergi@nni, 1995; Cotton, 2003; Marzano et al.,
2005;& Hoerr, 2005). Marzano et.gR005) mention six different leadership styles.

Among them are servant leadership, dictatorial leadership, autocratic leadership,
situational leadership, transformational leeship, 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, researchie 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 cultue of a school the higher the student achievement of that school. Cotton (2003)
reiterates this point stating, AA | arge an
that, when principals empower their staffs through sharing leadership and decision

makig aut hority with them, everyone benefits
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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 praates and student achievement,

Due to the stronger relationship between both instructional anthetractional

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

collaboration and cooperation among teachers, school principals msigeo

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 augbportive of student learning.

(Suskavceic & Blake, 2004 Conclusion section, 1 39
Researchers, Miller and Rowan, found there to be no definitive link between student
achievement and collaborative leadership, which teayed organic management
However, they do not dismiss the idea of aldrative leadership altogether because it
definitely does not have a negative effentstudent achievement (2005). Further,

Squires and Bullock (1999) found schools that had effective curriculum teams were better
able to align their curriculum and impm 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 timenanstructional leadership. Bencivenga and Elias (2003)
suggest that empowering others and distributing power would allow the principal to
spend more time in the classroom. They <co

distributed leadership includaministrators who often teach classes to be a part of the
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cul tur e opf68)l Eia demandsg aradigm shift in the role of the principal to
that ofémpowered looking at staff as potential leaders for school functions, Chirichello
(2004)sta e s , AThe principal views teachers and
for various key functionsthaterur e t he sc(fB8p | 6 s successo
Distributed or shared leadership is based on the idea that many points of view and
skills are necessatyp make the gains in schools. In order for this to be effective, Richard
Elmore, Professor at Harvard Graduate School and autt@ohwiol Reform from the
Inside out: Policy, Practice and Performandisis five fundamental principles of
distributed leadeship:
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 personés r ol dividualstnergttis nbtéherbédc t at e
of the organization.
e. Legislatures should provide the resources for advancing the needed
improvements(2004).
Distributed leadershipllows the principal to play a larger role in the everyday functions
of the school byreeing up time spent on other issues and allows the principal to build
relationships with faculty. Sergiovanni reiterates this poifthie Principalship a
Reflective Practicé 1 9 95 ) , Ail't appears that successful
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 commitmenttothecoe pt of e mpower me
11). Houchard (2005) concluded that there was a positive correlation between student
achievements oendof grade/end of course tests and teacher mdnalalso concluded
that there was a positive correlation between teacher eanmdlthe perceived leadhip
practices of enabling oth&to act and encouraging the heastdefined by Kouzes and
Posner

Starcher found a link between distributed leadership and the creation of a positive
school environrant. Such an environment is esserfaalstudent leax i n g , ACreatio
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 teachsrglants in
the |l earningp®rocesso (2006

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
umbrellao f O6i nstructional |l eadership. 6 Al nstr u
described a broad set of principal roles and responsibilities designed to address the
workplace needs of successful teachers and to foster improved achievement among
st u d éiPaota & TschanneMoran, 2003, p. 44). While there are many definitions
of instructional leadership, there seems to be much agreement as to the ultimate goal of
instructional leadefs student achievement. Weisman and Goesling (2000) state that
instruct o n a | |l eadership is simply fAbehavior in

student achievememtp. £).



Principal Leadershi®3

In a recent synopsis of literatuog Leithwood, Day, Samons, Harris, and
Hopkinsexplairs that the literature and research point to instructicesdérship 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 al 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 learnimgpgram

3. The ways in which leadsrapply these basic leadership practicesthe
practices themselvagemonstrate 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 influace 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 handfulbf personal traitsxglain a high proportion of the varian in

leadership effectivenes@006 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
princ pals to possess minimal instructional |
| eadership skills to help teachers teach a
DuFour (2002) states that in light of NCLB and recent educational resepriitipal
now has an obligation to be the instructio
instructional (pdd.der of the school 0
The demands of instructional leadership has added more to the plate of a principal
and further strains thigme constraints that principals operate under. In a 2003 study,
Di Paola & Tschannen stat e, APrincipals 1ide
they faced as related to the expanding exp
(p.52). Al t hough the demand on the principalds
instructional leader, student achievement demands that principals fulfill this role.
LaPointe and Davis determine that effective instructional leaders influence student
achievemat by supporting teachers and organi zi
consensus on the attributes of effective school principals shows that successful school
leaders influence student achievement through two important pattiegsapport and
development of effective teachers and the implementations of effective organizational
pr oc e(2086epslgd. Cotton (2003) concluded that r1 e:c
early 1980s shows that strong administrative leadership, including instructional
leadership i s a key component of schools with h
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. Leithwostcal.(2004) defines it these terms,
A6l nstructional Leadership,d for exampl e,
practices of teacher s (pa®sSmithhaad Addrewe(88)i on f or
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, A)diishal
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 haldde jm one category.
The end result of effective instructional leadership is increased student performance.
Wiseman & Goesling2000)c onc | ud e, i A c c-tumcibnahagguntent, t ec hni ¢
every category of educational leadership positively influenecesilst nt achi eve ment
(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
provider, the principal marstsapersonalbuilding, district and community resources to
achieve the vision 3.nldbegroetective resdurce pnogidess ¢ h o o |
the principal would ensure that the teachers and staff have the materials needed to teach
their classes effectivelyMarzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) conclude that successful
principals are those that A[ensure] that t
equipmento (p. 60).

Another aspect of resource provider that is often overlooked in literature is the
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provider of professional development opportunitiethstaff. Marzano et g2005)
explains that the effective principal i's O
principal) ensures that teachers have necessary professional development opgortunitie
that directly enhance their teachingo (p.
provider, Smith and Andrews (1989) states that the principal should approach this as a

way to improve the aforementioned collaborative leadership model and invdieing t

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 leekiens se

ways to pay for such opportunities, AThe
professional activity that enables the school staff to maximize scarce resources and to set
priorities for expenditures. . . Opportunities for new resources are soutjtg pyincipal

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

to the schoolds goals and prioritieso (Smi
Instructional resource

Smith and Andrews (1989) concluded that successfulictsbnal leaders are

effective resources for instructional i Ssu
principal as an instructional resource 1is
state that, fAStrong i nugrdge thecuseiofdiffeaaent strakegied e r s

and serve as cheerleaders, encouragers, facilitators, counselors and couches for
expanding the teacherds repertoire of inst
Other researchers agree that successful éidnehleaders have knowledge of

instructional techniques, curriculum, and standards, Leithwood and Riehl (2003)
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el aborate saying, ASuccessful school | eade
curriculum and insist on adherence to such stand§pd27). Sergiovanni (1995) states
that the principal should be the #fAclinical
should be knowledgeable of current instructional and curriculum issues as to counsel
teachers accordingly, the principalmbse fiadept at diagnosing ed
counseling teachers; providing for supervision, evaluation and staff development; and
developing(pad&@rricul umo

Il n order to maintain the position of 0c
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 metanalysis, 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 cahtiiade
principals must be fAknowledgeable about cu
knowledgeable about assessment practices and provides conceptual guidance for teachers
regarding effective classroom practice 65p .DiPaola and Tschannévioran (2®3)
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, i Bencause t
instructional leaders must be steeped in curriculum, instruction and assessment in order to
supervise a continuous improvement process that measures progress in raising student

performanceodo (p. 45).
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Researchers in New York who researched school ingonent efforts in District
13 concluded that the more the principal was involved in monitoring the curriculum the
more the student achievement i1increased. )
curriculum implementation is associated with high implemeotatind improved scores.
Low ratings of principal curriculum monitoring are assodatath norimproving
s cor e &a3 & BuBogky1999p. 49).

The principal also holds the key to improvimgtruction within the school by
engaging teachers in a dialegabout curriculum and instructional techniquBsuling-
Hammond states that teachers are at the heart of any school improvement effort and the
principals role in developingand supporting teachers in their quest to improve
i nstruct i on étitsreot, achiaviagmighulavels,of sfudent understanding
requires immensely skillful teachirand schools that are organizedsupport continuous
learning (1998). Gl anz (2005) st ates, AGood principa
instructional diadbgue and reflective practices so they are best equipped to improve the
academic performance of their studénts (7. . This dialogue aids in developing
instructional techniques and curriculum knowledge that can play a key role in improving
the whole sch o | At he principal ds ability to help
strda egies is key to i mprovi nm33skdgessanlard ( Smi t h
Kritsonis state that it is not possible for principals to be able to motivate and have a
dialogue with teachers unless thera gofessional and respectful relationship between
the principal and staff, AWhen school <c¢clim
principals as suspicious and negative a reformation has to occur before teachers are

wil I ing to modi f,p 3i 8ilng, Mulfard, and Zaxinsn(a Austrélian
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study,determined that principaselationships with teachers had iadirect effect on
student learning,
APrincipals who wer e ac eated&dinatenfnvol ved
valuing contributions and a sense of autonomy and satisfaction with leadership.
These factors in turn facilitated organisational learning. When principals looked
to influences t u d earti¢ipstion in school directly they were notsagcessful
as when they worked with and through the teachers be aeiivglyinvolved in
what goes on in the school, by promoting school autononggnistional
learning and influencing studenti e ws abo utl1999 d.dZx at i ono
Leithwood and Rielh(2003) suggest that the use of research based instructional
techniques corresponds to high student ach
student tend to learn more when their teachers use appropriatégbahy pedagogical
techniguesandawel cr af t e (p.2%)uWiseman and Garsling (2000) brings
this full circle in saying, Aprincipals a
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 |l eaders ultimately exi@®5. to br
Not only is the knowledge and ability to influence professional developwitah
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 impsiuthgnt 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 leadteawilling 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 enouglthat a principal spends time training teachers and being a
resource for them on instructional issues, an effective instructional leader monitors
i nstruction and provides feedback. During
research was on effective scff®and the direct effects of instructional leadership on
student achievement. According to these studies instructional leadership is an important
part of fHeffective schoolso and Aprincipal
student achievemgnsupervise teachers, coordinate the curriculum, emphasize basic
skills,and morti or st udent petah@008ps40h DK Max Thompson s
i n a presentation to the Loudon County Sch
principalidsgradkei enemants i s holding teachet
The principalds emphasis in monitoring cla
learning, and it must provide for multiple feedback options. Cross and Rice (2000)
support this conclusio, Pr i nci pal s need to spend the maj
talking to teachers and students and ensuring that standards are reflected in teaching and
|l earningo (p. 64). Cotton (2003) found a
feedback withe ac her s al ong with the principalés f
student achievement,

Researchers have identified a |ink betw

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 eva
instructionalapproachesake their turn at delivering instruction and follow up
with feedback to and mutual plannimgth teachergp. 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 issuedhut the least amount of time is spent on curricular, instructional, or
teaching strategiedn a study of Georgialementary school principals, Jacks@904
found that the accountability that accompanies NCLB has caused principals to increase
therfocsc on monitoring cl assrthempesendedirésponsest st u
indicated that these principals were focused more on monitoring teacher performance
than on student | earning or the opé&Q)all di
This was also done at the expense of time spent on management actst@gviously
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.
Walkthroughs.
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 clasoom. Smith and Andrews (1989) states that high
visibility in the classroom is one way a principal can interact with students and teachers.
They assert, ARAs a visible presence, the p

classrooms and hallwaydtends graddevel and departmental meetings, and strikes up
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spontaneous conversation withe a c (p48.$ @ hi s articl e, ALeader
Around: Walkthroughs and Instructional Improvemeathnson (2001) concludes that

the walkthroughdraws@ ar al | el from t he business model
AManagement by Wihdering Aroundo

The informal classroom watthrough process is a procedure that is not steeped in
established educational research. The walk through process off@rsstichtors 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 jpeildo mold such behavior through
conversations with both teachers and students. According to Downey, Steffey, English,

Frase, and Poston (2004) in their bodke Three Minute Classroom Wdlkrough

It is essential that you take time to interact veithff 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

schoolbased administrator, whenrde ashet htee adcihse

primary client is the student. The only way you (the principal) are goiaffeot

higher student achievement is through the teacher amma hex actions in the

classroom. (p. 7)

As reported by Blatt, Linsley, and Smith (2005) intheiar t i cl e, -ACIl ass
Throughs Their Way, 0 administhratcdwgls asdacfat
gather data about our school [in order to] engage in reflective dialogue about how
students are learning and the staff development neadsthwe have. 0 The N

Regional Education Laboratory ({theodoghdn repor
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administrator will often pose reflective questions, encouraging teachers to engage in
thoughtful dialogue as they think more deeply aboutéksdn, their teaching straieg
and curriculum being taugh(q 5)

In order for the walkhrough process to be informal yet informational and
instructional helpful, Skretta and Fisher (2002) outline some principles that should be
followed prior to esdblishing the practice of administrative walkoughs:

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

2. Establish clear and consistent expe

classrooms and communicate these to staff membdrsciiool 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.
Johnson (200) reiterates the essential element of scheduling the practice of conducting
wal kt hroughs stating, AObserving instruct.
it is a schduled part of the daily routing{ 3).

While literature on the relationghbetween instructional walthroughs and
student achievement has not been established, some are giving it credit for helping to
achieve student test scores. When asked ab
el ement ary schooldtprsiathougbashtdthe anly vasablethafi | ¢ an
influenced that, | do think that classroomwalkhr oughs are a big piec:
(Means, 20041 5. In their metaanalysis, Marzano et.a[2005) maintained that

principals that are visible in thals, make frequent visits to classrooms, and have
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contact with students experience a statistical significant gain in student achievement.
Johnson (2001) concludes thatthewdlkh r ough i s an i mportant t o
instructional leadershiptoadbx asserti ng, AnThe wal kt hrough,
visible symbol of the principal s commit me
his or her important te as instructional leader in the builgan(2001,9 3).
Communicator

Smith and Andews (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 s
the principal attulates a vision of the school that heads everyone in the same direction.
The principalds day to day behavior commun
the purpose of schooling and can translate that meaning into programs and activities
withinthe s c (pol.I Nunnelley, Whaley, Mull, and Hott (2003) statat 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 establiss 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 learner#f 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 studenig. 57)
Starcher (2006) determined t harintegrplroenci pal

Il n creating a positive school climate as w
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The school culture of high expectations for every student and teacher must be shared
with the school communit y, meGtngtsevisionfod Ri c e
the school 6s academic program begins when
inviting learning environment for students. It is important that the principal share his or
her vision of academic success for the school in termgp#nants, teaches, and students
can understando (p. 63). O6Donnell and Wh
defining the school learning climate has a direct effect on overall student achievement in
their study with Pennsylvania middle schools. Tihetions of a principal that promotes
a learning climate include: Aprotect instr
incentives for teachers, promote professional developraadtprovidencentives for
| ear ni n.goa cdrrelation&t8y presented to the American Educational Research
Association, Margaret Orr, concluded there is a strong correlation between school climate
and academic success, AThere is a very str
ratings of school improveme progress and their school climate for academic press and
continuous PRO@Hprovement o (

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
| eader s communicat e. AThe principal 6s expr
of the vision that guides higdichieving schools and is a critical componentsroivn
righto (Cotton, 2003, p . 11). I n this day
has expectations for all learners, including those learners who quite often get left behind.

APrincipals strengt hen s consistently acticulate highe when



Principal Leadershi36

expectations for all students, including subgroups that are too often marginalized and
bl amed for schools not making adequate yea
Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement, 2p083.

One ofthe 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 withQ + IQ success recognize the vital role that teachers

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

sociatemotional well being and academic success of students. One important

manifestation of the understanding is wheimgipals visibly recognize the
accomplishments, strengths, and needs of their staff members. Celebrations and
other forms of recognition are common in schools with visipfeadership.(p.

68)

The principal as a communicator does not only pertainsstorter ability to
speak, listen, and write in a clear concise manner, it refers to everything the principal
does, AAl most everything a principal says
climateo (ot D)., 2DOr3dattevdannipalistarwds faraned s, AW
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 earmir Withintbef pooeds bfsadicitingyv e ne s s o (
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 tize ear of the principal.
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AEffective principals not only share infor
suggestions of staff and constituents seriously, acknowledging that they do not have all
the answerso (p. 16).

Setting a direction and defmg an overall school vision accounts for the largest
portion of an educational |l eader 6s i mpact
2003). Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005) also conclude that principals whom
develop effective means of communioatiwith their staff effect a significant gain in
student achievement. Cross & Rice (2000) state that this is because an effective
communi cator keeps the schoolds focus on s
Al nstructional | e amunicators mdkea ddferenceenfstident t i ve ¢
achievement by focusing attention on student learning and motivating the staff to do the
sameo (p. 64). O6Donnell and White (2005)
mission; it must be a mission that proe®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
connecibn 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
andin 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 withahthecho

better the student achievement.
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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 over@llture of the community. They argue that
while principalsd behaviors may contribute
responsible for achievement because of the greater social and organizational culture in

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

to i mprove student achievement. Alt i s mo
characteristics that correspond with indiyv
behaviors that to uséese school level behaviors to predich d i vi du al l evel o
(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. Respoimdtmir
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 Isareafeequenect i ve p
presence in classrooms, observing and inte
O6Donnell and White (2005) found there is

when the principal promotes the school learning culture. Onedtitittions of
promoting the school |l earning culture is Af
visibility includescec ur r i cul ar and extracurricular act

presence in the hallways, in classrooms, &tdier study offennessee High Schools,

Johnson (2006) concluded that visibility of the principal was a contributing factor to
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student achievement, fAPrincipals of high a
frequently protected instructional time and were less visibie phacipals of other
s c hom114)0
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 doeliefs;
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 brce 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 directio, and they enjoy sharing this sense with others. They respond
to these conditions with increased work motivation and commiti{er@7)
Whitaker and Turner in their study of Indiana principals found that visibility in the
hallways and classrooms was shamportant to student achievement because it allows
the principal to have a true understanding of what is going on in the school at large
(2000). Marzancet al . (2005) state that the effect
foratleasttworeaons: @A The proposed effect of visib
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 teachersandstd ent s regarding substantive | ssue:

Summary
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The review of literature makes ikear that certain principdadership practices
have a positive influence on student achievement. Leithwood(2084), goes as far as
to say leadership is keg 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 leadeng 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, leatl® is the catalys{p. 17)
They continue to state fAleadership is seco
schoolr el ated factors that <contriluThestudyo what
also concludes that leadership effects contell@bout 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 thatapiinp al can have a direct effeci
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
positivelyinfu ence t he | ea(p.®4 ng Wit z(R0OIneerat s al s o
anal ysis concluded that | eader schongtudehb es ha
achi eve me)n@rraalsq cpncludddah@t there is a strong correlation between
effective leadership practices and effective school improven2&@7. Young
determined that comprehewsiand vocation principals whaemonstrated instructional

leadership practes such as, fidion, iedtathlishing scleol goalhamdb | v
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demonstraig hi gh performance expepcdddadi ons i n t !
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 tlagireks.Wiseman and
Goesling (2000) concluded that individual principal behavior does not significantly
i nfluence student achievement. The study
however, seems to be that although principals tailor their beisaeianeet 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
ac hi ev e e Othed recernp studies have alsincluded 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 sttoncluded that principalgho shared leadership had increased
teacher satisfactionAs previously stated, increased teacher morale is a contributing
factor to increased student achievement (Starcher, 2a0&hard, 2005)Jackson
(2004) also found that there was no significdiffierence 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 A¥&hother
comparison study of schools that made AYP and schoatslith 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
Il nstructional | eader shi p pr &facéesinaechgol it he k

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 heltilkents, teachers,

and parents meet the expec,pedl). goals of the
According to Kaplan, Owings, and Nunnery (2005) the impact of principal

leadership practices on student achievement is not as substantial at the sesabatdry

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

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

index based on the ISSLC standards, lmsuch correlation was found inddle 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 tyjatasthool

because of the inherent nature of high sch

degree of subject specialization in high schools effectively excludes other subject

specialist from making more t hlags ggemsed a(l 2 &(

112).



Principal Leadership3

CHAPTER 3 METHODOLOGY
This chapter describes the methodology and procedures used to determine the
relationship between seléported principal leadership practices of high school principals
in the state of Tennessee and the avesaiool effect scores on the three Tennessee
Gateway tests: English I, Algebra | and Biology. The relevant Tennessee Gateway
school effect scores were derived from information gathered by the researcher from the

Tennessee State Department of Educati@ \®itehttp://tennessee.gov/education/

Descriptive, comparative, andferential data analyses warsed to identify any
relationships between setéported principal leadership practices and the schodadteffe
scores.

This study wagonducted 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. Treedection 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 Princlpgddership Survey are found in section
three. The procedures to determine the validity and reliability of the research instrument
arediscussed in section four. Section five contains information pertaining to the data
collection procedures and the effortndergone 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
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seven.
Purpose Steement

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 idalyief accountability and NCLB,
becaise pincipals 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
metaanalyses (Marzano et aR005;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 Goe&d@). 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 I, Algebra I, and
Biology Tennessee Gaway Tests. Student performarwethese tests issed by the
Sate of Tennessee to determine a school 6s I

Population and Sample

The population of principals surveyed and schools analyzedrestrécted to
those schools in Tennessee that fall within one standard deviation of mean of
economically disadvaaged population (low SES); thus, eliminating the top 16% of
socio-economic high schools and the bottom 16% of secionomic high schools.
Restricting the high schools to theddle sixtyeight percenhelped eliminate the
variable from being tainted byesio-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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researcher s, AHIi storically, SES has been t
(Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000p. 423 . School 8erving low SES families often find
themselves in an Air damil ccisyvdrighéd ecohomit begi ns
conditionsé Low SES families are more |ike
childrenés perfor manale206p. 4% KRdtenordéséarclf Lei t hwo
findings by Shepherd (2004) determined there was a strong correlation between students
who come from disadvantaged economic background andtlogent performance.
Using 20062007 data the sample weestricted to schds with an economically
disadvantaged population between 256.8nd69.2% (see appendiX)C

The population waturther restricted by school size because of historic data
stating students perform better WOtOHWO N t he
students appear to be opti maal, 2604p5)secondar
The sample warestricted by selectinthose schools that fall within one standard
deviation of the mean of school size; thus, limiting the effect schoohazen
instructional €adership practices. Using 26R6807data the sampleasrestrictedto
schools with a population from 452 students to 1462 students (see appégndix C

The population wagestricted further by the tenure of the principals in their
positions. To prove valid, a principal mustve beethe administrator of the high school
for the previous three academic years from the date of the survey becauseyadhree
averagevasused to determine the thrgear school effect as measured by Trennessee
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 20062007 data provide108 schools thatell within the first two
parameters (see appendix Goweverremoving schools from the study because the
principalhadnot been principal at that school for the previous three years notbe
completed until the research instrumemslbeen returned to the research&he
schools included in the stuayerefurther reduced by the removal of the schioakhich
the researcher is currently serving as the principal, Loudon High Sdmooider to
reach valid conclusions at least 30 completed surtret$ell within the parameters of

the studyneecakdto be retured (Aryet al., 2006).

In order to ensure confidentiality, after determining the schooldahatithin the
parameters of this s twasdntered itoaneExcel wdrkshedt.s 6 i nf

The secona@olumn on the worksheet wasschool identifienumber. This numbeavas

generated using an online integer randomizing kitg:(/www.random.org/integey.s
This number wassed to identify which survey came from which school. Thalte of
the returnd survey werdocked 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
Examswereutilized. 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 priaes, thenstructionalLeadership

Practices Surveywasdeveloped. The survey is divided into three parts, the first part
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being purely informational with basic questions such as, how many years the principal
has served in his/her current position. Sectionyaeld the following decriptive

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.

Thesecond and thirdecions wereused to help determine the relationship
between principal leadership practices and student achievement. In this study, the
independent variablegeret he principalsé self reported p
variablewasthe average of the schosffect scores on the English I, Algebra I, and
Biology Tennessee Gateway Tests. The second sectiedtagkshort answer

guestions:

1. In your opinion, what is the most important activity that you perform in your

school on alaily basis?

2. On average hownuch time do you spend monitoring classrooms?

The third sectiorronsistedf ten Likert Scale questions. These questions cover three
research constructs. Questions one, two,
activities involving monitoringnstruction. Questions three, four, and ten cover the
construct of the principal s practices pro
them in instructional decisions. Questions five, seven, eight, and nine cover the construct

of t he practicesanvaiviag other legding 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 beership Practices Survesasestablished
using several strategie3.he survey was constructed by the researcher after a careful
review of literature on instructionadddership practices. Table 3.1 presents an overview
of the ILPS as they are relatedliterature.
Table 3.1

Content validity in the Instructional Leadership Practices Survey

Construct Questions Support from
Literature
Monitoring 1. During a typical school day | spend more  Wateas & Grubb,
Instruction time monitoring instruction than any other duty 2004 and Cotton,
2003
2. | conduct informal wakthroughs Waters & Grubb,
to help monitor instruction. 2004 and Cotton,
2003

6. Occasionally, in an emergentwillteacha O6 Donnel |
class for an absent teacher. 2005 an Bencivenga

& Elias, 2003
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Providing

Feedback

Leading
Instructional
Leadership

Practices

3. | provide immediate (within 24 hours) Waters & Grubb,
feedback to teachers regarding observed 2004 and Cotton,
instructional practices. 2003

4. | review lesson plans on a regular basis (at Waters & Grubb,

least wekly). 2004

10. | consult with my teachers on a regular ba¢ Leithwood & Riehl,
in order to obtain their viewpoint regarding the 2003 and Cotton,
content taught, and instructional practices 2003

implemented in our school.

5. | play a lead role in planning and organizing Waters & Grubb,

the professional development of my staff. 2004 and Cotton,
2003
7. | view myself as an instructional leader. Cotton, 2003

8. | stay current oresearch based instructional Waters & Grubb,

strategies. 2004
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9. My vision guides the total school program. Leithwood & Riehl,
2003 and Cotton,

2003

Secondly, the ILPS was presented to a panel of experts. The panel was comprised
of five experts thiahave extensive theoretical and practical knowledge of instructional
leadership practices. Three of the experts have an earné&d, Hdoctorate in
Education)one of whonis the currentnstructional supervisor in dbast Tennessee
School system, ons & 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 the&ir Ed
(Educational Specialist Degre®ne was a Milken Family Foundation National Educator
of the Year in 1996 and is currently an adjunct professor at Maryville Cotlegether
spent over eleveyears as the Director of Schools in an East Tennessee School System.

The panel received thsrvey, 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 Aptj 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 curretitly n

included?
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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. I s question ONOG clear and conci s
2. Do you have any validity concern

The panel reviewed the siey and offered relevant suggestions and concerns. The
opened ened responses for section otwo, and threare listed inAppendixD. Due to
the suggestions received by the committee, minor changes were made including order of
guestions as not to ledlde responders in their response. Other suggestions were made
i ncluding the suggestion to add question #
basis in order to obtain their viewpoint regarding the content taught, and instructional
practices implemated in our schod.

Thirdly, a draft of the instrumenmtasgi ven t o t he researcherd
committee for review and revision. Amngvisions suggested by the committeere
incorporated ito the instrument to improve its validity.

To establish theeliability of the instrument, a sample population of selected
middle, elementary and private schpaihcipals completethe survey, and a single test
administration using the split half test modelscompleted on the resulting data. The

selected pringals 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
andthe surveysvere all collected by mid May, 2007. ThpearmarBrown Equal

length (splithalf coefficient)showed high internal relialgy with a coefficientof .873
(Appendix F) A Cronbachos Al pha r establishbntednal t v t
reliability for all ten questions on the survey tlediability coefficientwas.735

(Appendix E) A Cronbachodés Alpha above .70 1is
most social science researchigksy et al, 2009. Utilizing several internal measures of
reliability the ILPSachieved an acceptable scoreabove.

A November 2004 report by the Tennessee Comptroller of the Treasury Office of
Education Accoutability describeshe process to ensure the validity of the Tennessee
Gat eway Test s, dandmaiessemsaktestaeveloparrésearctsand 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 accuna@d ( 2 4) .

Data Collection

Datawerecollected 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 Stae of Tennessee uses a statistical model developed hWilllam Sanders

to determine student gain, commonly referred to as value added. This model assesses a

school 6s effect based on a statistical pr o
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enrolledin 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 hypotheticaverage school with a hypothetiealerage teacher.
If the student scores less than projected, his or her value added will be negative. A
culmination ofallthevalve dded scores determines the ind
The school effect score is deri wsmds. Arom th
rolingthreey ear anal ysis of the school ds effect
[I, and Biology), which every student in Tennessee must pass to receive a regular high
school diploma, will be used to determine student achievemehne. thfeeyear average
of the school effect score is used to limit the discrepancies in academic achievement that
may raturally appear due to the makp of classes being tested. A mean of the three
year averages of the school effect scores in the Gatstin Algebra I, English II, and
Biology will be used.
Each principal within the research populatwasmailed a survey and cover
letter with a self addressed stamped envelope in which to return the survey. Upon
receiving the returned survey, each scho6 s s t a twasamalyzedtos determiaer d
the threeyear school effect as measured by the English Il, Algebra I, and Biology
Gateway Exams. After collection of the school effect on each test the mean school effect
wasdetermined using a simple mefmnmula:

£ X

Al | data collected from the school 6s r e
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https://edu.warehouse.state.tn.us/pls/apex/f?p=222

Research Questions
The following research questions and related hypotmesisaddressed in this study.
Research Questm How does the instructional monitoring practice of the principal
affect student achievement? In particular:

1. Is there a significant relationship betweentihee a principal spends in the
classroom monitoring instruction and the overall academic aahient of his/her
students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee
Gateway tes®
Null Hypothesis Ho;): There is no statistically significant relationsbgtween
the student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Tests antbth# 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, fourlsyfothesesvere
considered in relation to this researclespion 1.
Ho,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 Terssee Gateway Tests.
Ho; 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 Meessee Gateway Tests.
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Ho; 3 There is no statistically significant relationship between the

practice of conducting informal walkroughs to help monitor instruction

and student achievement as defined by the average of the school effect
scores on the Teessee Gateway Tests.

Ho; 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 Tennesee Gateway Tests.

2. Is there a significant relationship betwgetfmn e pr i nci pal 6s freque
instructional feedback to teachers and the overall academiwaoteat of his/her
students as defined by the average of the school effect scores @ntiesJee
Gateway tests
Null Hypothesis KHo,): There is no statistically significant relationsbigtween
the student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Tests and the frequency of the
principal providing instructional feedback to teachers.

Since the ILIS was designedtomeastirdn e pr i nci pal 6s frequen
instructional feedback to teachers, three-Bypothesesvere considered in
relation to this research question 2.

Ho,1: There is no statistically significant relationship between the

practce 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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Ho,2: There is no statistically sigitant 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.

Ho,3: There is no statistically significant relationsbigtween 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 trechool effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway
Tests.

3. Is there a significant relationship betweba frequency of specifinstructional
activities performed by the principal and the overall academic \zaient of
his/herstudents as defined by the averay the school effect scores on the
Tennessee Gateway tests
Null Hypothesis KHos): There is no statistically significant relationsbigtween
the student achievement on the Tennessee Gateway Tests and the amount of time
a principal spends monitoringstruction.

Since the ILPS was designed to measheefrequency of other instructional
activities performed by the principial the classroom monitoring instruction
asking four separate inquiries, four diypothesesvere considered in relation to
thisresearch question 3.

Hos;: 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 averagef the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway
Tests.
Hos2: There is no statistically significant relationship between the
practice of principals viewing themselves as instructional leaet
student achievement as defined by the average othwmkeffect scores
on the Tennessee Gateway Tests.
Hoss: 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 avéthgesohool
effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests.
Hos 4 There is no statistically significant relationship between the
practiceof the principads vision guiding the total school program and
student achievement as defined by the average othwmkeffect scores
on the Tennessee Gateway Tests.
Data Analysis
The school effect scoreswatee t er mi ned from each partic
card. Theyerecompared to each of the ten responses on the Principal Instructional
Practices Survey. Tleehool effect scorewerecompared to an average of the Likert
scaled answers to determine if a relationgxigted between principal instructional

practices and student achievement in the following manner.

Microsoft Excel and SPS8ereused to collectrad organize the data. The

Pearsonr,
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N Z* Zy
Fp = —/——

N ("The correlation coefficient,” 20073nd
Multiple Regression CoefficierfR) correlation coefficientvereused to determine
whether a correlatioaxisted between student achievement and the responses gdovyd
the survey.It wasdetermined that a correlati@xistedif the Pearson ror Multiple

Regression CoefficierfR) wasequal to that value that yiedda confidence level at the

.05 level using a critical value table.
The regarch questions andagses wereonducted 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/hestudents sidefined by the average of the school effect scores on
the Tennessee Gateway t@sthe following analysisvasconducted:
Ho;: A multiple rggression coefficient (R) watetermined through an analysis of
guestions 1, 2, and 6 on section three of the laR$the mean school effect score.
The null hypothesis Howvasrejected if the Roroduceda p<.05.
Hoy 1 A Pearsonbés cowascal aulanhedoéfbmct ée
response on question 2 of section 2 on the ILPS and the mean dtdctad@ore.
The null hypothesis Hg wasrejected if the r produces a p<.05.
Hoi»» A Pear sonds cor rwadcatl icaurnd ad caf ffirmime rthe
response on question 1 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.

The ndl hypothesis Hg,wasrejected if the r produces a p<.05.
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Hoiz A  Pearsonds cor rwadcatl icaurnd ad caf ffirmime rthe
response on question 2 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.
The null hypothesis Hgwasrejected if the r produces a p<.05.
Hoizs A Pearsonds cor rwadcatl icaurn ad caf ffirmime rnthe
response on question 6 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.
The null hypothesis Hawasrejected if the produces a p<.05.
2. To answer the second research question, Is there a significant relationship between
the principal ds frequenacktomdchepsandthealdral g i ns
academic achiement of his/hestudents as defined byelaverage of the school effect
scores on the Tennessee Gateway2effts following analysisvasconducted:
Ho,: A multiple rggression coefficient (R) watetermined through an analysis of
guestions 3, 4, and 10 in section three of the ILPS and the sokaal effect score.
The null hypothesis Howvasrejected if the R produces a p<.05.
Ho,;: A Pe ar saatiop soefficient(rywas al cul ated from t he
response on question 3 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score
The null hypothesis Ho wasrejected if the r produces a p<.05.
Ho,2. A P e ar sradatioh soefficient (fYwas al cul at ed from t he
response on question 4 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.
The null hypothsis Ha ;wasrejected if the r produces a p<.05.
Ho,s A P e ar salatiod soefficient (r)was al cul at ed from t he
response on question 10 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.

The null hypothesis Hgwasrejeded if the r produces a p<.05.
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3. To answer the third research question, Is there a significant relationship bitgveen
frequency of other instructional activities performed by the principal and the overall
academic achiement of his/hestudents asefined by the average of the school effect
scores on the Tennessee Gateway?este following analysis was conducted:
Hos: A multiple regression coefficient (R) watetermined through an analysis of
guestions 5, 7, 8, and 9 in section threthefILPS and the mean school effect score.
The null hypothesis Howvasrejected if the R produces a p<.05.
Hos 1; A Prelationaeffictest (r)ovasalculated fromth@ r i nci pal s ¢
response on question 5 of section 3 on the ILPS and the sobaol effect score.
The null hypothesis Hg wasrejected if the r produces a p<.05.
Hos 2 A Prelationcaeffictesst (Novasra | cul at ed from t he
response on question 7 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect scor
The null hypothesis Hg wasrejected if the r produces a p<.05.
Hos 3 A P e aetatioo codffsienc(was al cul at ed from t he
response on question 8 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.
The null hypothesislos swasrejected if the r produces a p<.05.
Hos 4 A P e aetatoo codffsienc(was al cul at ed from t he
response on question 9 of section 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score.
The null hypothesis Hg,wasrejected ifthe r produces a p<.05.
Summary
Chapter 3 consisted of a description of the research instrument and the procedures
to ensure the instrumentoés reliability and

described in this chapter along with the purpose@fptioposal and the research
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guestions. 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 findingwith a discussion and reconamdations 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 a®vement. Surveys were sent to one hundred and seven (107)
public high school principals in Tennessee, with fifiyo (52) returned to the researcher
for examination and inclusion in this study. After careful analysis of the demographic
data of the suey 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 includeddartiegraphic
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 Tennesseg Gatewa
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 presdahtethird 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 fiftytwo 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 attiveent 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 addresseddein@graphic
part of the survey. The responses revealed that of thewitiyhigh school principals
who responded: twerdiyvo (42.30%) have been principal five or fewer years with ten
(19.22%) of them serving less than three years, twelve (23.08%) despisiinave served
as principal for six to nine years, with eighteen (34.62%) serving more than ten years,
nine (17.31%) oivhomhave served more than fifteen years. The data is presented in
Table 4.1.
Table 4.1

Frequency Distribution of Years Served amEipal

Years Served as Principal Frequency Percent

1to 2 years 10 19.22%
3to 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 theMitiyhigh school principals
who responded, nine (17.31%) principals were female andtiorte (82.69%)
principals were male. The data is presented in Table 4.2.
Table 4.2

Frequency Distribubn of the Gender of the Principal

Gender Frequency Percent
Male 43 82.69%
Female 9 17.31%

The highest degree earned by the principal wathitetitem addressed in the
demographic part of the survey. The responses revealed of thisviiftyighschool
principals who responded, zero (0%) have the bachelors degreefahiri{5.38%)
have their masters degree, thirteen (25%) have their educational specialists degree, and
four (7.69%) have an earned doctorate degree, while one (1.92%) respefidbat

guestion 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 1.7%
Blank 1 1.92%

The number of years the princigddavebeen at their current scheotas the
fourth item addressed in the demographic part of the survey. The responses teataled
of the fifty-two high school principals who responded, eight (15.3B&vEbeen at their
current school less than three years, twelve (23.0¥¢been at their current school
three to five years, thirteen (25%avebeen at their current school six to nine years, nine
(17.31%)havebeen at their current school ten to fourteen years, and $e23%6)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 fteer careful analysis of the demographic data of the survey
respondentghe researchdound thatsixteen principalfiadnot been principal at their
respective school fdhree or more years. As will be discussed later in Chapter 4 this
reducedhe correlation study sample to thigix respondents.

Short Answer Responses

Part Two of the ILP®onsisedof two shortanswer questions. Question four
aslked Al n nipg what isahp Mmost important activity that you perform in your
school on a daily basi s ?idecisidhmakngtos varied
finstructional leadership Of the fifty two respondents, twent$&.46%) indicated an
activity that involvel direct activity with monitoring instruction, maintaining a learning
environment, or maintaining high visibility; twentwo (42.31%)indicated an activity
thatinvolved supervision and support, decision making, discipline, or maintaining law
and order;five (9.62%) indicated an activity directly involving communicating with

parents and studentsne (1.92%) responded that the daily activities are too varied; and
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four (7.69%) left the question blanlErequencies of categorized responses are presented
in Table 4.5. All esponses of the principal are indicated in Appe@lix
Table 4.5

Short Answer Responses,,@art 2, ILPS

Tasks Examples Frequency Percent

1. Instructional Amonitoring tea?20 38.46%

Leadership tasks Al nstructional

3t

maainmg our environment for

earningo

3t

observing cl as

=1

Visibilityo

2. Administrativetasks A Super vi si on an?22 42.31%

Public Relatio

=}

Decision Makin

=}

Maintain Law a

1]

1]
o
(¢
Q
(@)
D

keepingo

1]
—
o
(op
D

at schoo
3. Working/Communic A Spendi ng ti me 5 9.62%
ating with students st udent s o

and Parents Atal king to stu

name o1 1.92%

=}
o
Q
=}
(@)
—

4. Too Many to list
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are too many & too varied. All ar
i mportanto

5. Blank responses 4 7.69%

Questionfiveo f Part Two asks, AOn average
monitoring cl as swoosesporedénts one 2.02%) drircipdl indfcateg
that he/shespentmore than three hours per day, six (11.54%) principals indicated that
they spend two to three hours per day, twdaty (46.15%) principals indicated that
they spend one to two hours per day, and tweney (40.38%) principals spend less than
one hour per day monitoring classrooms.e Tata is presented in Table 4.6
Table4.6

Frequency Distribution of Amount of Time Spent Monitoring Classrooms

Amount of time spent monitoring classroor 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 scalestions. The data in Table 4.7

includes the frequency, mean and standard deviation for each variable used in the

how



Principal Leadershi®9

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

ltem Strongly Disagree Somewhat Agree Strongly Mean Standard

Disagree Agree Agree Deviation

1. During a 18 17 11 6 0 2.10 1.01
typical

school day |

spend more

time

monitoring

instructon

than any

other duty.

2. | conduct 0 2 9 17 24 4.21 .87
informal

walk-

throughs to

help monitor

instruction.

3. | provide 0 2 16 17 17 3.94 .89

immediate




Principal Leadership/0

(within 24

hours)

feedback to

teachers

regarding

observed

instructional

practices.

4. | review 8 22 6 2 14 2.85 1.47
lesson plans

on a regular

basis (at leas

weekly).

5. I play a 0 2 6 18 26 4.31 .83
lead role in

planning and

organizing

the

professional

development

of my staff.

6. 15 11 7 13 6 2.69 1.42

Occasionally,
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in an

emergency |

will teach a

class for an

absent

teacher.

7. | view 0
myself as an
instructional
leader.

8. | stay 0
current on
research

based

instructional
strategies.

9. My vision 0
guides the

total school
program

10. | consult 0
with my

teachers on &

26

24

28

17

21 4.31 ,64

20 4.23 .70

16 4.15 .67

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 stat# sixteen of the survey respondents have not been principal at
their respective schools for three or more yearwordier forthe school effect data to be
valid as a study of the principal, the principal must have been principal of their school for
threeyears 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

sclool effect data is found dittps://edu.warehouse.state.tn.us/pls/apex/f?p=28ehool

effect data of each schoiacluded in the correlation study can be foundppendices
H, 1, J,and K

Resarch Question and Hypotheses


http://mail.loudoncounty.org/owa/redir.aspx?URL=https%3a%2f%2fedu.warehouse.state.tn.us%2fpls%2fapex%2ff%3fp%3d222

Principal Leadership3

To be able to test the null hypothesis for each of the three research questions and
ten subsequent questions, inferential statistics were Waltiiple regression analysis
was used to determine a multiple regression coefficient for each of the research questions
along with a Pearson correlation coefficient generated for eaehyqdhesis.

Research Question 1: Is there a significant relaginip between the time a
principal spends in the classroom monitoring instruction and the ésgademic
achievement of his/hetudents as defined by the average of the school effect scores on
the Tennessee Gateway tests?

Null Hypothesis Ko;): There $ no statistically significant relationshigetween
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 coefit)iarit
.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 hypothedis; ) is not rejectd. The data are
presented ifable 4.8
Table 4.8

Multiple Linear Regression Coefficient, Questions 1, 2, & 6, Part 3, ILPS

R R Dfl Df2 F Value p value
ILPS .308 .095 3 32 1.116 357
Questions 1,
2,&6

Since the ILPS was designed to measure the ahaddime in the classroom
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monitoring instruction using four separate inquiries, fourlsytothesesvere considered
in relation to research question 1.
3. Inorder to test suhypothesis 1.1, is there a relationship between the
respondent s6 dion§wePrasr ton2 qgoufe t he | LPS, AnOn awv
you spend monitoring classrooms?06, and t he
students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway
Tests a Pearson Correlationéificient (r) was generated from the survey responses and
the school effect average.
Ho;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 Pear sonb6s c or roé-l2@Gbwas oaltulated feom the principétst  ( r )
response on question 5 of par2the ILPS and the mean school effectrec The
resulting p value of .230 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesigigHwt

rejected. The datare presenteuh Table 4.9

Table 4.9
N Pearson Correlation p value
Coefficient (r)
Question 5 Part-2On 36 -.205 .230

average how much
time do you spend

monitoring
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classrooms?

In order to test suhypothesis 1.2, is there a relationship between the
respondent sé answers on question 1, Part 3
spend more time monitoring instructionttemy ot her duty. 6, and th
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 ¢ffeerage.

Ho; 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

Tennesse&ateway Tests.

A Pearsoné6és correlation coefficient (r) of
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 nulttmggie (Ha2)is not

rejected. The data apeesented in Table 4.10

Table 4.10

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 1, Part 3

N Pearson Correlation p value

Coefficient (r)

Question 1, Part-3 36 126 464
During a typical

school day | spend
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more time monitong
instruction than any

other duty

In order to test subhypothesis 1.3, is there a relationship between the
respondent sé answers on question -titgugh®®art 3
to help monitor instruction, and the ovémtademic 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.

Ho; 3 There is nestatistically significant relationship between the practice of

conducting informal walkhroughs to help monitor instruction and student

achievement as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the

Tennessee Gateway Tests.

A Pear s o iod®efficient (Noé-I16wvas cal cul ated from t he
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 hypothesigigHmt

rejected. Th data are presentedTale 4.11

Table 4.11

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 2, Part 3

N Pearson Correlation p value

Coefficient (r)

Question 2, Part-3 36 -.116 501
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conduct informal
walk-throughs to help

monitor instruction.

In order totest subhypothesis 1.4, is there a relationship between the
respondent s6 answer s o0 niOagasienslly,in@amemérgenciPlar t 3
will teach a class for an absent teaahand the overall academic achievement of their
students as defed 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.

Ho; 4 There is no statistically significant relationship betwdengractice of

teachingaclass 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 Pearsonds cor yoé.25awas cakculacdfeoittei pire mici pal s o6
response on question 6 of Part 3 on the ILPS and the mean school effect score. The
resulting p value of .14is not less than .0%herefore, the null hypothegislo; 4)is not

rejected. Thelata are presented in Table 4.12

Table 4.12

Peason Correlation Coefficient, Question 6, Part 3 ILPS

N Pearson Correlation p value

Coefficient (r)

Question 6, Part-3 36 .250 141
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Occasionally, in an
emergency | will
teach a class for an

absent teacher.

Research Question 2: Is there a significamtirat i onshi p bet ween 1t
frequency of providing instructional feedback to teachers and thelbaesmlemic
achievement of his/hetudents as defined by the average of the school effect scores on
the Tennessee Gateway tests?

Null Hypothesis Koy): There is no statistically significant relationsbigtween

thest udent achievement on the Tennessee C

frequency of providing instructional feedback to teachers.

In order to answer research question one, a multiplesggrecoefficient (R) of
.374 was calculated through an analysis of question 3, 4, and 10 of the ILPS and the mean
school effect scoreThe resulting p value of .184 not less than .05; therefore, the null
hypothesigHo,) is not rejected. Thedata ae presented in Table 4.13

Table 4.13

Multiple Linear Regression Coefficient, Questions 3, 4, & 10, Part 3 ILPS

R R? Dfl Df2 F p value
ILPS 374 .140 3 32 126 181
Questions 3,
4,&10

Since the ILPS was designed to measure the amount of timedfagiseoom
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monitoring instruction asking three separate inquiries, thredngpbthesesvere
considered in relation to this research question.

In order to test suhypothesis 2.1, is there a relationship between the
respondent s06 an smoftise ILEIfI pepude snmedate (wBhjin 24P a
hours) feedback to teachers regarding observed instructional pracaiceshe overall
academic achievement of their students as defined by the average of the school effect
scores on the Tennessee Gatevastsa Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was
generated from the survey responses and the school effect average.

Ho,1: There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of

providing immediate (within 24 hours) feedback to tesshiegarding observed

instructional practices and student achievement as defined by the average of the

school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests.
A Pearsonbés caotr glrgtiodn . dé&f fwiasi eal cul at ed
response on qgdon 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 hypotHesigis not
rejected. Thelata are presented in Table 4.14
Table 4.14

Pearson Correlation CoefficienQuestion3, Part 3 ILPS

N Pearson Correlation p value

Coefficient (r)

Question 3, Part-3 36 247 .146
provide immediate

(within 24 hours)
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feedback to teachers
regarding observed
instructional

practices.

In order to test subypothesis 2.2, is thereralationship between the
respondent s6 answer s onlrédvievelsssongamnsosa Part 3
regular basis (at least weektygnd the overall academic achievement of their students as
defined by the average of the school effect scoreah@itennessee Gateway Temsts
Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the survey responses and the
school effect average.
Ho,2: There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of
reviewing lesson plans on a regutmsis and student achievement as defined by
the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests.
A Pearsonb6s correl hda69owasoedafcuoliaened(fnomfr
response on question 4 of Part 3 on the ILPS anth&an school effect score. The
resulting p value of .324 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypotHesigis not
rejected. Thelata are presented in Table 4.15
Table 4.15

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 4, Part 3 ILPS

N Pearson Coelation p value

Coefficient (r)

Question 4, Part-3 36 -.169 324
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review lesson plans
on a regular basis (at

least weekly).

In order to test subhypothesis 2.3, is there a relationship between the
respondent s6 answer s o0 § Al goosalswith ny teachefs,onaP a r t
regular basis in order to obtain their viewpoint regarding the content taught, and
instructional practices implemented in our schivahd the overall academic achievement
of their students as defined by the averag@efstchool effect scores on the Tennessee
Gateway Testa Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the survey
responses and the school effect average.

Ho,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 Meessee Gateway Tests.

A Pearsonbés correl@a0fd4owasoedfcoianed(fFnomf:
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; thereforayutidypothesis (Hgs) is not

rejected. The datare 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 36 -.004 .984
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.

Research Question 3: Is there a significant relationship between the frequency of
specific instructional actities performed by the principal and the oMeecademic
achievement of his/hetudents as defined by the average of the school effect scores on
the Tennessee Gateway tests?

Hos. There is no signi€ant statistical rel@onshipbetween the frequenaf

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 nhellkggression 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. Tdata 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’ Df1 Df2 F p value
ILPS 210 044 4 31 .359 .836
Questions 5,
7,8, &9

Since the ILPS was designed to measure the amountefr the classroom
monitoring instruction asking four separate inquiries, fourlsyiothesis were
considered in relation to this research question.
In order to test suhypothesis 3.1, is there a relationship between the
respondent s 6 oabh Pam@ of the IbP8| ptaywadead role in planning
and organizing the professional development of my étaffahe dverall academic
achievement of their students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the
Tennessee Gateway TeatPearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was generated from the
survey responses and the school effect average.
Hos1: There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of
principals playing a lead role in planning and organizingptiodessional
development of their staff and student achievement as defined by the average of
the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests.
A Pearsonéb6és correlation coefficient (r) of
response on questiondd 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 hypothesig {$ioot

rejected. Thedata are presented in Table 4.18
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Table 4.18

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Questid, Part 3 ILPS

N Pearson Correlation p value

Coefficient (r)

Question 5, Part-3 36 .088 .609
play a lead role in

planning and

organizing the

professional

development of my

staff.

In order to test suhypothesis 3.2, is there a relationship betwéen
respondent sé answer s o nilvegwrysdfasaminsifuctiom@lar t 3
leaderp and the overall academic achievement of their students as defined by the average
of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway Tests a Pearstaiah
Coefficient (r) was generated from the survey responses and the school effect average.

Hos,: There is no statistically significant relationship between the practice of

principals viewing themselves asstructional leaderand student achiement as

defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gateway

Tests.
A Pearsonbés correlation coefficient (r) of
response on question 7 of Part 3 on the ILPS and &aa school effect scor@.he

resulting p value of .664 is not less than .05; therefore, the null hypotHesig is not
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rejected. Thelata are presented in Table 4.19
Table 4.19

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 7, Part 3 ILPS

N Pearson Correlation p value

Coefficient (r)

Question 7, Part-3 36 .075 .664
view myself as an

instructional leader.

In order to test suhypothesis 3.3, is there a relationship between the
respondent s6 answer s o0 nilstapucarsent onoresea®h baseda r t 3
instructonal strategied,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 effet average.

Hoss: 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 Pearsonb6s icoirgretl atrnnofcoef@1l was calcul at
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, théayydithesigHos 3) is not

rejected. The dataepresented in Table 4.20

Table 4.20
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Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 8, Part 3 ILPS

N Pearson Correlation p value

Coefficient (r)

Question 8, Part-3 36 101 .558
stay current on

research based

instructionad

strategies.

In order to test suhypothesis 3.4, is there a relationship between the
respondent sé answer s o niMyvisiengtuideotine tofal Part 3
school prograngand the overall academic achievement of their stsdentlefined 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.

Hos4: There is no statistically significant relationsbigtween the practiaef the

principals 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 Pearsonb6és correlation coef ftihei emti n(cri)p ad fs
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 tb&refore, the null hypothegslos 4) is not

rejected. The data are presentedable 4.21
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Table 4.21

Pearson Correlation Coefficient, Question 9, Part 3, ILPS

N Pearson Correlation p value

Coefficient (r)

Question 9, Part-3 36 .200 242
My vision guides the

total school program.

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 5SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The summary, conclusions, and recommendations of the study are presented in
this chapter. Tis 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.

Restatemdrof the Research Question

The purpose of this studyasto 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 sandbtstand the
effects of suclpractices on overall student achievement. The study was guided by the
following research questions:
Research QuestionHow  the instructional leadershjactices of the principakaffect
student achievementlh particular:

1. Isthere a significant relationship betweentihee a principal spends in the
classroom monitoring instruction and the overall academic aement ofhis/her
students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee
Gateway test®

2. Is there a significant relationship betwdetfmn e pr i nci pal 6s freque
instructional feedback to teachers and the overall academiwaoteat ohis/her
students as defined by the average of the school effect scores on thesdennes

Gateway tests
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3. lIs there a significant relationship between the frequency of spewtructional
activities performed by the principal and the overall academic \zient of
his/herstudents as defined by the average of the school effect scaites on
Tennessee Gateway teats
The population of this studyascomprised 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 lunatcgetage). The data used to derive these
figures is presented in Appendix B.
Summary of Procedures

For the purpose of this study a correlation,-eaperimental approachasused
to determine if there was a relationship between principal leadershigcesaand student
achievement. Surveys were mailed to one hundred and seven (107) principals in the state
of Tennessee whose schefdll within the parameter of the project. Of the surveys sent
out, fifty two were returned to the researcher for a respaate of 48.59%. Of the fifty
two returned surveys, thirgix (36) were usable in the correlation study due to the
limitation placed on principal tenure of three years or more at their currenischoo

The Instructional Leadship Practices Survegonsstedof three parts (see
Appendix A). The first part (Part 1) consisteithe demographic sectipwhich
includednumber of years as principal, gender, highest degree earned, number of years at
the current school, amtame of the current school. Thesed part (Part 2onsised of
two short answer questionsu€stion one asks the principaginion of the most
important activity they perform every day, while question askedthe amount of time

the principalspentin monitoring classrooms on a dabgsis. The third part (part 3)
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consisteddf 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= somatndgree, 4= agree, and 5= strongly agree.

Content validity in the Instructional Leadership Practi8as/eywasestablished
using several strategie3.he survey was constructed by the researcher after a careful
review of literature on instructionadddership practices(Table 3.1 presents an overview
of the ILPS as they are related to literaturé€hen, thdLPS waspresented to a panel of
experts. The panel waomprised of five experts whnave extensive theoretical and
practical knowledge of ingictional leadership practices. Thygdh draft of the
instrumentwasgi ven to the researcherodés dissertatdi
Any revisions suggested by the committeereincorporated in the instrument to
improve its validity.
To estabsh 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. heselected principals weredementaryand middle school principals frothe
Loudon County School System and several of the surrounding private elementary,
middle, and high schools. Th@&rmarBrown Equal length (splbalf coefficient)
showed high intenal reliabilitywith a coefficientof 8 73 ( Appendi x F) . A
Alpha reliability test was also utilized to establish internal reliability all ten
qguestions on the survey the reliability co
Alpha alove .70 is generally considered acceptable by most social science researchers

(Ary et al, 2006). Utilizing several internal meass of reliability the ILPS achieved an
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acceptable scom above.

The researcher used the Pearson r correlation ceeffiand Multipleregressions
Coefficient (R) to determmwhether a relationshgxisted between the principais
responses and student achievement. The data were analyzed using Microsoft Excel and
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).sltet@rmined that a correlation
exists if thePearson ror Multiple Regression Coefficient (Rjasequal to that value that
would yield a confidence level at the .05 level using a critical value table.

Summary of Descriptive Data

The demographic infonation collected from each of the fiftwo 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 respdents were male (82.69%). This is consistent with
Johnsondés (2006) r teesnajarity €7/8%) of highcsdhoofpanoipald t h a't
in Tennessee were male. The majority of the respondents on the ILPS responded that the
highest degree they had ealnewas a mast er 6s degree (65. 38"
responding principals reported that they had been principal at their presens $ochool
|l ess than 10 years (65. 38%). T, twhick i s al so
found that the majority of higbchool 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 relationshtp/éen the time a principal
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spends in the classroom monitoring instruction and the overall academic achievement of
his/herstudents as defined by the average of the school effect scores on the Tennessee
Gateway tests?

Null Hypothesis (Hg): There is no statically 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 .pigluce a p value of .357, lid not produce a
p less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis M@snot rejected. Researduestion
one was followed by three siilypothess pertaining to the respondeatmswers to
individual questioson the ILPS (questionl, part @uestion 2, part;3and question 6,
part 3). In order to answer each sub hypothad®earson correlation dfieient (r) was
calculated. For each suilypothesisthe resulting coefficient was not sufficient to
produce a confidence value <.05. Therefare@as determined tha@herewas not enough
evidence to state that a relationship exists between indiyidinaipal leadership
practices and student achievement.
Research Question 2: Il s there a significan
frequency of providing instructional feedback to teachers and the overall academic
achievement difis/herstudents asefined by the average of the school effect scores on
the Tennessee Gateway tests?

Null Hypothesis (Hg): There is no statistically significant relationship in the

student achievement on the Tennessee Ga
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frequency of providig 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 .fitdlucel a p value of .181, Wlid not produce a
p less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesis; M@snot rejected. Research question
two was followed by three sulypothess pertaining to the respondegatmswers to
individual question on the ILPS (gstéon3, part 3question 4, part;3and question 10,
part 3). In order to answer each sub hypothesis a Pearson correlation coefficient (r) was
calculated. For each suilypothesis the resulting coefficient was not sufficient to
produce a confidence valse05. Therefore it was determined thagrewas not enough
evidence to state that a relationsexisted between individual principal leadership
practices and student achievement.
Research Question 3: Is there a significant relationship between thesfrey of
specific instructional activities performed by the principal and the overall academic
achievement difis/herstudents as defined by the average of the school effect scores on
the Tennessee Gateway tests?

Null Hypothesis KHos3). There is not significant statistical relationship between

the frequency of specific instructional activities performed by the principal and

the overall academic achievemenhaf/herstudents as defined by the average of

the school effect scores on the Tennessee Gattasts?

In order to answer research questioree 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 .gddducel a p value of .836t did not produce a
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p less than .05; therefore, the null hypothesiss|M@snot rejected. Research question
threewas followed by three sufypothess pertaining to the respondednswers to
individual questioson the ILPS (question5, part @uesion 7, part 3question 8, part;3
and question 9, part 3). In order to answer each sub hypothesis a Pearson correlation
coefficient (r) was calculated. For each-gwyipothesis the resulting coefficient was not
sufficient to produce a confidence valu@. Therefore it was determined tha¢rewas
not enough evidence to state that a relationskigted between individual principal
leadership practices and student achievement.
Conclusions

Conclusion 1

The typical high school principal in Tennesseensiséess than 10 hours per week
monitoring instrucon.

Even though the majority of respondents includethe correlation study agreed
(26)or strongly agreed (21) to question 7 pa
leadef0 t he over whebmi ngsmandent s to question
average how much time do yaé5§86.53ppkohd monitor
principals stated that they spent less than two hours per day monitoring instruction, with
almost hal21 (40.38%) of the rggondents 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 percewtf 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. #\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 leagithours 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
answer ed, AWhat 1is the typical principal d
reseach 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, AAlthough researchers stress the
leader, tle consensus in the literature is that principals spend most of their time dealing
with manageri al issueso (p.49). tedltyer and
the principalgeported the immediacy of time sensitive issues takes precedence over
instructional | eadership practices, AWhil e i
principals suggest that immediacy of other, tidemendent issues often take precedence
over and oveshadow the more complex, yet less immediate, issues associated with
i nstructional,f9)eeader shipo (2001

The current research explains the short answer responses of the respondents on
the ILPS, question one part two. @éffifty two respondents, 2@8.46%) indicated an
activity that involved direct activity witimonitoring instruction, maintaining a learning
environment, or maintaing high visibility; 22(42.31%) indicated an activity that
involved supervision and support, decision making, discipline, or maintaining law and

order. One principal responddd,P g dut firesdealing with parents and students
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behavior problend and anot iBvaleapondeteachers and
for the professional development. Unfortunately public relation concerns prohibit more
time in classroom especially codsring 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 princigetdag
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 researglparticularly when considering pgipals at thesecondary 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>§{R@05, 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 naturegif $chool teachers as subject area
specialists, AThe degree of subject specia
other subject specialst r om maki ng more that gener al col

| e s s on sfdl). (Staehaery2006) wasdsa 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 gectice (2006). Johnson (200830 failed to establish a clear
link between principal leadership praes and student performance in Tennessee.

Other literature would support the claim that there is no link between principal
instructional leadership practices and studahievement at any level. #&study on the
effects of organic management (parti¢qgrgy forms of decision makg, 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 managestyta (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 thosédithnot 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 timefgraning instructional leadership practices,

At he kinds of decisions a principal faces
allow him or her to be more concerned with being and instructional leaders while the
principal of a school at risk may hawegtpend 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 progBamo (2006
Implications
The findings of this study have implications for high school prinsigfahey 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 202814, 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
imperatve 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 becomesricreasing 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 rgew 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 analybkiterpretation of the data was also
limited by the reliability of the survey instrument which produced alyitia coefficient
of .735. Although a coefficient at this level is reliable at the .700 level, which is widely

accepted in social mnce research, it is a relativeteak reliability coefficien(Ary,
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2006) The assessment measures are limited to stymrformance on the English I,
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:
Recommendmn 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; thereforeptily high school students whre
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 Axtalfar
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 diffetesurvey instrument could prove beneficial
in validating the instrument anckrifying the results.The ILPS was designed to tes
specific leadership practices; particular, the amount of time a principal spends
monitoring instruction and direct instrimbal leadership practices. These practices are
tested in other instruments but ambeddedvith 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 filner valichte the research, whistates that elementary
principalshave 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 leadeship 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

Eventhough Houchard (2005) indiegthat sefl reported principal leadership practices

do not substantially differ from actual practices, it could prove benefcsitvey

t eac her s deaderghipipracticegatmgsvibh the principals to ascertain a more
complete picture of instructionalddership pactices. ©llecting a more complete

picture of instuctional leadership practicesuld enable the researcher to more
accurately ascertain if there is a relationship between such practices and student

achievement.
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AppendixA

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 hous 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 | spend more time monitoring | 1 2 3 4 5
instruction than any other duty.

2. | conduct informal waklthroughs to help monitor instruction] 1 2 3 4 5

3. | provide immedite (within 24 hours) feedback to teachers| 1 2 3 4 5
regarding observed instructional practices.

4. | 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 thefgssional 1 2 3 4 5
development of my staff.

6. Occasionally, in an emergency | will teach a class for an 1 2 3 4 5
absent teacher.

7. | view myself as an instructional leader. 1 2 3 4 5
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8. | stay currentwresearch based instructional strategies. 1 2 3 4 5
9. My vision guides the total school program. 1 2 3 4 5
10. | consult with my teachers on a regular basis in order to

obtain their viewpoint regarding the content taught] 1 2 3 4 5
instructional practices implemented in our school.
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Tennessee High Schediree/Reduced lunch rate and School Population

School

School School System Free/Reduced lunch rate  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



Riverside HS
Creekwood HS
Dickson Co. HS
Dyer Co. HS
Dyersburg HS
Elizabethton HS
Fayette Ware HS
Clarkrange
Franklin Co. HS
Gibson Co. HS
Giles Co. HS
Rutledge HS
Chucky Doak HS
N. Greene HS
S. Greene HS
W. Greene HS
Greeneville HS
Grundy Co. HS
Morristown East
Morristown West
Brainerd HS
Central HS

East Ridge HS
Hixson HS
Ooltewah HS
Red Bank HS
Sequoyah HS
Soddy Daisy HS
Tyner Academy

Hardeman Central HS

Harden Co. HS
Cherokee HS
Volunteer HS
Haywood HS
Lexington HS
Scotts Hill HS
Henry Co. HS
Hickman Co. HS
Houston Co. HS
Humboldt HS
McEwen HS
Waverly Central HS
Huntingdon HS
Jackson Co. HS
Jefferson Co. HS
Johnson Co. HS
Dobyns Bennett
Austin East HS
Bearden HS
Carter HS

Decatur Co.
Dickson Co.
Dickson Co.
Dyer Co.
Dyersburg City
Elizabethton City
Fayette Co.
Fentress Co.
Franklin Co.
Gibson Co.
Giles Co.
Grainger Co.
Greene Co.
Greene Co.
Greene Co.
Greene Co.
Greeneville City
Grundy Co.
Hamblen Co.
Hamblen Co.
Hamilton Co.
Hamilton Co.
Hamilton Co.
Hamilton Co.
Hamilton Co.
Hamilton Co.
Hamilton Co.
Hamilton Co.
Hamilton Co.
Hardeman
Hardin Co.
Hawkins Co.
Hawkins Co.
Haywood Co.
Henderson Co.
Henderson Co.
Henry Co.
Hickman Co.
Houston Co.
Humboldt Co.
Humphrys Co.
Humphrys Co.
Huntingdon City
Jackson Co.
Jefferson Co.
Johnson Co.
Kingsport City
Knox Co.

Knox Co.

Knox Co.
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42.40%
48.20%
44.30%
48.80%
48.20%
33.20%
86.90%
64.50%
48.40%
32.60%
45.80%
65.30%
46.00%
64.60%
40.20%
50.50%
28.70%
68.90%
46.30%
36.20%
85.50%
39.40%
54.90%
45.40%
26.20%
39.60%
51.70%
21.30%
71.70%
74.30%
53.50%
61.50%
46.00%
72.00%
51.70%
42.50%
45.90%
48.10%
49.70%
76.00%
62.60%
72.40%
38.40%
68.00%
45.80%
66.70%
32.20%
90.40%
15.40%
45.60%

451
984
1487
1023
933
760
671
261
1474
769
972
826
658
401
517
703
891
731
1395
1344
864
981
820
891
1816
1016
312
1481
542
858
1198
1185
1175
903
867
367
963
1152
426
431
320
655
390
542
2079
688
1878
761
1940
942



Knox Central HS

Farragut HS

Fulton HS

Gibbs HS

Halls HS

Karns HS

Powell HS

South Doyle HS

West HS

Lake Co. HS

Lauderdale Halls HS
Ripley HS

Lawrence Co. HS

Loretto HS

Lenoir City HS

Lewis Co. HS

Loudon HS

Macon Co. HS

Jackson Central Merry HS
Liberty Technology Magnet
HS

Madison Academic Magnet
HS

North Side HS
South Side HS
Marion Co. HS
Whitwell HS
Marshall Co. HS
Maryville HS
Columbia Central HS
Mt. Pleasant HS
Spring Hill HS
McKenzie HS
McMinn Central HS
McMinn HS
McNairy Central HS
Meigs Co. HS

BT Washington HS
GW Carver
Memphis Central
Cordova HS
Craigmont HS
Fairley HS
Hamilton HS
Hillcrest HS

Kirby HS
Manassess HS
Melrose HS
Northside HS
Raleigh Egypt HS

Knox Co.

Knox Co.

Knox Co.

Knox Co.

Knox Co.

Knox Co.

Knox Co.

Knox Co.

Knox Co.

Lake Co.
Lauderdale Co.
Lauderdale Co.
Lawrence Co.
Lawrence Co.
Lenoir City
Lewis Co.
Loduon Co.
Macon Co.
Madison Co.

Madison Co.

Madison Co.
Madison Co.
Madison Co.
Marion Co.
Marion Co.
Marshall Co.
Maryville City
Maury Co.
Maury Co.
Maury Co.
McKenzie
McMinn Co.
McMinn Co.
McNairy Co.
Meigs Co.
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
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49.70% 1347
5.40% 2128
74.30% 990
32.30% 969
21.20% 1146
22.90% 1842
24.50% 1193
46.40% 1309
39.80% 1371
76.10% 240
54.10% 358
80.50% 884
48.10% 1142
45.20% 518
35.30% 1171
50.50% 558
47.90% 646
38.00% 858
78.60% 813
56.20% 1034
16.00% 388
61.10% 1115
55.50% 835
53.90% 452
53.00% 362
38.90% 789
16.40% 1493
42.40% 1483
50.10% 386
15.90% 878
48.80% 368
42.70% 812
44.30% 1379
52.40% 820
62.40% 521
100.00% 655
100.00% 643
59.40% 1422
21.70% 2190
65.10% 1315
97.30% 1055
96.60% 1077
100.00% 952
79.20% 1276
100.00% 356
100.00% 1216
100.00% 888
85.00% 1203



Overton HS
Ridgeway HS
Sheffield HS
Southside HS
Trezevant HS
White Station HS
Whitehaven HS
Wooddale HS
Milan HS
Sequoyah HS
Sweetwater HS
Tellico Plains HS
Kenwood HS
Clarksville HS
Montgomery Central HS
Northeast HS
Northwest HS
Rossview HS
Morgan Central HS
Oak Ridge HS
Obion Co. Central HS
Oneida HS
Livinston Academy
Perry Co. HS
Pickett Co. HS
Polk Co. HS
Cookeville HS
Monterey HS
Upperman HS
Rhea Co. HS
Harriman HS
Midway HS

Oliver Springs
Roane Co. HS
Rockwood HS
Greenbrier HS
Springfield HS
Blackman HS
Holloway HS
Lavergne HS
Oakland HS
Riverdale HS
Siegel HS

Smyrna HS

Scott HS
Sequatchie Co. HS
Gatlinburg Pittman HS
Pigeon Forge HS
Sevier Co. HS
Seymour HS

Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Memphis City
Milan

Monroe Co.
Monroe Co.
Monroe Co.

Montgomery Co.
Montgomery Co.
Montgomery Co.
Montgomery Co.
Montgomery Co.
Montgomery Co.

Morgan Co.
Oak Ridge
Obion Co.
Oneida City
Overton Co.
Perry Co.
Pickett Co.
Polk Co.
Putnam Co.
Putnam Co.
Putnam Co.
Rhea Co.
Roane Co.
Roane Co.
Roane Co.
Roane Co.
Roane Co.
Robertson Co.
Robertson Co.
Rutherford Co.
Rutherford Co.
Rutherford Co.
Rutherford Co.
Rutherford Co.
Rutherford Co.
Rutherford Co.
Scott Co.
Sequatchie Co.
Sevier Co.
Sevier Co.
Sevier Co.
Sevier Co.
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65.20%
46.40%
94.90%
88.40%
96.70%
29.50%
64.50%
82.70%
36.60%
48.20%
50.20%
62.90%
52.20%
26.80%
34.80%
27.60%
44.70%
23.50%
43.10%
22.60%
45.10%
56.80%
68.10%
53.30%
58.50%
46.40%
33.20%
53.30%
65.70%
54.60%
54.70%
53.90%
41.60%
28.40%
41.90%
24.40%
45.00%
17.10%
21.20%
38.30%
41.10%
30.30%
22.40%
33.10%
86.90%
74.70%
44.50%
51.50%
50.50%
29.00%

1554
1497
912
488
1290
2243
1762
1612
595
954
636
505
1253
1379
943
1510
1308
1387
414
1425
931
424
924
319
200
559
2062
351
498
1462
301
258
479
684
435
817
1022
1680
153
1870
1432
2011
1897
1749
756
604
617
758
1734
1113



Arlington HS
Bartlett HS

Bolton HS
Collierville HS
Germantown HS
Houston HS
Millington HS
Smith Co. HS
Stewart Co. HS
Sullivan Central HS
Sullivan East HS
Sullivan North HS
Sullivan South HS
Beech Sr. HS
Gallatin Sr. HS
Hendersonville HS
Portland HS
Station Camp HS
Westmoreland HS
White House HS
Brighton HS
Covington HS
Munford HS
Peabody HS
Trousdale Co. HS
Tullahoma HS
Union City HS
Warren Co. HS
Union Co. HS
Daniel Boone HS
David Crockett HS
Collinwood HS
Wayne Co. HS
Dresden HS
Westview HS
White Co. HS
Brentwood HS
Fairview HS
Franklin HS

Fred J Page HS
Independence HS
Ravenwoood HS
Lebanon HS

Mt. Juliet HS
Wilson Central HS

Shelby Co.
Shelby Co.
Shelby Co.
Shelby Co.
Shelby Co.
Shelby Co.
Shelby Co.
Smith Co.
Stewart Co.
Sullivan Co.
Sullivan Co.
Sullivan Co.
Sullivan Co.
Sumner Co.
Sumner Co.
Sumner Co.
Sumner Co.
Sumner Co.
Sumner Co.
Sumner Co.
Tipton Co.
Tipton Co.
Tipton Co.
Trenton City

Trousdale Co.
Tullahoma City

Union City
Warren Co.
Union Co.

Washington Co.
Washington Co.

Wayne Co.
Wayne Co.
Weakley Co.
Weakley Co.
White Co

Williamson Co.
Williamson Co.
Williamson Co.
Williamson Co.
Williamson Co.
Williamson Co.

Wilson Co.
Wilson Co.
Wilson Co.

Mean
Standard
Deviation
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10.30%
19.90%
22.20%
10.10%
29.38%
15.90%
68.30%
41.60%
46.10%
37.80%
41.10%
56.60%
23.00%
20.50%
37.70%
20.30%
30.50%
17.40%
38.70%
28.36%
36.80%
63.50%
36.60%
61.70%
38.30%
30.00%
49.60%
46.60%
77.00%
31.50%
50.80%
54.70%
64.00%
60.30%
34.10%
45.00%

2.70%
25.50%
12.10%

7.70%

7.80%

2.10%
31.30%
11.20%
14.90%

47.20%

0.223450675

1333
1488
2053
2191
1866
2349
1488
666
709
992
1010
861
1089
1139
1332
1361
1036
1001
553
805
1383
803
1197
428
427
1147
382
1782
874
1268
1360
345
375
445
625
1224
1410
698
1781
730
1583
1505
1551
1564
1557

958.5

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



Principal Leadershifd20

Appendix C

Tennessee High Schools Included in the Study

Free/Reduced School

School School System lunch rate 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

Elizabethton HS 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



Crockett Co. HS
Rutledge HS
South Side HS
Sycamore HS
Macon Co. HS
Sullivan North HS
Lexington HS

Greeneville HS
Hixson HS

Livinston Academy
Obion Co. Central HS
Dyersburg HS

Carter HS

Montgomery Central HS
Sequoyah HS
Henry Co. HS
Gibbs HS

Giles Co. HS
Central HS
Creekwood HS
Sullivan Central HS
Sullivan East HS
Red Bank HS
Springfield HS
Dyer Co. HS

Liberty Technology Magnet

HS

Portland HS
Anderson Co. HS
Seymour HS
North Side HS
Lawrence Co. HS
Tullahoma HS
Hickman Co. HS
Clinton HS

Cumberland Co. HS
Lenoir City HS
Volunteer HS
Cherokee HS
Munford HS

Harden Co. HS
Cleveland HS
Hillsboro Comp. HS
Cocke Co. HS
White Co. HS
Bedford Co. Central HS

Kenwood HS

Crockett Co.
Grainger Co.
Madison Co.
Cheatham Co.
Macon Co.
Sullivan Co.
Henderson Co.
Greeneville
City

Hamilton Co.
Overton Co.
Obion Co.
Dyersburg City
Knox Co.
Montgomery
Co.

Monroe Co.
Henry Co.
Knox Co.
Giles Co.
Hamilton Co.
Dickson Co.
Sullivan Co.
Sullivan Co.
Hamilton Co.
Robertson Co.
Dyer Co.

Madison Co.
Sumner Co.
Anderson Co.
Sevier Co.
Madison Co.
Lawrence Co.
Tullahoma City
Hickman Co.
Anderson Co.
Cumberland
Co.

Lenoir City
Hawkins Co.
Hawkins Co.
Tipton Co.
Hardin Co.
Cleveland City
Davidson Co.
Cocke Co.
White Co
Bedford Co.
Montgomery
Co.
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46.60%
65.30%
55.50%
27.20%
38.00%
56.60%
51.70%

28.70%
45.40%
68.10%
45.10%
48.20%
45.60%

34.80%
48.20%
45.90%
32.30%
45.80%
39.40%
48.20%
37.80%
41.10%
39.60%
45.00%
48.80%

56.20%
30.50%
39.80%
29.00%
61.10%
48.10%
30.00%
48.10%
36.00%

60.30%
35.30%
46.00%
61.50%
36.60%
53.50%
48.60%
56.40%
67.10%
45.00%
51.80%

52.20%

823
826
835
856
858
861
867

891
891
924
931
933
942

943
954
963
969
972
981
984
992
1010
1016
1022
1023

1034
1036
1045
1113
1115
1142
1147
1152
1157

1165
1171
1175
1185
1197
1198
1203
1203
1208
1224
1252

1253



Daniel Boone HS

Northwest HS
South Doyle HS
Tennessee HS
Craigmont HS
Gallatin Sr. HS
Morristown West
Knox Central HS

David Crockett HS
West HS

Clarksville HS
McMinn HS
Brighton HS
Morristown East
Memphis Central
Walker Valley HS
Oakland HS
Rhea Co. HS

Washington
Co.
Montgomery
Co.

Knox Co.
Bristol City
Memphis City
Sumner Co.
Hamblen Co.
Knox Co.
Washington
Co.

Knox Co.
Montgomery
Co.

McMinn Co.
Tipton Co.
Hamblen Co.
Memphis City
Bradley Co.

Rutherford Co.

Rhea Co.
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31.50%

44.70%
46.40%
35.00%
65.10%
37.70%
36.20%
49.70%

50.80%
39.80%

26.80%
44.30%
36.80%
46.30%
59.40%
32.20%
41.10%
54.60%

1268

1308
1309
1312
1315
1332
1344
1347

1360
1371

1379
1379
1383
1395
1422
1432
1432
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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AppendixD
Survey Vdidity Review Form and Responses

Name

Position

Years in current position

Highest degree earned Conferring Institution

Please answehe 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. fiyed

2. fiyesno further recommendations

3. fiyesd

4. (left blank)

5.7 See i ns(Buggesion totchange 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. Seelnstrument#3il f you want more anonymity,
purpose, you could ask for the grade levels in his/her school-@enkddle,
high,etc.) rather than the name of the

3. Is Pat 1 clear and concise?

Responses

1. fiyed

2. fiyed

3. fiyesd

4. (left blank)

5, AiSee suggest i on-gpredouslyindieel inl &3t r ument 0

&
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4. Are there any validity concerns with this section?

Responses
1. finod

2. finoned

3. finod

4. (left blank)
5, ino o

Part 2:

1. Is part 2 organized in an appropriate fashion? What could make the organization
better?

Responses

1. fiyed

2. fiyes no further recommendations if this is all the information you rieed.

3. fiyed

4. fiList in order of priwity 3 things you do everyday

5,.ASee i nsiitlrnu nyeonutro opi ni on, what 1is the
you perform in your school on a daily b

2. Is question #1 clear and concise?

Responses

1. fiyed

2.fiyesbut dondt be sthearpwersyos thaygdt s ome of
3. fiyesd

4. (left blank)

5.0 I made a suggestiono

3. Do you have any validity concerns with question #17?

Responses
1. Anoo

2. finone

3. finoo

4. (left blank)
5. Ainoo

4. Is question #2 clear and concise?

Responses
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. fiyesd

. fiye

. fiyed

. (left blank)

isee suggpsbcenon average with Ain you

OAWNE

5. Do you have any validity concerns with question #27?

Responses
1. Ainoo

2. finon®

3. finod

4. (left blank)
5.
;

fon aver aged coul.o.prewhich could@fbectthel ay 1 n @
eqgularity of the time spent monitoring

Part 3:

1. Is part 3 organized in an appropriate fashion? What could make the organization
better?

Responses
1. fiyed

2. fiyesno recommendations

3. (left blank)

4. (left blank)

5, AiSee instepmaoaeoaverage with Adedicate
insert words fAl doo

2. Is question #1 clear and concise?

Responses

1. fiyed

2.Als the word Aino needed?

3. fiyed

4. fiHave you asked this in part 2 Q2

5.Al wowlid hese dedi cate or spend rather t

3. Do you have any validity concerns with question #17?

Responses
1. finod

2. finoned

3. finod

4. (left blank)
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S5,iaverage is too ambiguouso

. Is question #2 clear and concise?

Responses

. fiyed

. fiyed

. fiyesBut you modify to include instructional plans (both lesson & onit)

. (left blank)

.AThe computer spell check was ok with
he dictionary. Therefore, it would be
hat .

T OO~ WDNPRE

[
0
. Do you have any validity concerns with question #27?

Responses
1. finoo

2. finone

3. finod

4. (left blank)
5, inoo

. Is question #3 clear and concise?

Responses

1. fiyed

2. fiye

3. fiyed

4. (left blank)

5, isee i n-seplacaitimentl 06about 6 with Aregardin

. Do you have any validity concerns with question #3?

Responses
1. Anoo

2. finone

3. finoo

4. (left blank)
5. Ainoo

. Is question #4 clear and concise?



Responses

fiyed

flyeso
(left blank)

.Ayeso
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1
2.ido you nereglarbas® def i ne 0
3.
4
5

Do you have any validity concerns with question #47?

R

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

esponses
finod

Afdo you neregllarbas®def i ne 0

finoo
(left blank)

~

inoo

10.1s question #5 clear and concise?

R

1.
2.
3.
4. (left blank)
5.

esponses
flye

flye

Ayeso

fiby fdreitregonido you mean planning and o

11.Do you have any validity concerns with question #5?

12.

Responses

1.
2.
3.
4. (left blank)
5.

finod

finod

finoo

fby fideterminingo do youo mean planning

Is guestion #6 clear and concise?

Responses

1
2
3

4. (left blank)
5.

. fiyed
. fiyed
. fiyed

~

nsee

i n-setvardedweestiorot to redidccasionally, in an emergency,

r



13.

14.

Principal Leadershifd 28

Il will teach a class for
Do you have any validity concerns with gties #6?

Responses
1. finod

2. finoned

3. finod

4. (left blank)
5, ino o

Is question #7 clear and concise?

Responses
1. fiyed

2. fiye

3. fiyesd

4. (left blank)
5. Aiyeso

15.Do you have any validity concerns with question #7?

Responses

1. Anoo

2. finone&

3. finoo

4. fi? value of opinioa
5.Ainoo

16.1s question #8 clear and concise?

Responses
1. fiyed

2. fiyed

3. fiyed

4. (left blank)
5. Aiyeso

17.Do you have any validity concerns with question #8?

Responses

an

absent

t eac
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finoo
finoned
finoo

. (left blank)

~

inoo

arwdE

18.Is question #9 clear and concise?
Responses
1. fiyed
2. fiyed
3. fiyed
4. f@? value of opinioa
5. Ayeso

19.Do you have any validity concerns with question #9?

Responses
1. Anoo

2. finone&®

3. finoo

4. (left blank)
5,.Ainoo

Respondr #5 also wrote this:

ANot e: I wondered if you would want to in
(could be #10) | consult with my teachers on a regular basis in order to obtain their
viewpoint regarding the content taught, and instructistrategies implemented, in our
school . 0 AThis may address #06s 2 & 3 in vy
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Missing Value
Handling

Syntax

Resources

N of Rows in Working
Data File

Matrix Input
Definition of Missing

Cases Used

Elapsed Time
Memory Available

Largest Contiguous Area

Workspace Required

Appendix E
Reliability
Notes

Output Created 03-JUL-2007 22:19:26
Comments
Input Active Dataset DataSet2

Filter <none>

Weight <none>

Split File <none>

15

User-defined missing values are
treated as missing.

Statistics are based on all cases with
valid data for all variables in the
procedure.

RELIABILITY
/VARIABLES=qg1 92 93 q4 95 q6 q7
g8 q9 q10
ISCALE("Cronbach's Alpha
Reliability Test")
ALL/MODEL=ALPHA
ISTATISTICS=DESCRIPTIVE
SCALE CORR
/SUMMARY=VARIANCE CORR .

0:00:00.00
786944 bytes
786944 bytes
1568 bytes

[DataSet2]

Scale: Cronbach's Alpha Reliability Test

Case Processing Summary

%

N
Cases Valid 15
Excluded( 0
a)
Total 15

100.0
.0
100.0

a Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics
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Cronbach's
Alpha Based
on
Cronbach's Standardized
Alpha Iltems N of Items
.735 732 10
Item Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation N
ql 2.8667 .91548 15
q2 4.3333 48795 15
a3 3.6000 .98561 15
q4 3.8667 .91548 15
as 4.3333 72375 15
a6 3.2667 .88372 15
q7 4.0000 .37796 15
a8 4.0667 .70373 15
a9 4.0000 75593 15
q10 3.8000 1.01419 15
Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix
gl g2 g3 g4 g5 g6 q7 g8 q9 q10
ql 1.000 .906 .649 -.023 -.144 .753 -.206 .237 .000 .739
q2 .906 1.000 .743 .107 -.135 .607 .000 .139 .194 722
a3 .649 743 1.000 -.063 .200 377 192 .247 .288 .843
a4 -.023 .107 -.063 1.000 -.359 -.483 .206 -.096 413 -.185
as -.144 -.135 .200 -.359 1.000 .074 .000 .374 .261 .389
a6 .753 .607 377 -.483 .074 1.000 -.428 .199 -.428 .542
q7 -.206 .000 192 .206 .000 -.428 1.000 .269 .500 .000
a8 .237 .139 .247 -.096 374 .199 .269 1.000 .537 .320
q9 .000 .194 .288 413 .261 -.428 .500 .537 1.000 .186
ql0 .739 722 .843 -.185 .389 .542 .000 .320 .186 1.000
Summary ltem Statistics
Maximum /
Mean Minimum | Maximum Range Minimum Variance | N of ltems
Item Variances .643 .143 1.029 .886 7.200 .090 10
Inter-ltem Correlations .215 -.483 .906 1.389 -1.877 122 10
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Reliability
[DataSet?]
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
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Cronbach's Alpha Part 1 Value
N of Items

Part 2 Value
N of Items

Total N of Items
Correlation Between Forms

Spearman-Brown Equal Length
Coefficient Unequal Length
Guttman Split-Half Coefficient

485

.513

775

.873
.873

.873

5(a)

5(b)
10

a Theitems are: g1, 92, 93, g4, g5.
b The items are: g6, q7, g8, q9, q10.

Iltem Statistics

Mean Std. Deviation N
ql 2.8667 .91548 15
q2 4.3333 48795 15
q3 3.6000 .98561 15
q4 3.8667 .91548 15
gs 4.3333 .72375 15
a6 3.2667 .88372 15
q7 4.0000 .37796 15
a8 4.0667 .70373 15
q9 4.0000 .75593 15
ql0 3.8000 1.01419 15
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Inter-ltem Correlation Matrix

ql g2 q3 g4 q5 q6 q7 q8 q9 ql0
ql 1.000 .906 .649 -.023 -.144 .753 -.206 .237 .000 .739
q2 .906 1.000 743 .107 -.135 .607 .000 .139 .194 722
a3 .649 743 1.000 -.063 .200 .377 192 247 .288 .843
a4 -.023 .107 -.063 1.000 -.359 -.483 .206 -.096 413 -.185
as -.144 -.135 .200 -.359 1.000 .074 .000 .374 .261 .389
a6 753 .607 377 -.483 .074 1.000 -.428 .199 -.428 542
q7 -.206 .000 192 .206 .000 -.428 1.000 .269 .500 .000
a8 .237 139 247 -.096 .374 .199 .269 1.000 537 .320
a9 .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
Maximu Maximum N of
Mean Minimum m Range | / Minimum | Variance Items
Iltem Part1 682 238 971 733 4.080 .089 5(a)
Variances Part 2 604 143 1.029 886 7.200 .109 5(b)
Both 643 .143 1.029 .886 7.200 .090 10
Parts
Inter-Item Part1 .188 -.359 .906 1.265 -2.522 175 5(a)
Correlations  part 2 170 -.428 542 970 -1.267 122 5(b)
Eg::‘s 215 -.483 .906 1.389 -1.877 122 10
a Theitems are: g1, g2, 3, g4, g5.
b Theitems are: g6, q7, g8, q9, q10.
Scale Statistics
Mean Variance Std. Deviation | N of ltems
Part1 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 Theitems are: g1, g2, 3, g4, g5.
b The items are: g6, q7, g8, q9, q10.
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Appendix G

Question 1, Part 2, ILPS Responses

School Number Short AnswersQuestion #1

1 monitoring teachers' instruction
3 Instructional Leadership
5 Spending time and helping students
7 observing classes and interacting with students, faculty and st
10 maintaining our environment for learning
11 (left blank)
13 Walking through the school & personal contacts
15 School environment
Insure mission statement is followedll for those elements are
16 an integral part of our school
18 Maintain school climate
19 talking to students or parents
21 Dealing with parents ahstudent problems
26 Public Relations
ensuring we have an environment conducive to teaching and
27 student learning
28 solve problems
| carname one activity. Therare too many & too varied. All
33 are important.
34 monitor/supervise teacher instiction & student performance
To be visible and available. To be available for the many non
35 predictable things that come up during the day
37 Being the instructional leader
Putting out firesdealing with parents and studentshavior
38 problems
40 support teachers, provide leadership
42 (blank)
49 observing classroom activities
52 (blank)
53 Peacekeeping
54 support for staff & students
make sure all teachers are in their proper rooms and students
55 accounted for
56 Instructional Leadertsp
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
72
76
77
87
89

90
92

93
95
98
100
101
105
106
107
108

keeping everything together

Instructional Leadership

(blank)

Supervision and Support

Interacting with the students and visitors classrooms
maintaining order

Evaluating teachers and offering suggestions for the professio
development. Unfortunately public reian concerns prohibit
more time in classroom especially considering the paperwork,
electronic communication that must be completed

Maintain law and order

Make decsions based on teacher request$he most important
task is hiring the right peopler my school

supervision of staff and pupils and communication

Being visible in the halls

involved

enabling teachero do their job

monitoring the instruction in the classroom

communicate

Instructional Leadership

decision making
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Appendix H

Algebra 1 School Effect Data
School Number 3 year observedcore 3 year predicted score School Effect Scort

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 5305 -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 13
55 546.6 5328 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




Biology School Effect Data

Appendix |
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School Numbet 3 year observed scor 3 year predicted score School Effect Scor

3
13
15
18
19
21
26
27
28
33
34
35
37
38
40
42
52
54
55
59
61
63
67
69
71
89
90
93
95
98

100
101
105
106
107
108

546.5
535.9
535.3
533.5
527.7
537.1
528.4
528.7
527.5
526.8
546.4
553.9
504.2

565
560.6
534.3
531.1
540.2
534.7

537
544.3
533.1
540.7
560.2
532.2
530.4
548.8
520.4

526

537
556.1
543.5
542.1
560.2
549.4
548.7

541.9
5383

523
543.6
537.8
535.7
538.4
531.6
530.4
533.4
542.3
544.6
523.4
541.2
544.8
543.2
533.4
536.9
535.2
541.4

552
534.9
546.2
553.2
548.3
541.8
554.5
524.2

541

533
545.8
535.5
539.2
548.2
536.5
546.4

4.6
-2.4
12.3
-10.1
-10.1
1.4
-10
-2.9
-2.9
-6.6
4.1
9.3
-19.2
23.8
15.8
-8.9
2.3
3.3
-0.5
4.4
=17
-1.8
-5.5
a
-16.1
-11.4
-5.7
-3.8
-15

10.3

29
12
12.9
2.3
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Appendix J
English School Effect Dat
School Number 3 year observed 3 year predicted
score 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 15
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




Average School Effect Score

Appendix K
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School Effect

School Effect

School Effect

School Effect

School Number Score Algebra 1 Score Biology  Score English 2 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 14 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 15 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 -114 -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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AppendixL
Curriculum Vitae

John Cristopher Bartlett
130 Hillvale Lane, Loudon, Tennessee, 37774
865771-1197

BartlettJ@loudoncounty.org

Education

Liberty University, Lynchburg, VA

Ed. D. in Educational Administration 2008
Di ssertati on: piPPactices: @ CaraldtionlSeidy ©eSpexitici
Instructional Leadership Practices And Student Achievement On The Tennesse
Gat eway Testso

Tennessee Technological University, Cookeville, TN
Ed.S.in Instructional Leadership 2004
Summa Cum Laude

Tenressee Technological University, Cookeville, TN

M.A. in Instructional Leadership 2003
Summa Cum Laude

Tennessee Temple University, Chattanooga, TN 1996
B.S. in History

Summa Cum Laude

Educational Experience
Loudon High School, Loudon, TN

Principal 2004 -Present
Bledsoe County High School 199 6-2004
Teacher/Coach

Taught history, social studies and coached baseball and football

Related Experience
United States Marine Corps Reserves
Staff Sergeant 1990 - 2001

Publications and papers



AA Christian Philosophy of Educati

Christian Perspectives in Education,Fall 2007, vol. 1, issue 1.

oBrain Based Education in the
Paper presented at the Powerful Teaching Symposium,

Roane State Community College, Sept. 2007

Memberships

National Association of Secondary School Principals
Tennessee Association of Secondary SchobPrincipals

Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development
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