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Abstract

As states move to include assessment data to bdrupeincipal evaluations, there is a
debate as to whether the principal has an effestustent achievement. Research on the
principal in the past started as qualitative stsidied moved to quantitative studies to identify
specific behaviors in a principal that led to geeatudent achievement. Modifications and
refinements to the research have been performede\ver, mixed results have allowed the

debate to continue.

The purpose of this study was to investigate tfecedf principal instructional
management characteristics on the growth of loviE8 Students. Utilizing the Principal
Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) (iHg#r, 1983), 128 teachers in a single
school district rated the principals of their bunlgl Results of the principals in these nine

schools on the PIMRS were used as predictor vasdiolr the normed growth of the lower

socioeconomic status (SES) students on the A@ngedictive assessments.
The findings of this research was that only oneattaristic of the principal had an
effect on the growth of the lower SES students. difeacteristic of protecting instructional

time showed a -0.177 coefficient meaning that psrecipal protected instructional time with

more frequency, growth of academic scores in ISES students decreased.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Statement of the Problem

Since the beginning of modern K-12 education in Aoz the principal has been
a key member of the school community. Beginninthas'principal” teacher in the
school, this person was in charge of hiring andagament of staff, management of the

budgets, and the management of the students. Tefrthe principal became

formalized near the turn of thetiZ‘O:entury as principals started professional
organizations. From that movement, the principadle in the building remained fairly
stable for nearly seventy years. The role of thecgral began to change in the
mid-1970s and became very public in the mid-1980igh the release of “A Nation at
Risk” (1983), school principals were no longer adased “good” just because there
were few management problems in the school. Prteiwere also expected to be
instructional leaders and produce effective schddiss role strengthened under Goals
2000 (1994) in the Clinton administration, and nresently, became high stakes under
the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2002. Withese three actions of the federal
government, schools were expected to run smootidyatso to perform academically to
imposed accountability standards.

The issue with the principal was that the role rherbfrom just being a building
manager to an instructional leader while still Hangdall the managerial duties within the
building. Principals, in many cases, were held oasfble for the success or lack of

success of a building as defined by the assessmimets within the states. This led to a
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daunting and almost nearly impossible task givengtndelines set forth by NCLB
(2002) to have 100% of the students proficientrendtate tests by 2014. Not only did a
school have to achieve academically overall, iv &lad to have each subgroup within
that school perform at the same minimum level tselwhat was deemed the
“achievement gap” or the difference in the peradrgtudents performing at proficient,
between all subgroups.

Historically, one subgroup of students that tygicperformed lower than other
students were the free and reduced lunch statdsrgsior those students from lower
socioeconomic status (SES) (Coleman, et al., 19881, 2005; Caldas & Bankston,
1997). These students underperformed for many nsascluding lack of support at
home, lack of academically enriching experiencdside of school, lack of basic
necessities not being met, or limited parental agpee with higher education (Sirin,
2005; Barton, 2003; Okpala, et al., 2001). It isthat these students cannot learn but
instead that they typically come to school acadahyidehind their higher SES peers
due to one or several of the reasons already listetlis case, it is up to the teachers and
the principals to try to close the achievement gap.

Study of the linkage between student achievementlam principal began in the
late 1970s and early 1980s. These studies usetagiwval methods in order to find out
what were some common things about principals eecessful schools (Edmonds, 1979;
Bossert et al, 1982; Bridges, 1982). One of thedlavith these studies was that there
was little agreement as to what comprised a sutdesshool (Biester, et al, 1984).
Critics of this work claimed that principals wetesf too far removed from the students to

really affect achievement (Murphy, 1988). Quatitrastudies built on the work of this



gualitative research to attempt to find a linkagéaeen specific characteristics of a
principal and the achievement of students (Glasrh@84; Cuban, 1984). Again, the
results were inconclusive, and so the debate aklbether the principal affected student
achievement continued.
1.2 Overview of the Study

This research will contribute to the study of stutdechievement and the
principalship. It will investigate the relationshygtween the instructional management
characteristics of principals and the academic traf/lower socioeconomic status
students as defined by free and reduced lunchsstist@addition, this dissertation will aid
districts in identifying specific qualities for Imig principals in school buildings with a
higher rate of lower socioeconomic status stude&pscifically, this study will look at

the relationship between teachers’ ratings of theincipals on the Principal Instructional

Management Rating Scale (PIMRS), as developed Hingler (1983), and the Acui@/
assessment scale score normed growth of studeifitseoar reduced lunch status within
a suburban Kansas City, Missouri school distriging data from 2009-2010, a
regression analysis was conducted to find if tlaeeeinstructional management
characteristics in school principals that effecivgh in students of lower socioeconomic
status.

The design of this study included the frameworkosgtby Leithwood and
Maschall (2008) where a survey was given to teacaed the results were used
compared to student achievement. A survey was dgivarsample of teachers in all of
the elementary schools within the district of stubllyis survey, developed by Hallinger

(1983), is known as the Principal Instructional Mgement Rating Scale (PIMRS).
[ii]



These teachers were asked to rate their prinograten different categories of
instructional management by the use of five difiéiguestions for each category. The
results were then aggregated to give an averaggagtscore for each principal.

These scores were used as a predictor in a muteglession analysis for the
outcome of normed growth for the lower SES studetittsin the principal’s building.
The normed growth was used to replace the achiaviesgeres that previous studies
used (Glasman, 1984; Heck, et al. 1991; Leithwd884). The purpose of using growth
scores instead of achievement scores was due todtoeically lower scores by lower
SES students (Coleman, et al., 1966; NAEP, 2011g.use of growth scores helps to
show the effect of the principal and other varialia students’ achievement rather than
the background from which the students come. Tathod was designed to show that a
principal can have an affect on the students tHr@aggions such as influencing the
culture of a school, hiring of teachers, and mamtgpof academic goals even though the
principal was not in a classroom teaching studérite.model controlled for variables
such as for student background, principal factamsl, building demographics.
1.3 Limitations of the Study

There are four main limitations to this study retjag the effects of the
characteristics of principals on the academic gnosftiower SES students. These will be
discussed in further detail in chapter four. Thstfivas the use of only one district.
Results and conclusions from this study may najéreeralized to all districts. While the
use of one district does help to account for déffiees in the needs, culture, and
resources between districts, a larger number aidstirom a variety of districts would

help to increase the reliability of the study.



The second limitation was a lack of the randomiaesignment of students whose
test scores were used and teachers that rategthedipals. The scores came from the
lower SES students that lived in the area of tieskc The teachers were not taken from
a pool of teachers and then randomly assignecetedhools. The lack of randomization
limits the true experimental design; therefore, sahthe students and teachers may
have more experience with the principal than others

The third limitation was the PIMRS tool. The toahsvdesigned to find levels of
principal instructional management characterisdiog track them over time. The tool
was not designed to make a value judgment. AccgridirHallinger (2008), the
characteristics measured in the instrument domplyi that more of a trait is better. The
ratings must be looked at as a treatment for acpdat school. Therefore, a higher rating
for a principal on a particular characteristic'squency may mean it was the correct
amount for that school to function more efficiently

The fourth limitation was that it was not done oseveral years in order to make
general conclusions about principal characterisiibss study was completed using a
single year of achievement data and perceptiongtdbe principal. There may have
been confounding factors in each school or in tlemts surrounding the school year that
could have influenced the data. A longitudinal gtatithe results of both the principals’
characteristic scores and the student growth seaoatd help to make generalizations
about the regression results for other schoolsléVhulti-year results could be difficult
due to an unmatched cohort of principals, teaclaers students, longitudinal results

would help to mitigate any outliers in the data.
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1.4 Significance of the Study

The literature on leadership focuses on theoriesdituational leadership
(Blanchard, et al, 1985), contingency theory (Feldnl976), transformational
leadership (Tichy & Ulrich, 1984), servant lead@psiGreenleaf, 1977), transactional
leadership (Burns, 1978) and others, but theseidsenever directly address the whole
matter of the effectiveness of any particular styRecent scholarship on the various
frames of leadership (Bolman & Deal, 2011) andl#inge literature on instructional
leadership also do not focus on specific effeciegsmmeasures. With the growing
significance of student academic performance hygitdid by NCLB (2002) and other
state and federal demands, this research is signifbecause it focuses on the impact of
the principal on the effectiveness of studentsnaasured by a performance growth
model.

There is a debate as to whether the principal msafive the achievement of
students in the classroom. One side would saythlea¢ is little evidence to suggest that
the principal matters in the academic achievemetiteostudents (Murphy, 1988;
Bridges, 1982). These researchers would say dltlegurincipal is too far removed from
the classroom or that the research done on thigematot conclusive because of the
different approaches to studying the subject. Tthercside argues that the principal has
an impact on the academic achievement of his ostoelents (Heck, 2000; Marks &
Printy, 2003). These researchers would say that isea measureable affect even though
it may be an indirect influence. This study attesrtptresolve these issues by using a tool
to identify principal behaviors and analyze thdieets on academic growth.

Furthermore, while research has previously examihedink between the



principal and the school's achievement as a whitlke, has been done to investigate
individual subgroups within the school. This resbagxamines one subgroup within the
school. This subgroup is the lower socioecononatust(SES) students as defined by the
No Child Left Behind Act (2002) for free and redddanch. According to this act, it is
expected for all subgroups to perform at a mininproficiency level. This research will
look at the behaviors of the principal that wilcenrage greater academic growth in
these students because of a history of achievedisgrdrity between lower SES students
and higher SES students (NAEP, 2011).

Finally, while achievement levels have shown algetween lower and higher
SES students (NAEP, 2011), this research is sa@arifibecause it uses a normed growth
to measure effectiveness rather than just an agiment level. While students may come
to school at different academic achievement lexetapre fair evaluation of what the
school’s effect on the student is a growth meastre.normed growth takes into account
that students at an initial lower achievement levelve more room to growth than those
at a higher one.
1.5 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study is to add to the discusen the connection between
the principal and student achievement. The stuiiged the a subset of the entire
student population and used a growth measure rtarrachievement levels on only one
assessment. This study explored if leadership migtaifected student achievement in
lower SES students, but also which characterisfiesprincipal had the greatest impact
on the academic growth of these students. Thergfusestudy set out to answer two

guestions. The questions were:
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1. Do a principal’s instructional characteristicvy@éan effect on the academic
growth of lower SES students?

2.  What specific instructional characteristics giracipal have an impact on
academic growth?

What follows examines previous literature, methodg| results, and conclusions
related to the principal and student achievememaptzr 2 reviews the prior literature
starting with the history of the principal and daning on to discuss the prior research
regarding the link between the principal and sti@ehievement. Following the review
of the previous research, there is a review ottligues of the research of principals’
effect on student achievement and the argumentidéaconnection between the two.
There is also a review of the literature on thensmtion between the principal and
school culture and between school culture and stualshievement. Finally, chapter 2
reviews the literature about why students of Io®ES typically perform lower on
standardized achievement tests.

This review sets the stage for the methodologyi@eat chapter 3 to describe the
data and methods used to analyze the data. Chagescribes the results from the
research to answer the two research questionshguidée study. Finally chapter 5

discusses the conclusions and contributions tditdrature.



2.0 Review of Literature

There has been a debate among researchers asthedrenot principals affect
the achievement of students in schools. One samslprincipals are too far removed
from the classroom to make a direct contributiont{irs, Bosker, & Kruger, 2003)
while others, like Hallinger (2008), Heck (2000githwood (2006), argue that
leadership definitely matters and has an effedtadent achievement. This review of the
literature will cover why people began studying giicipal and the previous studies
that attempted to link the characteristics of thagypal with student achievement. This
literature review will also show that while someynsay there is no direct connection
with the principal and student achievement, ther@ ¢onnection between the principal
and school culture and that school culture hasmpact on student achievement.

This review of the literature will also show thaete is a gap in the study of the
principal and student achievement. For the mogt |zage studies have only been done
when taking into account the entire student bodiys Teview will highlight the need for
this study to focus on the subgroup of lower samoemic status students as defined by
the No Child Left Behind Act of 2002 with the statof free or reduced lunch. It will also
show that the principal is connected to studenteaeiment through the influence on
school culture.

2.1 History of the Principal

In order to understand the effectiveness of thecgsal and his or her relationship

to student achievement, it is important to revibes ¢volution and goals of the position.

While teachers are directly linked to the achievetod students, the principal does not
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have the same sustained and direct contact witlests in the classroom. Nevertheless,
the importance of the principal for student suceesgdely accepted. As Kafka (2009)
argues, “A growing body of literature suggests thate is a discernible relationship
between school leaders’ actions and student aainiewe (p. 318). This brief history will
examine how the principalship originated and why itot a foregone conclusion that the
principal affects student achievement.

Historians have not typically examined the ris¢haf position of principalship
due to a focus on the political or institutionadtiory of schools (Kafka, 2009). For this
reason, either the principal was not considergahasof district level leadership or not in

the classroom dealing with the direct educatiothefstudents. Therefore, in some

senses, it is only in the last three decades oZ(iﬂbcentury that the principal began
showing up in the literature to study principaleetiveness and student achievement. As
Rousmaniere (2007) asserts, it was as if the mahciid not exist. There is some
research that would suggest that the positionefptincipal informally rose to its current
position in the school due to the nature of a keadher developing into a manager and
then evolving into an instructional leader (Bro@005; Cuban, 1988; Rousmaniere,

2007).

In the last half of the 1B century schools in cities began growing beyondotine
or two teacher model and these larger schools @gyesed to the need for clerical type
work in order to run the day-to-day operation @ fithool buildings. The schools
identified a “principal teacher” in order to maimtahe school building and that person

was almost always a male teacher (Kafka, 2009k #acher eventually lost teaching



responsibilities to focus full time on being a blirlg administrator. By the end of the 19

th century, in most of the major cities, the role wesditutionalized in that no one
guestioned the need for or the role of the prirlaipth official duties and power in the
school community. Some superintendents even welfalr @s calling the principal the
chief reason for a school’s individual successr(ie1935).

One of the official roles of the principal includbding an effective building

manager, but their duties extended beyond this loleas at the turn of the chentury
that principals were even relieved of some of thiarical duties in order to spend more
time in the classrooms observing teachers and ghiraysupport for teachers who were
either new or lacked proficiency in one area ortla@io(Pierce, 1935). By the late 1800s,
the principalship looked very similar to the pasitiand responsibilities that people
associate with the principalship today. With tharges that have occurred in society,
both nationally and internationally, the basic gnaan of schooling, including structure
and leadership, has, “remained remarkably stalde e decades” (Tyack and Cuban,
1995, p. 85).

Principals moved to legitimize their roles by fongiprofessional associations.
For example, in 1916, they formed the National Asstton for Secondary School
Principals (NASSP) and in 1921 the National Assimmefor Elementary School
Principals (NAESP). Both organizations came unbderumbrella of the National
Education Association (NEA) which helped give thkerof principals a formally
recognized power and position (Principal, 1996)thitiis legitimized power, principals

could operate as professionals within the largeeducracy of large school systems. So

[il]



it developed that school systems became, “largeduaracies without strict bureaucratic
controls” due to having a professional principaining the schools (Rowan, 1990, p.
355). Through this professional position, pridgpcould loosen the association with
the district in order to get the changes and progrthey desired for their school. This
enabled the principal to have an extraordinary arthotiautonomy because the principal
was legitimate enough to be considered a profeakioom both the teachers and leaders
of the district. According to Kafka (2009), “Thetiran that principals were independent
was essential (p. 321).” As the bureaucracies lmdaicsystems increased, so did the
autonomy of the principals where the principals lesd connection with the district
office and more control over their respective sd¢6.00

Today the principal role has become more politicah ever before (Knapp, et
al., 2003). Growing in importance since widespreaighpulsory education legislation in
the early part of the twentieth century, studergsesforced to be in the classrooms, and
schools replaced churches as the major sourcedmlzation and Americanization of
immigrants (Kafka, 2009). Principals had to do miara building besides being a good
manager to define their success. As summarizeteinstitute for Educational
Leadership (2000):

Being an effective building manager used to be gameligh. For the past

century, principals mostly were expected to compith district-level

edicts, address personnel issues, order supphémde program budgets,

keep hallways and playgrounds safe, put out finas threatened tranquil

public relations, and make sure that busing andl rseavices were

operating smoothly. And principals still need to albthose things. But



now they must do more (p. 2).

A major change in the perception of the princigatted in the 1980s with the
release of “A Nation At Risk” (1983). This reporgaed that American schools were
failing to prepare students to become competitive global workforce. The reason “A
Nation At Risk” said this was happening was dufatlures in teaching and learning.
The principal was part of the solution to make sheeteachers were competent in the
academic disciplines. Most recently, the role ef phincipal has been influenced by the
NCLB Act (2002) which is the guiding student acl@ment and accountability
legislation in the United States, at least untl2@Jennings & Rentner, 2006). This act
forced schools to examine achievement for all sitgjevhether aggregated for a school
district or as members of subgroups within theridisand schools. For those schools that
did not make adequate yearly progress towardsdhkaj 100% proficiency in math and
language arts by 2014, sanctions including chandnegrincipal have been and can still
be enacted (NCLB, 2002). Driven by research onalogfbectiveness (Hallinger &

Heck, 1996; Stoll & Fink, 1996) principals had tecbme the “principal instructional
leader” in schools, especially under NCLB (20028 ¢tlm highly publicized consequences
for schools that are not performing. Some resesugigests that 25% of the variability in
student achievement is influenced by the princjdafka, 2009).

Thus principals, while starting as teachers, haxstved over time into leaders
with variable roles. First they were essentiallgleeted in the literature in terms of
effectiveness and achievement because there wWaghibught to the connection with
students. Over time, however, the role of the pp@mldoecame more managerial and

professional. With this review of the past, it isar that the principalship has evolved.
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Now more than ever before the principalship is seekey for the success of a school

and that the role is important for student suc¢esghwood, 2008).

2.2 Previous Research on the Principal and Studehievement

Narrowing the focus from the study of the princifmathe connection between the
principal and student achievement, this sectiohfadlus on the past research done in an
attempt to determine the effect of the principahischool building on the achievement of
the students. Also key characteristics of the [pelaegarding student success are
examined.

The factors influencing student achievement haws liebated and researched
with greater sophistication over the last fortyrge&arly attempts to find out how
students achieve at higher levels began with daskes. These studies looked at the
school as a whole and did little to delineate vdecific factors could be translated into
success for the individual student (Weber, 1971y Nerk State, 1974). Venezky and
Winfield (1979) started looking at principal an@d¢eers’ expectations as part of the
factors that influence student achievement but laotivat students could perform
beyond expectations. In the late 1970s, researeltiermpted to define the potential link
between the principalship and the achievementuafestts. These studies spawned from
the research done in the business sector to attenfipt leaderships’ role in profitability
(Bass, 1963; Bowers and Seashore, 1966). Thisalgtevolved into how the principal
of a school could increase student achievementioEaqon into leadership effects on
student achievement showed mixed results becaadmasis for leadership in the

business sector assumed the principal has a cammégttest scores just as earlier



researchers connected leadership styles to pratitith a company. Research in the late
1970s began mostly with qualitative studies ofiagipal and his/her role in being the
instructional leader of the school (Edmonds, 1®Bt8sert et al., 1982). These and other
contemporary studies looked at the role of thegyed and the style that the principal
exhibited. They found that there might be a conoaatith certain characteristics of the
principal and student achievement and that streaddrship, according to their different
definitions, made a difference.

The early case studies evolved into more in depéiitative and ethnographic
studies focusing on specifics of principal effeetiess (Donmoyer, 1985; Dwyer, Lee,
Rowan, and Bossert, 1983). These researchers sdavahlower performing schools
that made large gains over a relatively short armofiime and looked at the
instructional leadership style of the principaleifffindings showed that principals who
were strong instructional leaders and focused dkingdeachers have clear objectives
with high expectations usually showed the largestigin student achievement. The
main role of the principal, according to these gsidwas to function as a buffer in that
he or she would set the boundaries for teachinglakeep everything else away from
the teachers in order to enable them to do theikvihile these studies showed a mixed
relationship for student achievement, with somerpg a very strong relationship and
others showing little or no relationship, the shorming was that the focus was only on
the principal as the locus of leadership in a bagdvith disregard for the complexity of
the role of the principal as a manager, collaboraith teachers, and a partner with
parents (Bossert et al., 1982; Bridges, 1982).

These studies were followed by more quantitativegies that limited the

[il]



concerns about bias and replicability in the eadtadies. Thus began the attempts at
guantitatively measuring leadership and its infeeon student achievement. One
problem that researchers faced was creating a mezde definition of effective
leadership and comparing the results to measureabis in student achievement
(Biester, et al, 1984; Glasman, 1984). Cuban (1882 this type of comparison but
admitted that the results were limited and showt#ld br unreliable connection due to a
key shortcoming of almost all the previous studfdsof the prior research only used
one year of data to complete their correlationsmt@rpret their findings; therefore,
findings could not be generalized due to the spexdture of the data to the study.

This early research, however, did provide a cbation to the research
community in identifying the importance of principaHowever, the conceptualization
of the principal evolved since researchers begadystg the role and better measures
came out of these studies (Hallinger, 1992). Letthey Seashore Louis, Anderson, and
Wabhlstrom (2004) pointed out the shortcomings efgtevious research focused on the
style of the leader but not the components or m@cthey advocated that it is the
practice of the principal that makes him or hercessful. With the identification of this
inadequacy, a few researchers began to identifs\befs of principals to measure the
connection to success (Hallinger, 1983; Hallingevi&rphy, 1985).

The behaviors these researchers started to dedfgentio get at the complexity of
the life of the principal (Hallinger & Murphy, 19868/Nhile a principal was a manager of
the building, he or she also helped to set acaddirection, hire staff, and serve as an
instructional leader. Therefore, some of the cbatrons a principal made to the

achievement of students were indirect (Heck, 1998jne of these contributions to



improve student achievement were framing goalshiferschool, setting the goals, and
sustaining the goals (Heck, et al, 1990). Heckseagech (1993) went on to show that
more flexibility and collaborative decision-makingth the principal resulted in higher
student achievement. While these behaviors didimettly impact instruction to the
students, the principal had a profound influencer @utcomes for all students.
Research on the principal, however, was not thenbaw of the focus on
leadership. In the business world, as in the féldducation, researchers have been
debating and explaining the benefits of focus @nléader of an organization. In a recent
Google search of the archives of news articlesraselarch on April 24, 2010, the
following graphs were produced to show the ovenalleasing interest in the topic since

1880.
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A simple search of articles on “leadership” (Fig@r#&) produced 4,010,000
results over the last 120 years. The highest resole year's time was 589,000 in 2006

(news.google.com/archivesearch, 2010). When thelseeas narrowed to the principal
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and student achievement (Figure 2.2), results aeda significant number of articles
appeared since 1980 (38,100 articles) with thedsgiear in 2000 (1,070 articles)
(news.google.com/archivesearch, 2010). This saarElgure 2.2 was narrowed to 1980
because only a small amount of research was dooetpithat. What these two graphs
show is the ever increasing research in the lehgeover the last 100 years and the
spike in research for the principal and studenies&ment beginning around 1980 and
peaking in 2000. The decline after 2000 may betduke research and enactment of
NCLB in 2002.
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In summary, the early attempts at making a conoedietween the principal and
student achievement began as an extension of cbs@athe private sector where the
leader could be connected to profitability. Whenaational researchers looked at this

issue, they used qualitative methods because @mEyndit operationalized school



leadership or exact quantitative measures by wioi@dvaluate student achievement. As
guantitative researchers tackled this issue iretlrtly 1980s, they started to identify
characteristics of leadership and measures of stubdievement or success. As Figures
2.1 and 2.2 show, research examining the prinapdlstudent achievement has grown
significantly over time and especially in the Ittty years.
2.3 Critiques of Leadership and Student AchieverResearch

While the sophistication and complexity of the stofthe connection between
the principal and student achievement has increagexdthe last almost half century,
there has always been a critique of this researdhta findings. A review of all this
historical literature led to some mixed findinggagding the link to student achievement.
While looking at the leadership as a whole, sorsearchers have been skeptical about
the direct influence the principal has on the adgtmeent of students. A direct link
between the school building-level leadership andestt achievement on a large scale
has remained elusive (Witziers et al, 2003). Whtht in mind, methodologies have
looked to understand the levels of interaction iafildence by the school’'s leadership on
student achievement (Hallinger & Heck, 1996). Tagsto confusion in the research
because leadership became a nebulous idea. Prigyithese was no agreement on the
concept of educational leadership (Pounder, Ogéwejams, 1995), leading to
inconsistencies in the research.

Through a review of the literature of the lat&Q9 and early 1980’s on school

leadership (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982), the efifee principal came to the
forefront as an instructional or educational leasleo affects school climate and student

achievement. In Leithwood and Montgomery’s (198®)raisal of research, a study of
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effects on student achievement cannot be done witboking specifically at the

principal of a building. With the reported mixedudts in student achievement from
Leithwood and Montgomery’s review (1982), it waegsh schools with an effective
administrator that showed success in student aghent. However, these findings were
juxtaposed to other researchers and their anabfgbe research. Murphy (1988), for
example, critically analyzed many of the same nigtand came up with different
results. Murphy claimed that the research faileshtow that the principal even mattered
when it came to student achievement. His contentias that the principal of a building
was so far removed from the classroom that hiseos &fforts could not be made to show
an effective connection.

Other critics of the research on the connectiowéen the school’s leadership
and student achievement have taken a variety abappes in their studies and,
therefore, achieved mixed results when the studezs replicated (Bridges, 1982). In
more recent times, many are not denying that tisemeconnection between the principal
and student achievement, but they wonder how mndhawhat extent the connection
occurs. Leithwood and Jantzi (2000) argued thaeffexts of the principal are difficult
to measure because the effects are largely indResults also change from study to
study even when the results show a positive coiorecthe problem is that the size and
effect of the leadership results are not consisterass the research (Hallinger & Heck,
1996; Hallinger & Leithwood, 1994).

What are some of the reasons for these mixed s&sBhrt of the confusion could
be the lack of rigor in the studies or the abseriammmon methodologies (Heck &

Hallinger, 2005). Another explanation for the diyemnce is the incorrect application of



the theoretical models of studying the principal atudent achievement; however, even
where the correct models were used, there werécafiphs of wrong analytics to study
the issue which yielded uneven results (Hallingddéck, 1996). Also, Hallinger and
Heck (1996) cited problems with overly simplisttatsstical analyses, faulty
guestionnaires, and differing definitions of admetrator effectiveness. Another
explanation in the differences in results was d@uthé cultural context of the leadership
because different schools had different situateon;, therefore, different leadership
needs (Heck, et al, 1991). One of the limitatiohthe prior studies was that there was
limited academic achievement evidence especiatliof@ income or minority students
(Snipes, Doolittle, and Herlihy, 2002). This confusfor how to study, what to study,
and how to analyze the effects of the principastent achievement can inhibit future
study on the topic because of the variance oféeearch methods (Heck and Hallinger,
2005). Witzier, et al (2003) gave probably the lseshmation of the critique of the
research on the connection between the princighkaudent achievement. They argued,
“Given the divergence in these results, the quesifavhether school principals matter
remains unresolved” (p. 399). In summary, the ne$eaxamining the relationship of the
principal and student achievement has some didtangs. These flaws include centering
on the lack of common language and measuremeng wioke recently these flaws
involve the disconnection between the principal #redstudents and the lack of
replicability of results across studies.
2.4 Arguments for the Principal Affecting Achievaie

This section will explore the argument for researgtihe connection between the

principal and student achievement as it lookssatdas of school improvement and
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effective schools in spite of the prior studieseikwith some mixed and contradictory
results, research is showing that a principal odnence the culture of a school and can
influence the achievement of students (Heck & Malides, 1996). One of the reasons
why this topic has continually been researchebasattempt by policy makers to justify
and correct apparent gaps of student achievememguhifferent groups and prescribing
a corrective action to deal with the problem fromaaministrative perspective
(Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develdept, 2001; NCLB, 2002).
Nonetheless, through primary analyses or meta-seslyesearchers have found little
direct connection between leadership and student achewvieWitziers’ study (2003)
reported an average effect (reported asore) of 0.02 which suggests practically no
relationship. To help solve a potential problentn&i (1988) identified five theoretical
approaches to studying administrator effects odestiachievement. They include:
direct-effects, moderated-effects, antecedent-sifecediated-effects, and
reciprocal-effects models. Many of the researchdopted one of these alternate models
to identify different dimensions of leadership thah be measured and compared to
student achievement (Leithwood, Seashore Louisefsth, and Wahlstrom, 2004;
Robinson, Lloyd, and Rowe, 2008; Waters and Marza006).

Taking this form of the indirect connection modetiaimensions of leadership,
results have, in some cases, shown a moderatetmselationship to define the
relationship between the principal and studentea@ment. Robinson, Lloyd, and Rowe
(2008) discussed this in their analysis of difféiedreffects of leadership types. They
identified five sets of leadership dimensions fhgiact academics outcomes. They

include: establishing goals and expectations; nesog strategically; planning,



coordinating, and evaluating teaching curriculun@npoting and participating in teacher
learning and development; and ensuring an ordedyedfective environment. With
these, mild to moderate effects were found in sofrike leadership set dimensions
regarding student achievement (Heck, 2000; Griftb04; Marks & Printy, 2003).

What does the principal then do for the school watld lead one to believe
there is a connection between the principal andestuachievement? The principal sets
the academic tone or climate that enables thefidtt of teaching to take place. The
principal is paramount in defining what the missisnf the school, managing the
instructional program including hiring and evalagtteachers and ensuring the fidelity
of the curriculum delivery, and promoting the climaf the school in all areas.
(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). The principal can alse the catalyst for improving
enthusiasm for academic programs (Keller, 19983aGprincipals are visible to the
students and teachers to promote high expectatibite also evaluating their needs.
With this knowledge, direction can be given asi®tiypes and extent of professional
development needed at a particular building. Thisctly influences the pedagogy of
teachers and indirectly affects the quality ofrinstion for students. Principals that are
most effective in these efforts are the ones thattheir central authority to decentralize
power to make meaningful, positive changes in aakciThese principals utilize
distributed leadership with lead teachers. Bagictile more formal leadership the
principal gives away, the more they obtain influgoweer the instruction of students
(Leithwood & Mascall, 2008).

However, a shortcoming of this research showsitloatly examines the effect of

leadership on the school’s student achievementwdsoée. Only more recently has
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research addressed differentiation in student @diomis and achievement (Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2000y et as the effects of leadership
dimensions on student achievement. This reseaosteVer, fails to address whether
certain types of leaders are more effective workiit§ students of different
backgrounds. In the era of school accountability €LB, certain segments of a
school’s population cannot be ignored even if ttfeosl as a whole is achieving at a high
levels due to sanctions placed upon schools faegement gaps of their
sub-populations. This achievement gap exists chad where one group (usually
majority) is achieving at the specified level whaleother group (usually a minority based
on ethnicity or socioeconomic status) is achiewaetpw the standard on a collective
scale.

Another shortcoming of this research is the foaushe achievement levels of
students and not taking growth of students intesm@ration. While students come from
a variety of backgrounds, the use of a growth nreaswamines what happens within the
building for the academic year (Heck, 2000). HE®OO) argued that individual states,
at that time, were beginning to include growth ag pf the considerations for teacher
effectiveness. One possibly fairer way to look atlaool’s effectiveness would be to use
a value-added approach, where expected achievdraset on prediction is compared to
actual achievement, or a growth approach, where-aamd post-test difference is
utilized. When looking at achievement levels oalgchool could appear less effective
because the composition and past history of itdestis are not taken into account
(Willms & Kerckhoff, 1995). Little research has Inegone in this area, especially as it

pertains to examining student achievement for saggg. With the recent rewarding of



Race to the Top grants (2010) an inclusion of avftonodel must be used in teacher
and principal evaluation. While growth models aatle-added models offer promising
approaches to more fair evaluations of schoolsgtla@proaches still need to be tested
further especially when it comes to high stakessilats like teacher and principal
evaluations (Baker, et al, 2010; Martineau, 2006)

In summary, recent research looking at the conomedtetween the principal and
student achievement did not yield many positiveltesecause the unit of analysis had
not been operationalized at a narrow and speeifiell Once researchers started to
identify measurable traits of the principal, th&klbetween the principal and student
achievement showed a mild to strong connection. él@w this research tends to look at
the student body as a whole and rarely has reseaeshined specific student
populations or if there is a need for specificrtythe characteristics of a principal that

would be more effective in enhancing student pertorce.

2.5 Connection between the Principal and Culture

With the critique of former studies of the prindipaeffect on student
achievement due to an indirect connection betweemtincipal and the student, it still
remains that there may be connections between tlaesbles. The bridge between the
principal and student achievement may be the auttie school. The culture of a school
could be defined as a system of thinking throughiogitschool that influences what
people do and how they plan in the building (Engetisl, 2008). Culture is defined as
the deep values and structure that guide a schimalk( et al, 1996). Perhaps Schein

(1990) explained it best when he described culigrthe concept that envelopes the
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beliefs and values of any organization. As theédead the school and its “principal
teacher,” the principal is likely the one individtaat has the most influence on the
culture of a school. While there are many othetdiacthat influence culture, no other
resides in a single position (Heck, 2000). The@pal directs the hiring of staff, the
review of teacher performance, and the evaluatiggragrams held within the building
in many school districts to different degrees. phacipal is also paramount in setting a
clear mission for the school. This mission guidesdchool in it practice and goals, and
the principal helps to monitor and direct attainingrthose goals. In this way the
principal has a keen influence in the school'saieness (Hallinger, et al, 1996).

It is this direction by the principal joined withd organizational theory of loose
coupling (Weick, 1976) that would help to define tielationship between the principal
and the teacher and the principal with the dissricéntral office. Weick (1976) saw
loose coupling as the relationship between trugtetessionals. His theory was that as a
bureaucracy becomes more complex with the profealspthere is a greater amount of
trust and autonomy given to employees. On the afgdke more micromanaging the
central office does, there is less trust and tigtweipling. Ouchi (1980) combined the
idea that there is greater trust and autonomy valiehe employees within an
organization (including principals and teachers)eha common purpose, traditions, and
common values and beliefs. Ouchi defined this astiin mentality for organizational
control. In the Figure 2.3, Ouchi’'s work outlinekiah organizational control is most
effective for different situations.

Figure 2.3 Ouchi Grid of Organizational Control Types

Performance Ambiguity



Goal Incongruence

(Opportunism)

As Ouchi explains (see Figure 2.3), there are ttyges of organizational control that are
tied to goal incongruence and performance ambigAiygoal incongruence or
opportunism increases, it gives rise for the idhed people have different goals in an
organization and that can lead to individual adeament. As performance ambiguity
increases, it allows for people to try differentyw@®eyond the accepted approach to
achieve a goal. In a bureaucracy, for examplendividual may have a goal different
from others in the organization for completing sktand have a lot of freedom in which
to achieve that goal. In a market, there would beenset parameters on how that goal
could be achieved.

In school districts where the school building isdely coupled from the school
district office, there is little opportunity for poadvancement for teachers in a building
and the teachers’ evaluations are subjective tptineipal of that building. Weick
(1976) would have described this condition of loosepling when the teachers were
given decision-making abilities. There would beslesersight and more autonomy given
to a person considered to be more effective (effead terms of reaching the stated
goals) which would make for a more loosely cougeghnization. An effective principal
would define the goals in terms of student achiex@nand view the teachers as
professionals. This would engender trust from tnleyees because the principal would
allow teachers to do what they need to do withtngtsoversight and loosely couple the

organization within the school. In this paradighe principal’s most effective control is
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that of “clan” where the principal creates oppoitties for team building and trust among
the staff (Peterson, 1984).

In summary, the principal can affect the culturéhaf school by providing the
leadership and common vision. The common visionldvparmeate the entire school and
allow every action to work towards achieving thaalgfor the common good. Ouchi
(1980) would describe the organization where tlicjpal rallies everyone to focus on
the achievement of the student as a “clan” megtdlitie to the loose coupling between
the district office and the principal, all teachesighin the building have the common
goal set by the principal with little need for stroversight to do what needs to be done.
In this regard, the principal has a most profouifieichon the culture of a school.

2.6 Connection between Culture and Achievement

With the teacher being the instructor in the clagsr, it is only logical to assume
that a teacher has a profound affect on the educatid academic success of the
students in that classroom. While examining tredamic success of students,
researchers have asked what variables, in addditeachers, affect student
achievement. School culture is one such variablen&fous studies have been conducted
to explain the connection between academic achiemeand culture of a school
(Erikson, 1987; Lipka, 1994; Hoy, et al, 2006). Hawsr, there has been a debate as to
exactly what culture is and how is it differentrfrechool climate. There have been
differences in definition and considerable ovetlagt ranges from differing
methodological approaches to philosophical openatining of the terms (Denison,
1996). Climate is defined as the relatively temppperception of the social

organizational environment (Denison, 1996). Thiisay that climate is a lot like the



mood of an organization that can change relatigalgkly depending upon extraneous
factors. Culture, as shown previously, is definedhe beliefs and values of the school,
teachers, and students in the system (Schein, 189®)ore basic terms, it is the reason
and way people do things in a school. The cultfige school can be positive or negative.

Culture creates a mindset in the teachers andrgiutieat instruction and
experiences happen on purpose and that theresisgedmeaning to them. When the
culture is positive, teachers can view themselgesgents of change, and culture
increases the efficacy of the teachers (Lipka anCafty, 1994). That increase in
teacher efficacy increases the students’ beliéfieir own efficacy which leads to
increased achievement. However, as mentioned hef@eulture of a school can have a
negative impact on the attitudes and achievemeher@/there is cognitive dissonance
between teachers and students by way of expectatioinclearly being defined, students
can engage in resistance (Erickson, 1987). Thisi®jlunless systematically changed,
keeps students from learning from the teacherbecduse of lack of ability but due to a
resistance based on principle. In order to enaaisitive change in culture,
transformation of routine educational practicessential. In this regard, expectations of
the students and teachers must be clear, and thstyspeak the same language at all
times (Erickson, 1987). In the research done bywah (2005), principals that had the
culture of greater communication with the schawtyéase achievement within the
school. Therefore, there is a direct and positalationship between the culture in a
school and the achievement of its students (Hala@05).

In summary, the way a school is set up has an itrgpabow the students will

achieve. What teachers believe about themselvethaircefficacy has a profound effect
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on how students believe they will achieve. Thaidbé$ impacted by the culture of the
school. This general, overall feeling within a schioas either a positive or negative
impact on the academic success of its studentsut@utherefore, may be a reason for
student success.
2.7 The Gap between Lower Socioeconomic Statug é®E3Higher SES

As a result of the No Child Left Behind Act of 20G2hools were forced to look
at different subgroups of students and close theeaement gap between them. Students
from the lower socioeconomic status (SES) subgrbigporically, have performed below
their peers overall (NAEP, 2011). Most recently &TKation’s Report Card” (2011) from
the National Assessment of Educational Progres&Ef®/Ashowed that while the gap for
reading has closed in four states, it is wideneskien other states since 2003. Why
exactly there is a gap in achievement becausecidemnomic status of a student is
something that researchers have been examiningéws. While there is a philosophical
disagreement regarding the conceptual meaning 8f 8§greement about the components
of SES comes from Duncan, Featherman, and Dun¢a@72) definition. They identify
three branches of SES that include family inconageptal education, and parental
occupation as the main indicators of a family’sustalndividual states set standards for
SES and most schools adhere to these standardsrityfying students in their schools
as a part of lower SES by those that are eligibleteive free or a reduced price on
school lunch. Family SES, however, helps to sefdhadation for academic
achievement by providing support, resources, aachétessary social capital for future
success (Sirin, 2005). For the purposes of thigpaudents of lower SES will be

defined by eligibility for free and reduced lunchieh is the general definition used in



research (Harwell & LeBeau, 2010).

Schools also with a high percentage of low SESestigld(low SES schools)
appear to be different in achievement and attithda schools with a low percentage of
low SES students (high SES schools). In a qualgattudy by Brown, et al. (2004),
teachers in low SES schools had a more adversal@awith the principal than those of
higher SES schools. They believed that they wareeain the classroom with limited
support because the principal is locked away irohiser office much of the time. When
curriculum in low SES schools is presented to daelers, teachers typically do not
agree with the imposition on their classroom beealis not what the teachers think the
students need. Another possibility is that thehiees think students cannot live up to the
expectations of the curriculum and tend to makectivgent easier for students so that the
students feel like a success in their academicaamie (Brown, et al., 2004). Because of
these types of dissidence issues between teadiemiacipals, as well as the many
challenges facing students from low SES, more ankrfocus needs to be given to the
achievement gap. However, since the passage dfdhehild Left Behind Act there has
not been a significant decrease in the achievegemeven though that is one of its main
goals (Mintrop, 2009; NAEP, 2011). Students of lo8&S background fight an uphill
battle when viewed as a group. Many researcheeedpat it is not because of lack of
ability but due to lack of availability and accéssesources and support (Coleman, et al.,
1966; Tate, 1997).

In summary, there are many factors including thafgbe student background and
the relationships within schools that help to deiae why students of lower SES

achieve lower on standardized tests than theirehi§iES peers. While researchers have
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attempted to examine this relationship, the NCLB faandates that all students need to
achieve at certain academic levels regardlessakgnaund, and that there should be a
significant closure of the gap in achievement.
2.8 The Dimensions of Leadership

As mentioned previously, the dimensions of leadpreha principal have
become the standard by which recent studies exatimenmle of the principal. These
studies provide a blue print for future researcth laow these dimensions can be used to
define effectiveness when it comes to the connedie@ween the principal and student
achievement. In a meta-analysis of the previousare$, Robinson, et al. (2008)
identified five overall dimensions of leadershipwhich most of the twenty-two studies
they analyzed focused. These five dimensions irdwestablishing goals and
expectations; strategic resourcing; planning, coatthg, and evaluating teaching and
the curriculum; promoting and participating in teaclearning and development; and
ensuring an orderly and supportive environment.ofgding to Robinson, et al (2008), a
sixth dimension of interpersonal skills would nally be included. It would be
understood that without that particular skill, titeer five dimensions of leadership
would not be effectively deployed due to a printgaeed to relate to teachers and
promote a trusting environment. The following idedinition and a brief overview of
each of the dimensions.

Dimension 1: Establishing goals and expectatiomkis dimension includes the
setting of goals, communicating those goals, aedibnitoring the implementation of
those goals. While controlling for all the backgnduactors, clear directions and setting

of academic goals allows students and teacheravi® purpose in the classroom with



benchmarks for measurable progress towards the @datk, et al., 1991). Principals at
low performing schools are found to not have acadexcellence as one of their top
five goals for the school (Goldring and Pasterri&ig4).

Dimension 2: Strategic resourcing — This dimensn@mfudes the principal’s
selecting and allocating resources aligned withptiharities of teachers in his or her
respective building. This also includes the resewfcexpertise from teacher recruitment.
This dimension is important because it can limivlambitious an academic goal
buildings set due to the limitations of the st&fdwer, 1993).

Dimension 3: Planning, coordinating, and evaluatearhing and the curriculum
— While many would argue that all principals areaived in these areas, this dimension
takes into account the direct involvement of thagpal in evaluating teachers including
frequent classroom visits and providing formatined aummative feedback. Also
important is the direct oversight of curriculum armbrdination of its implementation
across the building both within grade levels aniveen grade levels. These principals
and their staff work together to review and imprée&ching throughout the building.
This dimension explores the idea of shared ingtnat leadership (Marks and Printy,
2003).

Dimension 4: Promoting and participating in teadkarning and development —
This is where the principal directly promotes a@adtigipates with teachers in formal or
informal professional learning. These principals tue “first learners” in their buildings.
Research shows that when student background faateisontrolled, the more that
teachers report the principal to be an active @pent in teacher learning and

development, the higher the report of student oue(Andrews & Soder, 1987;
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Bamburg & Andrews, 1991).

Dimension 5: Ensuring an orderly and supportiveremvnent — This dimension
involves the ability of principals to manage anguort factors around teaching. This
would include protecting time for teaching and teag by reducing external distractions
and interruptions. The dimension also includesptingcipal’s ability to establish an
orderly and supportive environment both inside ant$ide classrooms. In one study that
surveyed teachers, parents, and students (HecR),2@ports were consistent across all
three groups that the more positive the reactighéaxtent to which they felt safe,
comfortable, and cared for, the higher the qualitthe school and the higher the student
achievement levels.

The dimensions, identified by Robinson, et al (90@&y into the works of
Hallinger (1983) and Heck (2000) for the purposkethis study. Hallinger proposed
using a survey of the characteristics of teachemder to determine the activity in ten
different categories of instructional managemeiiratteristics. He worked, both alone
and collaboratively, to show that these charadtesiiad a link to the achievement of the
students (Hallinger, 1983, 2005, 2008; HallingeHé&ck, 1996, 1998; Hallinger and
Murphy, 1985). As part of his original works, hevdped the Principal Instructional
Management Rating Scale (PIMRS). This was firstedioyi Hallinger alone in 1983 and
refined with Murphy in 1985 (Hallinger & Murphy, 89). This survey of teachers was
divided into ten categories, and these categoaesred three dimensions of leadership
as shown in Figure 2.4 (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).

Figure 2.4 — PIMRS Leadership Dimensions



Defining the Managing the [ Developing the

School Mission Instructional — School Learning
Program Climate Program
Fre o 1 2 3 Protects
s, _lr"'i‘,"‘ L "'I | Coordinates the = | Instructional Time
School’s Goals — Curriculum
1
Provides
= z = Incentives for
Communicales the Supervises & Teachers
School s Goals _— Evaluates
L | Instruction

Provides
Incentives for
Learning

[ Monitors Student |
L Progress

Promoles
Professional
Development

Maintains High
Visibility

The goal of this survey was to determine what ddoehaviors affect
instructional management. Hallinger and Murphy @9&ported in their initial findings
that the content validity of each characteristithaf principal was at least 0.80 among a
group of raters and Cronbach’s Alpha reliabilityapieast 0.75. These reported findings
were intended to show the frequency of the chargtitss and not to imply effectiveness
(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). Numerous studies haee done using the PIMRS tool in
order to link these behaviors to student achievergiéalinger, 2008). Hallinger found in
his initial hypothesis with Murphy (1985) that saes of a principal depends on
conditions and definitions of goals. What Hallingegued in each of his studies was that
the principal and leadership mattered (Hallingdd&ck, 1998). The principal helped to

set the vision, carry out the vision, select staibtivate staff, monitor achievement, and
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make necessary changes. Hallinger’'s work from 1B83igh 2012 has been to research
how the dimensions of the principal have had aectibn the students and the school in
general.

Heck (2000) examined the impact of school qualitysohool outcomes. This
study used value added measures in order to sftetyieeness rather than the use of
achievement scores. Value added takes into aceosettool’s differences, including size
and demographics as control variables, and attetopistermine, using the historic
scores of the student, how much value a schooldatida student’s educational
experience. Value added is similar to a growth mesbecause it is not just a snap shot
of an achievement level but a measure that usesvarhent over time to report results.
Value added compares performance to predicted ipeaftce, while true growth
measures can be a simple subtraction of a past\ashent level from a more recent one.
Heck argues that value added would be a betterurea$ school performance than just
achievement scores, yet this method is not used dkecause of the complexity in
explaining it to parents and policymakers. Heck'search (2000) attempted to find a
more equitable way to compare schools. Indeedydisisarch used this finding to attempt
to find a more equitable way of comparing studeatiser than just achievement levels.

However, use of value-added measures is not withautiny. Value-added must
use a vertically scaled test, and some researctestign whether two tests can measure
the exact same thing (Martineau, 2006). Also, vadéed depends on the random
assignment of students (which almost never hapipeaschool district, or does not take
into account what happens outside of the schodi as@nrichment activities with

parents, family resources, and influence of neightod peers) (Baker, et al, 2010).



Researchers and psychometricians feel very unceablerusing these measures as a sole
indicator of teacher or school effectiveness origh stakes decisions (Baker, et al,
2010).

In summary, using primary research and meta-arsalgssearchers have found
that links may be made between the principal andestt achievement when the
researchers used specific characteristics of tineipal. Hallinger (1983) developed the
PIMRS specifically to show the frequency of therelageristics of principals. These
characteristics can be categorized in five dimerssaf the principal which are
establishing goals and expectations; strategiareswy; planning, coordinating, and
evaluating teaching and the curriculum; promoting participating in teacher learning
and development; and ensuring an orderly and stipp@nvironment. These broad
categories of characteristics of principals inflceimow teachers view their principals’

abilities.

2.9 Summary

The beginning of American formal education in t®8Qas included movement of
the principal from a teacher with administrativeielsito becoming a formal position in a
school. Principals grew to become more than masagfdsuildings to part of the
educational experiences of students. As businésshke 1970s started to see profitability
tied to leadership, researchers attempted to deaime with the principal and student
achievement. These early attempts only had modsuatess because of
non-standardization of research terms and metlasr. time specific characteristics of

principals were identified and used to measureeffext of the principal’s efforts on
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student achievement. As these characteristics mentified, analysis of the research
showed there are certain characteristics that matst when it comes to student
achievement. Research in the last twenty yeargxasined levels of achievement for
categories of students. The student achievemeiatbl@ihas been modified recently to
look at the principal’s effect of value-added rattien just the levels of achievement.

This research will build upon the studies by Haén (1983, 2005) and Heck
(2000). They found that to study the principal,iwidual behaviors must be identified
and that using value-added measures is a moreabtpuivay to compare the
effectiveness between schools, but value-addeduresabave numerous shortcomings.
Using the model of growth of student achievemeomgliwith specific principal
characteristics, this study examines a specifigsalp of the students, specifically lower
SES students. Controls for building factors suchasulation size, principal experience,
and student demographics are taken into account.

This literature review also shows that the researcthe principal’s effect on
student achievement has two gaps. First is thesfoawstudents in the lower SES
subgroup. While overall student achievement isrecem, recent laws require attention
to subgroups as well. Very few of the prior studipscially examine this population.
Second is the focus on student growth. With tlegdiure examining students from lower
SES backgrounds showing lower achievement, mattyoske reasons for lower

achievement do not have to do with the school destuattends.



3.0 Data and Methodology

This dissertation will research the following quess:
1. Do a principal’s instructional characteristicvy@an effect on the academic
growth of lower SES students?
2. What specific instructional characteristics giramcipal have an impact on
academic growth?
To answer these questions, this research will exautie ratings of the principals

on the Principal Instructional Management RatinglS¢PIMRS) and their effects on the

normed scale score growth of the Acuity Informa®@ssessments created by the
CTB/McGraw-Hill Corporation while controlling forchool, principal, and student
demographic variables.

In order to do this study, axpos fact@r causal-comparative design was used
where students were not randomly assigned to sshatiin a district. Also, no specific
treatment was performed, but instead the partitgoarere from a medium-sized
suburban school district in Kansas City, Missothis research examined if the teachers’
assessment of the instructional management afphecipals in the elementary schools
of this district had an effect on the academic ghowf the students in the single NCLB
subgroup of free and reduced lunch students. Thétseof the instructional management
ratings were used in a regression to predict tmmad growth of lower SES students

while controlling for student background, schoalggrincipal factors.

3.1 Data Used

The data included the ratings, by teachers, of ebrhentary principal on the
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PIMRS in a suburban school district within Kansdty,aVlissouri. These data were
collected from a 39% sample (128) of the 330 eldgargrieachers. These data also

included individual level student achievement datdahe form of scale scores, from the

Acuity® Predictive Assessments given in that district thies within a year which
resulted in 958 individual student scores from Io@ES students. These data were
provided upon request from the director of reseagghluation, and assessment from the
2009-2010 school year. The school district is ledah the northern part of Kansas City
and at the time of collection had approximatel\200, students. There are nine
elementary schools that participated in this stide participation of only these schools,
and not across several districts, helped to cofdraturricular, district climate, quality of
staff, and resources differences between districts.
3.2 Sample

The participants of this study were broken into tyroups. The first are the
students that qualify for free and reduced lunchrades 3 through 5. These students
were chosen because they all take the same assgsmress the district in the nine
different elementary schools. The demographic astbtive data for these schools can
be found in Table 3.1. This tables shows the awsr&g each school for raw growth
scores, normed growth scores, enroliment of theacpercent of students on free and
reduced lunch, percent of the students who wereGaarcasian in the school, and the
years of experience of the principal. These dat®wsed for the analyses discussed in
chapter 4.

The second group of participants was the elemetgachers within these nine

elementary schools who completed surveys about phi@cipals. These are not a



selection of the teachers based on subject matsgezialty areas within the schools but
a random cross-section of the entire school. Tukided a total of 128 teachers across
all the schools assessing their principals witlaagrage of 14 per school and a range of
12 to 17.

Table 3.1 — School Demographic Data
School Code
Average Raw Growth
Average Normed Growth
Enroliment
Low SES Percent
Percent Minority
Principal Experience
S1
16.04
0.0709
522
28.7
27.0
9
S2
24.73
0.12
534
31.0
25.1
6
S3
32.625
0.1686
444
23.1
12.2
9
S4
26.64
0.1065
493
22.1
18.5
1
S5
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19.24
0.0818
563
19.2
25.4

S6
30.16
0.1446
532
19.8
19.9

S7
24.47
0.0888
492
34.6
35.0
12
S8
48.79
0.2103
469
41.2
33.5

S9
13.54
0.0525
483

9.9
5.8

This district was chosen because it historically had high student achievement
with a changing demographic from mostly Caucasrahraiddle income to a more

diversified ethnicity and a growing population bétstudents that qualify for free and

reduced lunch. Only students that took both theit&@JPredictive A (the first

assessment) and Predictive C (the last assessioelaiguage arts and mathematics



were included in the data set for this research.
3.3 Procedures

The elementary teachers within this study werertdi@m a 50% random
selection of the 330 elementary teachers withirdikgict by listing all teachers by
building alphabetically and then assigning a nunaeeording to their alphabetical
listing. All teachers with an even number were tbkasen to be part of the initial
invitation. The Principal Instructional Managem®&dting Scale (PIMRS) developed by
Hallinger was delivered to this random sample atkers by email invitation through the
use of Zoomerang, the online survey tool (www.zo@ng.com). Of the 165 teachers
that were invited to participate in a confidengjakestionnaire, 128 teachers chose to
voluntarily complete the rating of their principalhe response rate was 77.6%. The
teacher participants were asked to rate the irtsbnad characteristics of their principal
on a Likert scale where a 1 equaled “Almost Newerd 5 equaled “Almost Always.”
(See Appendix C for a copy of the PIMRS.)

In order to find comparable data for this studylyanne elementary schools
within one district were analyzed to help accowntdurricular differences between
schools, pay differences for teachers, teacheuitewy differences, community values,
different district resources, and different expgotes placed on teachers from a central
office. Within these nine elementary schools, 2,86#jue students took either a
Predictive A or C assessment in either mathematit@nguage arts. For purposes of this
research only the scores of students who took détredictive A and C in both
mathematics and language arts were analyzed. Tougbt the number of students to

2,135 students. When limited to only students ofdoSES, as defined by free or
[ii]



reduced lunch, the number of students in this stualy narrowed to 479 students with

958 student scores in total.
The scale score for the ACL@y Predictive A, the initial assessment, was

subtracted from the scale score for the A(@it&’redictive C, the final assessment. For

this study the normed growth will bexG= (§_ — §)/(Sx — §) where G is the
normalized scale score growth,iSthe initial scale score on Predictive A, S the last

scale score for Predictive C, angiS the highest obtainable scale score for the

assessment. This formula was used because thasntuhat start at a lower scale score
for the Predictive A assessment had more oppoyttmiincrease his or her score for the
Predictive C assessment. Normalizing the scorevaliiofor growth to be compared
within the remaining opportunity to increase inrgco

In order to answer if principal characteristics éan effect on the academic
growth of lower SES students, a causal comparativedy was done by comparing the
effect of the characteristics of the PIMRS to tbhenmed growth of lower SES students
found in each building. This was done by usingdmeultiple regression of the
predictors and the outcome. The variables for éigeassion can be found in Table 3.3.
Layered models of the study were completed to stheveffects of the different controls
on the coefficients of the variables. The formwadiin the regression was:

Normed_Growth =f (Initial Score, Principal Characteristics, Student

demographics, Principal controls, School controls)

3.4 Acuitf® InFormative Assessment



The Acuit)® InFormative Assessments, just known as A@limedictives, are a
series of three predictive/benchmarking assessneesdsed by the CTB/McGraw-Hill
Corporation. These series of assessments, delioatew, creates a benchmarking tool
for students and teachers to know the academicgthe and opportunities for
improvement for each student in the areas of Emglesaguage Arts and Mathematics.
The assessments are aligned to the Missouri statdagds in order to assist in the

instructional changes needed in the classrooma@apcedict performance on the Missouri

NCLB Grade Level Assessment (GLA). The Ac@t;ussessments are co-scaled across
the year and grade-levels. With the productiorhefdcaled score, students and teachers
are able to set measureable goals for the nextrastnaition of the assessment with the

ultimate goal of enhancing the performance on tiesburi Assessment Program’s

(MAP) GLA. The Acuit)® Predictive assessment, that takes about 30 mitmtes
complete, consists of between 30 and 32 multiptecehitems (depending on the
grade-level and subject) and two constructed respdams that are graded by the

classroom teacher through the use of a rubric aachplars. The technical qualities for

the Acuit)® Predictive assessments can be found in Appendix B.
The school district administers the Acuity assesgmthree times throughout the

year: September (Predictive A), November (PredécBY, and February (Predictive C).

They chose these times because the data that @cp'rt;duces are used to modify
instruction for the ultimate goal of proficiencyrfevery student on the MAP GLA in
April. The results for the Acuity assessments Haaen defined to the teachers as

formative only in nature. Currently, results foethssessment are not used in any formal
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teacher evaluation or merit pay procedures. Howeherresults for the assessments are
used at an aggregate level for grade-level, sclanal district in order to point out
opportunities for improvement and to build uponrent strengths. In addition, these
results are used for an internal balanced scordoashch school which contribute, in
part, to a principal’s informal evaluation.

3.5 Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale

The Principal Instructional Management Rating Seabke survey tool designed
and tested by Hallinger (1983). This is a surveteathers consisting of 50 questions
that cover 10 different areas of instructional nggamaent with five questions for each
characteristic. The PIMRS has been in use for 8%grears, and its research was
summarized by Hallinger (2008) in a paper to theuahmeeting of the American
Educational Research Association. At that poirg,RiIMRS had been used in over 100
dissertations or studies with over another 100istuaell underway. His review of the
studies showed that variances in the results ceddrecause of statistical technical
abilities of the researchers within the studieser@ll, a small but statistically significant
effect on student achievement is shown which aligribe research of Hallinger and
Heck (1996, 1998), Leithwood and Riehl (2003), aaidhwood (2004) in their research
of leadership and student achievement.

Originally the PIMRS was developed by Hallinger&39to provide a
measurement of the leadership in a school buildihgs form of the PIMRS had eleven
different categories, but after further researahas narrowed to the final ten categories.
There were also parallel forms of the PIMRS dewvetbio include a supervisor and a

self-evaluation. Subsequent research found thaeteher evaluation form is the most



valid (Hallinger and Murphy, 1985; Krug, 1986; O¥)d984). The teacher form with
ten categories has a high standard of reliabiliti1 ¥he all categories exceeding a .80
using Cronbach’s test of internal consistency (iHg#r, 1983). The categories and their
explanation were included in Hallinger’s work (19&8d the version 2.2 resource
manual provided by Hallinger when the PIMRS waspased for this study. The ten
categories of principal instructional managemeat ar

1. Framing the School Goals — This measures theedeg which the principal
determines the school goals and allocates the mesau

2. Communicating the School Goals — These suresystmeasure how much the
principal communicates the goals to students, @aclparents, and the community in
both formal and informal communication such as evsations, bulletins, and letters to
parents.

3. Supervision and Evaluation of Instruction — T¢asegory is how the principal
makes sure the school goals are being translategbiactice in the classroom which
involves coordinating with teachers and monitotimgruction.

4. Curricular Coordination — This category meastn@s much the principal
makes sure the school objectives are closely aligrth the curriculum being taught.

5. Monitoring Student Progress — This set of itenemsures the teachers
perception about how the principal collects andeshatudent achievement data, in a
timely fashion, with the school and individual teacs.

6. Protecting Instructional Time — This is the effof the principal to minimize
interruption to instructional time such as announerts, requests from the office, and

removing students for administrative requests.
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7. Visibility — This is the amount of time the peipal is seen which may increase
interactions between teachers and students as well.

8. Incentives to Improve Teaching — This measuoss tmuch a principal
provides formal and informal ways of recognizing #fforts of teachers including
monetary rewards and praise.

9. Promoting Professional Development — This categeks the degree to which
the principal promotes teacher’s efforts to improatruction.

10. Providing Incentives for Learning — Creatingcaool climate where student
achievement is highly valued. This category meashosv much a principal provides
incentives for student achievement. The incentbasbe as simple as recognition in
front of peers or the whole school.

This research, as Hallinger’s (1983) did, utilizedne-way ANOVA for the
average responses of the teachers on the PIMRfgddn to assess the reliability, the
method suggested in the PIMRS resource manual Eioeh (1951) was utilized to give

an inter-rater reliability of responses. The forentd determine the reliability coefficient
for each subscale isyF (MX - M)/My Where_g is the reIiabiIity,_M_( is the

between-groups variance, andidgthe within-group varianc&he results of the

reliability are in the Table 3.2.
Table 3.2 — Reliability Results of the PIMRS

Sum of Squares
df
Mean Square

F
Sig.

Reliability

Category 1

Between Groups
9.906



Within Groups

Total

Category 2
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Category 3

Between Groups

Within Groups

[il]

8
1.238
3.335
.002
0.7001743

44.179
119
371

54.085
127

12.910
8
1.614
3.194
.003
0.6869388

60.119
119
.505

73.029
127

13.584
8
1.698
2.938
.005
0.6596484



Total

Category 4
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Category 5

Between Groups

Within Groups

68.771
119
578

82.355
127

8.744
8
1.093
1.779
.088
0.4379135

73.110
119
.614

81.855
127

7.051

8

.881

1.729

.099
0.4215594

60.671
119
.510



Total

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

Between Groups

Within Groups

Total

Category 6

Category 7

[il]

67.722
127

12.445
8
1.556
3.761
.001
0.7340913

49.227
119
414

61.672
127

18.305
8
2.288
2.911
.005
0.6564888

93.535
119
.786

111.840
127



Category 8
Between Groups
11.409
8
1.426
1.607
.130
0.3778314

Within Groups
105.590
119
.887

Total
116.999
127

Category 9
Between Groups

7.144

8

.893

1.618

127

0.3820596

Within Groups
65.670
119
.552

Total
72.815
127

Category 10
Between Groups
12.301

1.538
2.478
.016



0.5964733

Within Groups
73.838

119
.620

Total
86.139
127

The reliability of six of the ten categories isoatabove 0.60. The highest
reliability is Category 6, Protecting Instructiorfame, at 0.734. The other four
categories are near 0.40. The results of thishiétyado not fall in line with the
reliability measures reported by Hallinger (20083.a follow up to this research on the
PIMRS instrument, an exploratory factor analysis warformed. Using SPSS 18.0, the
software automatically showed seven factors forcid group the 50 questions. After
further review of the data and the Scree Plotgtita with four factors were analyzed
because they were the only factors that includeelast four items per category. The
results with only four factors did not produce istatally significant results; therefore,
the original ten categories were included in thelgidespite the weak reliability values.
3.6 Variables

The variables included in this study were usedciatempt to analyze the impact
of the principal’s instructional management charastics on the academic growth of
lower SES students. A list of the outcome, contraial predictor variables are in Table

3.3.
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Table 3.3 — Variables Used in the Study

Variable Name
Description
Outcome
Normed Growth

The normed growth of scale scores to account féerédnces in opportunity to growth.
This is the Acuity Growth/(HOSS-Initial Score).

Controls
Initial Score

The scale score for the student for the Acuity sssent given in August and September

Final Score

The scale score for the student for the Acuity sgsent given in February

Acuity_Growth

The difference of Final Score — Initial Score

Grade_Level

The grade level of the student

Minority

This is an indicator of whether or not a studentientified as Caucasian 1=Minority

O=Caucasian

Gender



This is an indicator of whether the student is noleemale 1=Male, O=Female

School_Size

Population size of the school

Percent_Minority

Percent of the school that is non-Caucasian

Percent F/R

Free or Reduced Lunch percentage for the school

Principal_Experience

Number of years the principal has been a principal

Economic Status

Indicator of the student’s participation in the &m@ Reduced Lunch program 1=F/R
Lunch O=Not

Predictors
PIMRS_1
PIMRS: Frame School Goals

PIMRS_2

PIMRS: Communicate the Goals

PIMRS 3

PIMRS: Supervise and Evaluate Instruction
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PIMRS_4

PIMRS: Coordinate the Curriculum

PIMRS_5
PIMRS: Monitor Student Progress

PIMRS_6

PIMRS: Protect Instructional Time

PIMRS_7
PIMRS: Maintain High Visibility

PIMRS_8

PIMRS: Provide Incentives for Teachers

PIMRS_9

PIMRS: Promote Professional Development

PIMRS_10

PIMRS: Provide Incentives for Learning

The control variables were included in order tocaett for differences in schools,
student background, and principal factors. Thenatlie for inclusion of each control
variable was as follows:

1. Initial Score — This variable was used to confivolthe starting scale score of

each student. This was the scale score the studs@ised on the Acuity



Predictive A assessment. The idea behind this atghose students that
start at a lower scale score may get more inteagethroughout the year and,
therefore, increase their scale score dispropatein due to the use of a
Response to Intervention (Rtl) system used in thed district.

Final Score — This was not used in the regressiotels except to calculate
scale score growth. This was the scale score tigests received on the
Acuity Predictive C assessment.

. Acuity Growth — This was a simple subtractiorite Initial Score minus the
Final Score. While for purposes of reporting irsteiudy, this control was not
used as an outcome variable, the Acuity Growth avedyzed for comparison
purposes which confirmed the normed growth findimgsuded in this study.
Grade Level — This was an inclusion of the gilagiel of the student in order
to help account for differences between the gradel$. This student control
was three, four, or five depending on the individitadent’s grade level.
Minority — To help account for historic gaps rhaevement in this district,
this control variable was used. A student was ithetlin the minority
category if he or she self-reported any ethniciheothan Caucasian on the
enrollment form.

Gender — The last of the three student levelrobaariables, this was an
attempt to account for gender differences in acacignowth.

School Size — This was the first of three sch@atl control variables. The
inclusion of this was to determine if the overatlesof the school had an

effect on the academic growth of lower SES students
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8. Percent Minority — This variable was used to aeiee if the percent of
students across the school that reported themsiehmesnon-Caucasian had
an effect on academic growth.

9. Percent Free and Reduced Lunch — This, like ¢ihegpt minority control,
was used to determine if the percent of studenfseenand reduced lunch for
the entire school had an influence on the acadgrowth. Both this variable
and percent minority measure the homogeneity otheol.

10. Principal Experience — Inclusion of this priradipariable was used to help
determine if the number of years the person had bgwincipal had an effect
on the academic growth of students.

11. Economic Status — The use of this variable veasised except as a filter for
the model. Only students reported by the schodliciss part of the free and
reduced lunch program were included for this study.

Students on free and reduced lunch were used @ for lower SES. The
reason behind this selection was due to their héstity performing lower than their
higher SES peers. This can be documented as farasatie Coleman Report (1966).
However, for the purposes of this study both freech and reduced lunch students are
categorized as one group. Federal guideline fra8 Department of Education
Register Notice (2009) volume 74 number 58 on 183412 spells out the eligibility of
the students for free or reduced lunch (Table JAg annual income eligibility depends
upon the size of the household. This is based effettheral poverty guidelines. As the
number of people in the household increases, thie fior household income eligibility

increases. For example, if a household of four [geoyake less than $40,793 then the



students would be eligible for a reduced lunchcimo®l but not a free lunch until they

made less than $28,665.

Table 3.4 — Federal Guidelines for Free and Reducddunch Eligibility

Household Size

Reduced
Free

$20,036.00
$14,079.00

$26,955.00
$18,941.00

$33,874.00
$23,803.00

$40,793.00
$28,665.00

$47,712.00
$33,527.00

$54,631.00
$38,389.00

$61,550.00
$43,251.00

$68,469.00
$48,113.00

$ 6,919.00
$ 4,862.00
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4.0 Results

A multivariate linear regression model was conddicteing the SPSS 18.0
statistical software program. The data from the-gizdd suburban school district in
Kansas City, Missouri were analyzed to determirteefprincipals’ instructional
characteristics, as measured by the teachers congplee PIMRS, had an effect on the
growth of lower SES students on the Acuity Predectissessments. Fifteen regression
models were established in order to determindtdéy éhe control variables were
introduced, a statistically significant effect oo@d on the academic growth by any of
the principal instructional characteristics. Thesmdels included only the free and
reduced lunch students and analysis was done @tahdardized coefficients produced.
Due to the nature of the PIMRS results, each cayenfanstructional characteristics
were run separately and then all together. Inithed model, the statistical software
excluded some of the categories of characteridtiesto collinear results. Comparative
models were also run on unstandardized coefficients-free and reduced lunch
students, and all students (both free and redusethland non-free and reduced lunch)
compiled together. The results for these compaatiedels are included in Appendix A.

Question 1:Do a principal’s instructional characteristics éan effect on the
academic growth of lower SES students?

The purpose of the first model was to get a baseksult to compare if the initial

score on the Acuity assessment had any effecteondhmed growth of the students. This

model did not contain any controls for studentosthor principal. The model returned

an adjusted R=0.040 explaining that 4.0% of the normed growththe Acuit)®



Predictive assessment was due to the initial 4&e Table 4.1 for full results of the
hierarchical models). The initial score has a gigamt predictor of growth where the B =

-.203, p < .001. The constant produced a signifipasitive coefficient of B = 0.0460, p

<.001. What this indicated was that as the ingiGle score on the Acu@/assessment
was lower, the growth tended to be greater. Forygy@int that the scale score
decreased, the expectation was that the normedlgroereased by 0.203.

Table 4.1 — Principal Characteristics Regression Aadysis Results

OO WOWNBRE

Initial Score
-0.203***
-0.254**=*
-0.260%**
-0.254%**=
-0.259%**

(.000)

(.000)

(.000)

(.000)

(.000)
Grade Level

0.089**
0.104**
0.101**
0.097**

(.009)

(.009)

(.009)

(.009)
Gender

0.057
0.059
0.061*
0.070*

(.014)

(.014)

(.014)

(.014)
Minority

-0.103***
-0.116***
-0.115%**
-0.104**
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Enrollment

F/R Lunch Percent

Percent Minority

Principal Experience

Category 2

Communicate the Goals

Category 3

(.014)
(.015)
(.015)
(.015)

0.029
-0.034
-0.169***

(.000)
(.000)
(.000)

0.352***
0.334*+*
0.143*

(.002)
(.002)
(.002)

-0.250**

-0.189*

(.002)
(.002)

-0.117**

-0.200**

(.002)

(.005)

0.062

(.082)



-0.148
Supervise and Evaluate Instruction

(.075)
Category 4

0.247
Coordinate the Curriculum

(.213)
Category 6

-0.177**
Protect Instructional Time

(.042)
Category 10

0.043
Provides Incentives for Learning

(.071)
(Constant)
0.46***
0.454***
0.266
0.482*
0.600*

(.053)

(.057)

0.175)

(.188)

(.252)

Adjusted R

0.040

0.056

0.084

0.092

0.101
F-value

41.086

15.198

13.524

13.116

9.967
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958

p<.001 *** p<.01 ** p<.05 * Standard Errors areparentheses

The second model began to add factors for cortrahie students. The added

control variables accounted for the grade leved {Brough h grade), gender (1 for
male, O for female), and minority status (1 for arity, O for Caucasian). By adding

these controls, this model increased the explamétiothe percent of the variability of

the growth score to an adjustea R0.056. By adding these controls, the initialrsco
increased its coefficient to B = -0.253, p < 0.00Mile gender had no statistically
significant effect, both grade level and minoritgtas had a coefficient of B = 0.089 (p <
.01) and B =-0.103 (p < 0.001) respectively. Mrmild indicate that there would be
more growth at a higher grade in this district #mat being a minority would tend to lead
to less growth. While the coefficient for gradedeis relatively small, the ethnicity of a
student would have a meaningful difference for acaid growth. The constant for this
model remained steady and significant at B = 0.4$540.001.

The third model added controls for the school emmnent. This was used to
determine if the enrollment size of the school,fgkecent of the school on free and

reduced lunch, or percent of minorities in the sttad an effect on academic growth.

The inclusion of these controls again increasedithested R to 0.084. While the
enrollment of the school did not yield any sigrafi¢ results, the percent of free and
reduced lunch and the percent minority had relbtilege and statistically significant

coefficients. The free and reduced lunch percedteheoefficient of B = 0.352, p < .001.



This would indicate that as a school had an iner@aghe percentage of students on free
and reduced lunch, academic growth would incrdaserestingly, the percent of

minority students had a negative coefficient of BD=250, p < 0.01. This result would
indicate that as the percentage of minority stuglana school increased, the growth of
the students would decrease. The initial scoresffioient remained relatively steady at
B =-0.260 and stayed near this mark for the redwinf the models. The constant for
this model’s coefficient was not statistically sigsant.

The fourth model was the final model that addedrods before adding
predictors. This model included a control for tmm@pal. This model examined the total
years of principal experience for each principalisThad a significant and negative
coefficient of B =-0.117, p < 0.01. Shown in th®del, the greater the experience of the

principal, the less growth tended to occur forghelents in the building. For this model,

the adjusted R=0.092, and the constant coefficient was B = 0.482 0.05. Before
using the predictors, 9.2% of the variance of tteewh was explained by the controls in
these four models.

Model 15 (labeled model 5 in Table 4.1 for contipyiurposes) was used to
answer the primary research question of whethecyal characteristics had an effect on
the academic growth of the lower SES students. VWiiehe characteristics were added,
some characteristics were left out by the statik8oftware due to co-linearity; however,

there was a statistically significant coefficieat Category 6 of B =-0.177 (p <.01). The

R2 for this model was 0.101 which would show that gitlee added variables, 10.1% of

the variance of the growth scores were explainedsinyg these predictors. The answer
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to the research question was yes, the charactsrtithe principal do have an effect on
the academic growth of lower SES students, buétfeet was a negative effect. This
would say that as the teacher’s perceived the ipahthcreased by one point for
frequency of protection of instructional time, stats academically declined by 0.177.
This would show a negative effect of a characterita principal behavior on the
academic growth of lower SES students.

Question 2:What specific instructional characteristics ofrengipal have an
impact on academic growth?

In answering this question, the same models fr@aakh question one were
utilized. SPSS removed some of principal charasties due to co-linearity when Model
15 was run. The categories of principal charadiesist removed were categories one
(Framing School Goals), five (Monitor Student Pesg), seven (Maintain High
Visibility), eight (Provide Incentive for Teachergnd nine (Promote Professional
Development). This suggests that the PIMRS showatdane category yielded the same
results as other categories, and the inclusiohesfd results would be redundant. Model
15 did show that there was a single charactetisitproved to be statistically
significant. This was Category 6, protecting th&tiactional time. In order to be sure that
some data were not omitted, each characteristiawalyzed as a single predictor. These
results of these other models are shown in TalBledd are a continuation of Models 1-4
in Table 4.1. Models five through fourteen addecheat the ten categories of
instructional management as measured by the PINR& ately. These, when run

separately, yielded only one statistically sigrficresult. Category 6, protecting

instructional time, indicated a B = -0.106, p <%.This model increased the adjuste?d R



to 0.097 from the lowestdof 0.091 when only the controls were used. Thestzon
coefficient for this model was 0.709, p < 0.001lisTwould indicate that the negative
relationship existed that as a principal prote@tstiuctional time more, the growth of

the students decreased.
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Table 4.2 — Regression Models of the PIMRS Charaatstics - Individually
4.1 Summary

The final model (Model 15), which included all cheateristics, answered the first
research question posed by this study. Theretistatal support to claim that the
instructional management characteristics of theggual have an effect on the academic
growth of lower SES students even though this rebeshowed that there was a negative
effect. This model and models five through fourtaso answered the second research
guestion. One characteristic, in particular, haggative effect which is the principal
protecting the instructional time. These findingdicate that given all the controls and
the principal characteristics, nearly 10% of thealality of a student of lower SES’s
growth can be attributed to these variables. Wietiesd with just raw growth scores,
this characteristic also had a significant negagiifect on the growth scores as it did with
the normed growth scores (See Appendix A). Thisaesh also yielded significant and
meaningful results for the following three contvakiables: percent minority, free and
reduced lunch percent, and principal experiences&hvill be discussed further in the

chapter 5.



5.0 Conclusion and Recommendations

The purpose of this study was to determine if thieggpal instructional
management characteristics had an effect on thieata growth of lower SES students,
and if there was an effect, which characteristicl@racteristics had an effect.

5.1 Results

The multivariate linear regression produced siatiksupport to answer the
guestion that, yes, the characteristics of thecpal have a statistically significant effect
on the academic growth of lower SES students. Bygus hierarchical model, the
coefficients for initial score and the other colgrallow for isolation of the principal
characteristics. The only statistically significahiracteristic of the principal protecting
instructional time yielded a negative coefficieBt< -0.177, p < .01). When put together,
this final model accounted for 10.1% of the vatipin the differences in growth scores
of the students. This would show that the princgiz@s have an effect on the growth
scores of the lower SES subgroup, though the effastnegative.

5.2 Discussion of Findings

There are three major points in the results ofshisly that need to be discussed.
The first two deal with the control factors thatresentroduced in the early models of the
analysis that are related but not part of the rebeguestions. The first of these is the
coefficients of the free and reduced lunch pergmtand the minority percentage of the
school. There was also a negative effect of thertinstatus of the student on the
academic growth of the student in models 2 thratighhe results can be seen in Table

4.1. In the case of this district, one factor ahlgea minority was not a proxy for the
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other factor of being a participant of free andueatl lunch.

There was a negative relationship between percerdrity and the growth of
lower SES student; while at the same time theagpgsitive relationship between percent
of students on free and reduced lunch in the sciialthe growth of lower SES students.
A possible explanation for this phenomenon wouldhag diversity in a school makes
growth more difficult. As the percent minority irsahool increases so does the
possibility of the amount of diversity. An approdobm a teacher or principal that may
work with one ethnic group may not work with anatbthnic group. This hypothesis
would also explain why growth occurs more with mstedents on free and reduced
lunch. As the school becomes more homogeneouséoresconomic status (SES),
similar tactics work with a larger population oéthtudents. This is to say that SES is not
a proxy for ethnic diversity. In this district, tircrease in the lower SES students may be
from an increase in Caucasian students. As showaliae 3.1, the school with the
highest percentage of lower SES students alsoheagreatest amount of growth. Again,
this may be due to less diversity in the populat@rfree and reduced lunch and made it
easier for the teachers to relate the materiaisdstudents. However, because of the
negative effects with minority percentage, thers wassibly the opposite effect on the
free and reduced lunch percentage. This higheeptage of minority students would
have been an increase in diversity and made it whffreult for one method of teaching
to relate the materials to the different ethnicup®of students. Thus, diversity may have
been the issue. Where there was more diversitgdeac@ growth waned. Where there
was less diversity, academic growth increased.

The second finding of this study was the negativeact of a principal’s



experience on the growth of lower SES studentsrelaee two possible explanations for
this result. The first of these relates to the aesd® on teacher growth and effectiveness.
A teacher increases in efficacy and skills (botbadslities and capacity) significantly in
the first three years of teaching. After the enthefthird year, a teacher may improve his
or her teaching abilities, but this improvemerméy marginal when compared to the
first three years of teaching (Rivkin, et al., 20his may have been the same for
principals in this study. Table 3.1 showed thathef nine principals in the study, five had
six or more years experience and four had fiveeotef years of experience in the role. A
principal may have improved in practice within tieée of the principal due to the need
to acquire coping mechanisms to learn the new Hievever, after the first few years,
principals in this district may have found what w®for him or her best and did little
after the initial period to improve his or her gree. This may be why the less
experienced principals had greater academic grautththe lower SES students. These
new principals may have been “hungrier” for betesults out of these students and
attacked the issue with an open mind and diffemegthods. Perhaps their training better
prepared them for working with diverse student&ays their more experienced peers
were not able to do.

A second possibility as to why principal experiehegl a negative effect on
student growth is the changing demographics otlistict. The district experienced a
steady increase in the diversity of its populatidmore experienced principal may have
been using methods that worked well a few years lagfono longer evaluates his or her
methods to look for possible areas to improve wheames to increasing growth with

the specific population of lower SES students. B&idn leadership theory emphasize
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that situation and context should impact style (Alley, 1992; Blake, et al, 1964;
Fiedler, 1967). This could have been the crux efisisue in this case because there may
not have been style change by experienced prircipapite of the contextual changes.
While this explanation is related to the first hifpesis for this finding, it is different
because the possibility here is that the studeptifption changed even though the
principal may have been improving in his or hercfices. The practices just may not
have been what that particular group of studergsiee.

The third was the major finding for this study. éfincluding the control factors
in the multi-regression analysis, each of the attarastic results from the principals were
added to the analysis individually and then finallythe characteristic results were
added at the same time. The result of the finakssjon model is shown in Table 4.2.
Full results of all regression models can be foumn@ppendix A.

With some of the categories excluded due to calityewith other categories,
the only statistically significant result was tlodicategory 6, protecting instructional
time. Interestingly, this result showed a negagéffect on the normed academic growth
of lower SES students. This major finding of thedstprompts several discussion points
and possible explanations due to the inconsisterittythe literature regarding the
subject. In many studies, prior research found phatiection of instructional time
increased student achievement (Brown & Saks, 1886k & Linn, 2003; Hang, 2001).
Instructional time, as operationalized here, had@posite effect.

Given the results differing from the previous reshaon this subject, there are
three areas to consider as reasons for theses.eBhé first of these come from the

culture research of Weick (1976) and Ouchi (1980ick’s research discussed loose



coupling. This concept suggests that in organinatishere there are many professionals,
an organization can allow the professionals to workupervised and expect that a job
will be done. The more the professionals are lefie the more loosely coupled the
organization is. Ouchi (1980) discussed three tghesganizational control. In an
organization where they work for a common goal, igttee impediments to get a job
finished are removed, and where there is muchaotem between leadership and the
workers, a clan mentality exists. A clan leadetependent on the context, and the
context is depended upon the valued relationsMfize@tley, 1992). In a clan, the group
joins together to complete a common goal for thedgaf everyone in the clan. In a clan
there is camaraderie, collaboration, and a comnmsan:

Weick (1976) and Ouchi’s (1980) work may explainygmotecting instructional
time was not beneficial for the academic growtltheflower SES students in this study.
The schools that saw the greatest normed growth therschools that the principal used
the time in school to create more of a presendledrdaily academic life of the students.
These schools were possibly not loosely coupled.stadents and teachers knew the
principal could have been in the classroom, talkuity students, or making a public
announcement at any time. By doing this, the cogpdimong faculty may have tightened
to create more oversight or a reminder that thecppal is involved. The statements from
the PIMRS that dealt with the “Protecting Instrootl Time” category were:

1. Limit interruptions of instructional time publaddress announcements.

2. Ensure that students are not called to the officeng instructional time.

3. Ensure that tardy and truant students sufferifgpeonsequences for missing

instructional time.
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4. Encourage teachers to use instructional timenhteg@and practicing new
skills and concepts.

5. Limit the intrusion of extra- and co-curriculanti@ities on instructional time.

By these principals not protecting instructionaiei as defined by these
guestions, they may have created a “clan” mentéDtychi, 1980) where each person
helped the others so that the “interruptions” @ ittstructional time may have been
beneficial to the teachers and translated into ne@ming for the lower SES students.
The clan may have tightened the coupling so thah@mbers of the teaching community
in the school worked together to improve achievemiBms explanation would confirm
the research from Hang (2001) that suggestedfttia instructional time was not
protected, the teachers would have focused onstbenéals which was what the lower
SES students may have needed most. Clark and 2008 also discussed that

protecting instructional time does little to helglwmultiple choice items. It does more

for deepening knowledge for more of the construcésponses. Because the Ac@ty
Predictive assessments, like the GLAs, were prignarultiple choice, the tightened
coupling may have focused the classroom teacherth@nother educators in the
building.

Another way to consider this finding derives frdme research on complexity,
chaos, and the new sciences (Wheatley, 1992).rébearch, based on studies of
guantum physics and the emerging understandingwfail open systems work, suggests
that leaders need to leave employees alone to twarlake improvements and achieve
organizational goals. If Wheatley (1992) is coryéight control does not work. Thus,

given the questions in this category on the PIMiR®ay well be that the negative



relationship of the results implies more of an emiing of teachers. Success, in this
study, may have derived from completely leavinghesas alone to make teaching
decisions when the students are in the classroom.

A second possible explanation for the negativeiogiahip is the nature of the
guestions in the “Protecting Instructional Timetegory. These questions really speak to
two different concepts. One of the concepts is d8tis in the Classroom.” Questions 1,
2, 3, and 5 really look at encouraging studentsetm the class with the teacher and
limiting the interruptions. Question 4 speaks tother concept of time-on-task. The
research on time-on-task shows that protecting mghau instructional time links to
academic gains (Brown & Saks, 1986; Clark & Lin@03). When a teacher uses the
time in class to fill it with academic instructiostudents benefit the most academically
(Clark & Linn, 2003). This would suggest a toolttsaparated out these concepts may be
better for clarifying results to coincide with passearch.

A third possible explanation for the third findinga negative relationship
between the principal protecting instructional tiamal the academic growth of lower
SES students was that of specificity or lack themethe sample. The spectrum of free
and reduced lunch was a wide range of eligibilit009, as shown in Table 4.1.
Eligibility for free lunch to reduced lunch couldve been over a $50,000 salary
difference for parents. Possibly, the range foe ftad reduced lunch eligibility was too
great to make general conclusions about normedtgravae results may have been more
positive or more categories of the PIMRS may haenlstatistically significant had the
free and reduced lunch students been analyzedaselyar

The fourth possible explanation for the third fimgliof this study may have been
[ii]



the PIMRS instrument. Because the results usdukistudy were reported by teachers
within the school, the previous culture of the sihmay have played a factor in the true
results of the principal characteristics. If thedibeen a true experimental design,
teachers would have been randomly assigned toipailscand training on the instrument
would have taken place. In this case, the teadtedsa previous school culture that they
were using to judge the principal. This may hawublted in a negative relationship
because it depended greatly how the teachers fefteapoint in time. If the teachers
were used to no interruptions with a previous ppak just a few in the year would seem
like a lot and therefore influenced the resultstenPIMRS.

The PIMRS instrument also had a few technical isshat are reported
previously in this study. The reliability for eaohthe categories, using the suggested
reliability method by the PIMRS technical manud,Zhowed low reliabilities of the
categories. The full results, shown in Table 3W@veed the highest reliability around
0.73. After doing this research, an exploratorydaanalysis was performed that yielded
only four categories and the elimination of 17 dues from the PIMRS due to
overlapping of assignments to different categoirse to the low reliability of the
PIMRS instrument, the results may have been skdseduse the reported categories

were not measuring what the PIMRS intended to nreasu
Along with the PIMRS'’s reliability, there was thdjasted R of the study. At its

highest, the adjusted2FWas 0.101 meaning that all the variables, bothrotsraind
predictors, only accounted for 10.1% of the valtighin the normed growth scores for

the lower SES students. This would mean that apmately 90% of the reasons for the



students’ normed growth differences was not ac@ulifdr in this study. This could
mean that the PIMRS instrument may not be accyratebsuring the instructional
management characteristics of the principal. Afterexploratory factor analysis was
completed using the PIMRS results for this stuldg,four new categories were analyzed
using the same methods as were previously usdukistudy. The new results yielded no
statistically significant results which may alsadrgdo the validity concerns with the

instrument.

However, another possible explanation for the loyusted R for this study may
be that the critics of linkage between the princgrad student achievement may be
correct (Witziers, et al, 2003; Bridges, 1982). §&eesults may mean that while there
was an effect of the instructional characteristicghe principal on the growth of the
lower SES students, the principal’s effect was \&mall because he or she is too far
removed from the classroom to make a meaningfubtifstatistically significant impact
on the academic growth of the lower SES studess. Wiould also suggest that there
were confounding factors that were not includedasrols for this study that may have
impacted the results.

5.3 Discussion of Limitations

A limitation of this study was that it took placétn one school district in
northern Kansas City, Missouri. The reason for thisice of only one school district was
to help control for the confounding factors thaturchetween districts such as
community priorities in education, attracting diffey quality of teaching staff due to
perceived status of districts, similar class sia@sl curricular quality and resources.

While the students of this district were diversd #me number of scores remains high (N
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= 958), a representative sample across the UniedsSmay be needed to make general
conclusions about the findings.

Another limitation was a lack of randomization ofer SES students and

teachers throughout the schools. Scores attriliatacgrincipal from the Acui@ test

come from students that live in the area aroundtheols, and some of the factors that
caused them to go to that school may include paremteptions and availability of
affordable housing. The teachers that took pattiénsurvey were also placed in that
school due, in part, to the principal hiring thadleer. Because of this, the study could not
be a true experimental design. Also, a treatmestved performed to the schools by the
principal but rather aaxpost factstudy of what effects the behaviors of the priatip

had on the academic growth of the lower SES stgd&atcause of the lack of
randomization, a true experimental design couldoeamplemented, and confounding
factors may have interacted with the results.

Another limitation lies in the PIMRS tool. Creatieg Hallinger (1983) in order to
rate a principal on their instructional managenaatracteristics, a value judgment about
the rating cannot be made. According to Hallin@&08), these characteristics cannot be
viewed as a higher number being an indicator obeeneffective principal. Also, due to
the reliability of the instrument (see Table 3tRgre is little evidence in this study that
the instrument measured the intended charactexigtias will be discussed in further
detail later in this chapter. The limitation in ttu®| was that it could be outdated and did
not measure the correct behaviors of the principal.

Finally, a limitation of this study was that it wast done over several years in

order to make general conclusions for a principetiaracteristics. Due to availability of



resources and moving of teachers and principadhter roles or buildings, the difficulty
would be to generate longitudinal data in ordentike conclusions. A longitudinal study
would have helped to provide stability to the d&ser several years, the principals
would have presumably changed in the frequenclief bbserved characteristics. Also,
the academic growth of the lower SES students whoale had the chance to account for
cohort differences within the schools making islékely that outlier data would have
existed in the data set. This limitation made tisewssion about only one year within the
district. Utilizing a multiple year study would makeneralizations about the effects of
the principals on academic growth within this dettmore confident and valid. One
year’'s data limited the validity and generalizatadrihe study.

Some other factors that may have influenced thdtsesould have been the

differences in teachers’ level of comfort with mﬂneuity® assessments or the degree to
which they had the students take them seriouslytit@schools that struggled making
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) under NCLB, they maye created an environment

that formalized the assessments and valued thikgesueed, some of the reasons for

greater growth at the higher grade levels coulcehmeen familiarity with the Acui@
assessments. Also, academic data on a standatdstetiere used to show a school’s
effectiveness. While academic data are a measwsehobl effectiveness, they are only
one measure and so other measures were ignoried stady.
5.4 Discussion of Conclusions

From this research, four conclusions can be readrealfirst is that this research

suggests that the principal does not have a lohpéct on lower SES academic growth.
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Because the principal is so far removed from thesrbom, there is little impact a
principal really has on student achievement. Thasllel confirm the work of Murphy
(1988). The issue may be cultural in the schoal, the culture is what contributes to the
success of the students. Therefore, efforts sHmilthade to research what a principal
does to the culture that would encourage greatateanic growth in lower SES students.

Second, there is a real problem with the PIMRSumsént. According to
Hallinger (2008), the hypothesis would suggest thate would have been some impact
of the principal’s instructional management behes/mn the student achievement.
Because it was originally developed in 1983 anpheefin 1985 (Hallinger & Murphy,
1985), this instrument may need updating. This @dnd suggested by the reliability
results in Table 3.2. With all reliabilities und&i75, this instrument puts into doubt what
exactly was measured from the principal. The Idoonisistency of the confirming
factor analysis with the PIMRS’s factors and theklaf significant findings for the new
factors also suggest validity problems with therumment. More research may be needed
in order to update this instrument.

Third, the movement from case studies to quantgagtudies may not have added
as much value as expected for the research. laappieat there is a need for thoughtful
mixed methodology designs. Because the differemckew researchers studied the issue
of the principal and student achievement with datie studies (Edmonds, 1979;
Bossert, et al, 1982), researchers began to useigui@e methods in order to find more
conclusive connections (Glasman, 1984; Cuban, 1%8thaps the best method for
studying the questions in this research would Heltow a quantitative study with a

gualitative investigation as to why certain schaadkieve more. This would add to the



research to help create a better tool for meastin@grincipal’s effect on student
achievement.

Fourth, if research on school culture impactingisht achievement is correct
(Erikson, 1987; Hoy, et al, 2006) and the principgbacts the culture, more research is
needed on school culture. This would confirm Pisgr988) argument that the most of
the effects of the principal on student achievenagatnot direct. By looking at the
factors in a school culture that encourage greatademic growth in lower SES students,
an instrument could be reverse engineered to me#sebehaviors in the principal more
accurately.

5.5 Discussion of Practical Implications

While the discussion of the findings will add t@thody of literature, there are a
few practical implications for this study. Becaulse focus was on the lower SES
students, those schools that have a high perceatdgeir students on free and reduced
lunch might benefit from the findings. First, thenay be implication for hiring practices.
A district may want to look for a principal thaeates a clan mentality whereby the
prospective principal has talent at getting eveeywnthe school to work together to
increase achievement of students throughout the yea

Another implication may be that principal experiemsay not be as important to
effect academic growth with the lower SES studenthat different skills in potential
principals need to be identified for leaders oksthechools. While there may be some
human resources managers that want an experienoegpl to run a building, this
research may suggest that experience may notibgastant as other factors and skills

in the principal.
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A final implication may lie in the essentials faudents of lower SES. Teaching
students the essentials may help to maximize growtstandardized tests. The findings
suggest that not protecting instruction time ndy aid not inhibit academic growth, but
it helped to improve growth. What this may suggeshat having a tighter coupling
between the principal and the classroom by meatessfprotection of instructional time
would be exactly what lower SES students need poore achievement. Another
possibility is that other issues may be more imguarfor lower SES students to gain
academically such as developing a self-concepdtiagea nurturing environment, or
making students feel safe.

5.6 Future Research

The results of this study suggest that furtheraedeis necessary for
understanding the connection between the pringpastructional management
characteristics and student growth. Future stutbe$d look at other subgroups within
the school to explore whether similar charactessyield the same results between
subgroups. The notion of exploring only one subgraithin a school brings up a unique
opportunity to understand group dynamics withirclao®! more fully. Also, a follow to
this study may be best served by combining the tifatime methods used here with a
qualitative study as to why the different schoo&dd/different growth results. A case
study of several schools may help to narrow whats about the principals that got the
greatest amount of growth out of their lower SE#ishts.

Along the lines of focusing on one subgroup, onthefdiscussions of
conclusions was that the free and reduced lun¢hsskeas too wide a variance to lump

them into one category. Future research could lbegiaccate this study and include the



actual family incomes for those students on fregeraduced lunch. It is possible that
including the family income as a control variablaynfind more of the variance for
normed growth.

Future studies could also work to create a newunsnt to measure the
characteristics of a principal to help refine thegarch in this study. While the PIMRS
was developed through Hallinger's work (1983),asmot been had a major revision
since before the introduction of NCLB (2002) and tilture of accountability in the
United States. A new instrument with reliabilitiaghe 0.85 — 0.95 range could help to
identify more accurate characteristics that wileef academic growth in students.

Another area of future research may be that opthrecipal experience and
effectiveness. While this study cited that teaclneash the majority of their potential
within the first three years (Rivkin, et al, 200&jture research could examine the role of
the principal, what they do to improve and wherytleach their potential as an
instructional leader. This could be done for oMezaperience and experience within a
building.

More research is also needed into the effect ofdbing culture that pervades
schools in America. How this has impacted educaaod how has it affected the
students within different subgroups would be a tealyelp determine if schools were
reaching the goals they set and if the goals se¢h&m are meaningful.

Future research could also include a longitudihalysof the teacher responses.
Due to the temporal nature of teachers’ respoiisess could be different results on the
PIMRS in the fall as opposed to the spring. Al§thése results for the PIMRS and the

student growth data were taken over several ygaree validity could be given to the
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results, given the survey instrument of the teachad a higher reliability.

Finally, future research could utilize the methodthis study and increase the
same from within one district to multiple distrietsross a state or the nation. This way
would help to see if the results were unique te tme district in northern Kansas City or
if the results show a possible debate for the ptiate of instructional time. A
representative sample may help to increase theawcof the results and make the
findings applicable across the nation.

5.6 Summary of Conclusions

Examining the effect of principal characteristicstbe academic growth of lower
SES students is important because NCLB (2002) resjgchool districts to not only test
all students but have all students achieve at ficpnt level by 2014. Historically, there
has been an “achievement gap” between studentsvef ISES and students of higher
SES. Because of the sanctions outlined in NCLBjrecipal must make sure that
students are performing at the levels prescribedake adequate yearly progress
(NCLB, 2002).

This study attempted to determine if the instruciamanagement characteristics
of the principal had an impact on the growth of éd0\BES students. The results indicated
that the characteristic of protecting instructiommale did have an effect on the academic
growth; however, the effect was a negative relatigqm This would suggest that to
increase academic growth in lower SES studentsnaipal does not need to protect
instructional time as if it were sacred.

The overall conclusion is that the principal doageéhan effect on the academic

growth of lower SES students even though this rebeghowed it to be a negative



relationship. More research is needed to deterrhihese findings hold true if the
sample was altered, if different subgroups werdistl) and if a new characteristic

measure instrument would be more reliable.
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Appendix A

Normed and Raw Growth Model Results for Free anduRed Lunch Students

Normed Combined Subjects for F/R Lunch only

No b WwWwN R

Initial Score
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*okk
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*kk
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%k ¥
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%k ¥
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-0.253

%k ¥
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(0.000)
(0.000)
(0.000)
(0.000)
(0.000)
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F/R Lunch Percent

Percent Minority

0.029
-0.034
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Principal Experience
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Framing School Goals
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(0.002)
(0.002)
(0.004)
(0.005)

(0.004)

-0.117
*%

-0.196
*k

-0.167

-0.098

(0.002)
(0.004)
(0.005)

(0.003)

0.095



Category 2

Communicate the Goals

Category 3

Supervise and Evaluate Instruction

Category 4

(0.053)

0.058

(0.047)

-0.048

(0.036)

[il]



Coordinate the Curriculum
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Provides Incentives for Teachers
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Promote Professional Development
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Provides Incentives for Learning

(Constant)



R2
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F-value
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Normed Combined Subjects for F/R Lunch only
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Maintain High Visibility

Category 8

(0.085)

-0.106

(0.032)

-0.015

(0.024)

-0.035

[il]



Provides Incentives for Teachers

(0.037)
Category 9
Promote Professional Development
Category 10
Provides Incentives for Learning
(Constant)
0.487
*%
0.380
0.709
%k ¥
0.517
*
0.673
*
(0.189)

(0.203)



Adjusted R?

F-value

(0.209)
(0.205)

(0.334)

0.316
0.318
0.325
0.316

0.316

0.100
0.101
0.105
0.100

0.100

0.091
0.093
0.097
0.091

0.091

11.658
11.865
12.406
11.669

11.706

[il]



Normed Combined Subjects for F/R Lunch only
13
14
15
Initial Score

-0.252
*okk

-0.256

%k ¥

-0.259

%k ¥

(0.000)
(0.000)
(0)

Grade Level

(0.009)
(0.009)
(0.009)

Gender
0.061

0.061

0.070

(0.014)
(0.014)
(0.014)

Minority
-0.113

%k ¥

-0.115

%%k ¥

-0.104
*%

(0.015)
(0.015)
(0.015)

Enroliment
-0.042

-0.037

-0.169

%k ¥



F/R Lunch Percent

Percent Minority

Principal Experience

Category 1

Framing School Goals

Category 2

(0.000)
(0.000)

(0.000)

0.330

* %k %k

0.326
*okk

0.143

(0.002)
(0.002)

(0.002)

-0.200

-0.188

(0.002)

(0.002)

-0.084
-0.129

EEd

-0.200

* %

(0.003)
(0.003)

(0.005)

0.062

[il]



Communicate the Goals

(0.082)
Category 3

-0.148
Supervise and Evaluate Instruction

(0.075)
Category 4

0.247
Coordinate the Curriculum

(0.213)
Category 5
Monitor Student Progress
Category 6

-0.177

EEd

Protect Instructional Time

(0.042)

Category 7



Maintain High Visibility

Category 8

Provides Incentives for Teachers

Category 9

Promote Professional Development

Category 10

Provides Incentives for Learning

(Constant)

-0.045

(0.055)

0.026

0.043

(0.041)

(0.071)

0.713
0.396

0.600

(0.31)
(0.228)

(0.252)

0.317
0.316

0.335

[il]



0.100
0.100

0.112

Adjusted R?
0.092

0.091

0.101

F-value
11.754

11.701

9.967



Raw Growth, Combined Subjects for Free and Reduced Lunch

Initial Score

Grade Level

Gender

u b wWN R

-0.364
*okk

-0.445
*kk

-0.447

%k ¥

-0.441

% %k %k
-0.444
%k
(** *)
(0.026)
(0.026)

(0.026)

(0.026)

0.156
Kk

0.170
*okk

0.166

%k ¥

0.165

%k ¥

(1.88)
(1.868)
(1.858)

(1.858)

0.054
0.057
0.059

0.060

(2.82)

(2.771)

[il]



Minority

Enroliment

F/R Lunch Percent

(2.756)

(2.755)

-0.114

*kk

-0.133
*okk

-0.132

%k ¥

-0.133

%k ¥

(2.892)
(2.956)
(2.939)

(2.939)

0.012
-0.055

-0.115

(0.062)
(0.067)

(0.093)

0.319

%k ¥

0.300

*okk

0.201

(0.463)
(0.461)

(0.632)



Percent Minority

-0.197
-0.132

0.009

(0.457)
(0.467)

(0.795)

Principal Experience

-0.124

%k ¥

-0.190

(0.488)

(0.858)

Category 1

0.079

Framing School Goals

(10.564)

Category 2

[il]



Communicate the Goals

Category 3

Supervise and Evaluate Instruction

Category 4

Coordinate the Curriculum

Category 5



Monitor Student Progress

Category 6

Protect Instructional Time

Category 7

Maintain High Visibility

Category 8

[il]



Provides Incentives for Teachers

Category 9

Promote Professional Development

Category 10

Provides Incentives for Learning



(Constant)

R2

Adjusted R?

155.760

%k ¥

149.716
*ok ok

118.600
*ok ok

167.192

%k ¥

152.307

%k ¥

(10.628)
(11.381)
(34.911)
(37.433)

(39.205)

0.364
0.408
0.445
0.456

0.458

0.132
0.166
0.198
0.208

0.209

0.132
0.163

0.192

[il]



0.201

0.202
F-value
145.937

47.551

33.523

31.175

27.909

958



Raw Growth, Combined Subjects for Free and Reduced Lunch

Initial Score

Grade Level

Gender

O 00 N O]

-0.442
Kk

-0.440
*okk

-0.441

%k ¥

-0.444

%k ¥

-0.439
*okk

(0.026)
(0.026)
(0.026)
(0.026)

(0.026)

0.166

%k ¥

0.166
*kk

0.166
*kk

0.167

%k ¥

0.164

%k ¥

(1.859)
(1.858)
(1.859)
(1.858)

(1.856)

0.059
0.061
0.059
0.059

0.061

(2.757)
(2.76)

(2.758)

[il]



Minority

Enrollment

F/R Lunch Percent

(2.756)

(2.753)

-0.134

%k ¥

-0.132

* %k %

-0.132
*okk

-0.132

%k ¥

-0.125

%%k ¥

(2.946)
(2.939)
(2.944)
(2.939)

(2.955)

-0.106
-0.002
-0.042
-0.137

-0.039

(0.109)
(0.093)
(0.114)
(0.116)

(0.068)

0.225
0.400
%%k ¥
0.321
0.189

0.319
*okk

(0.694)
(0.669)
(0.75)
(0.701)

(0.463)



Percent Minority

Principal Experience

Category 1

Framing School Goals

Category 2

-0.023
-0.240
-0.155
-0.007

-0.172

(0.92)
(0.722)
(0.831)
(0.779)

(0.48)

-0.174
-0.103
*%
-0.114
-0.206

% ¥

-0.061

(0.979)
(0.548)
(0.868)
(1.068)

(0.648)

0.058

[il]



Communicate the Goals

Category 3

Supervise and Evaluate Instruction

Category 4

Coordinate the Curriculum

Category 5

(9.34)

-0.052

(7.158)

-0.012

(12.949)



Monitor Student Progress

Category 6

Protect Instructional Time

Category 7

Maintain High Visibility

Category 8

0.082

(16.885)

-0.081

(6.338)

[il]



Provides Incentives for Teachers

Category 9

Promote Professional Development

Category 10

Provides Incentives for Learning



(Constant)

R2

Adjusted R?

171.715

%k ¥

161.145
*okk

167.798
*ok ok

149.317

%k ¥

204.232

%k ¥

(37.859)
(37.803)
(37.587)
(40.438)

(41.609)

0.457
0.457
0.456
0.457

0.460

0.209
0.209
0.208
0.209

0.212

0.201
0.202

0.201

[il]



F-value

0.202

0.204

27.773

27.863

27.687

27.873

28.257



Raw Growth, Combined Subjects for Free and Reduced Lunch
11
12
13
14
15
Initial Score

-0.440
*okk

-0.440
*kk

-0.440

%k ¥

-0.442

%k ¥

-0.446
*kk

(0.026)
(0.026)
(0.026)
(0.026)
(0.026)

Grade Level
0.166

%k ¥

0.166
*kk

0.166
*kk

0.167

%k ¥

0.165

%%k ¥

(1.859)
(1.859)
(1.86)

(1.859)
(1.858)

Gender
0.060

0.060
0.059
0.059

0.067

(2.759)
(2.759)

(2.757)

[il]



Minority

Enroliment

F/R Lunch Percent

(2.758)

(2.757)

-0.132

%k ¥

-0.132

*kk

-0.131
*kk

-0.132

%k ¥

-0.124

%%k ¥

(2.94)
(2.939)
(2.95)
(2.941)

(2.954)

-0.055
-0.086
-0.060
-0.057

-0.167

%k ¥

(0.067)
(0.086)
(0.068)
(0.067)

(0.065)

0.312
*okk

0.261

EEd

0.298

%k ¥

0.295

*okk

0.156

(0.477)
(0.543)
(0.462)
(0.466)

(0.313)



Percent Minority

Principal Experience

Category 1

Framing School Goals

Category 2

-0.146
-0.104
-0.139

-0.132

(0.488)
(0.514)
(0.471)

(0.467)

-0.122

*kk
-0.110
*%
-0.104
-0.131
%k ¥

-0.214

(0.492)
(0.549)
(0.669)
(0.538)

(0.914)

[il]



Communicate the Goals

Category 3

Supervise and Evaluate Instruction

Category 4

Coordinate the Curriculum

Category 5

0.023

(16.278)

-0.180

(14.868)

0.282

(42.388)



Monitor Student Progress

Category 6

Protect Instructional Time

Category 7

Maintain High Visibility

Category 8

-0.143

EEd

(8.461)

-0.018

(4.754)

-0.036

[il]



Provides Incentives for Teachers

Category 9

Promote Professional Development

Category 10

Provides Incentives for Learning

(7.378)

-0.027

(10.959)

0.016

0.036

(8.253)

(14.128)



(Constant)

R2

Adjusted R?

176.090

%k ¥

209.274
*%

196.146
*%

155.880

%k ¥

173.348

%k ¥

(40.887)
(66.512)
(61.874)
(45.464)

(50.235)

0.456
0.457
0.457
0.456

0.467

0.208
0.209
0.208
0.208

0.218

0.201
0.201

0.201

[il]



F-value

0.201

0.208

27.723

27.764

27.730

27.709

21.917



Appendix B

Reliabilities from the Acuity Technical Report - $8iouri






Appendix C

PIMRS

To what extent does your principal . .. ?

I. FRAME THE SCHOOL GOALS

1. Develop a focused set of annual school-wideggoal

2. Frame the school's goals in terms of staff resjlities for meeting them

3. Use needs assessment or other formal and infonethods to secure staff input on goal
development

4. Use data on student performance when develdhbagchool's academic goals

5. Develop goals that are easily understood and ligeéeachers in the school

Il. COMMUNICATE THE SCHOOL GOALS

6. Communicate the school's mission effectivelynembers of the school community

7. Discuss the school's academic goals with teaditeiaculty meetings

8. Refer to the school's academic goals when matangcular decisions with teachers

9. Ensure that the school's academic goals arcted in highly visible displays in the school
(e.g., posters or bulletin boards emphasizing anadprogress)

10. Refer to the school's goals or mission in fawwith students (e.g., in assemblies or
discussions)

lll. SUPERVISE & EVALUATE INSTRUCTION

11. Ensure that the classroom priorities of teachee consistent with the goals and direction of
the school

12. Review student work products when evaluatiaggsioom instruction

[il]



13. Conduct informal observations in classrooms oagular basis (informal observations are
unscheduled, last at least 5 minutes, and may gmmoiinvolve written feedback or a formal
conference)

14. Point out specific strengths in teacher's irtgtonal practices in post-observation feedback
(e.g., in conferences or written evaluations)

15. Point out specific weaknesses in teacher ioitmal practices in post-observation feedback
(e.g., in conferences or written evaluations)

IV. COORDINATE THE CURRICULUM

16. Make clear who is responsible for coordinatimg curriculum across grade levels (e.g., the
principal, vice principal, or teacher-leaders)

17. Draw upon the results of school-wide testingmmaking curricular decisions

18. Monitor the classroom curriculum to see thabiters the school's curricular objectives

19. Assess the overlap between the school's clariobjectives and the school's achievement
tests

20. Participate actively in the review of curriauhaaterials

V. MONITOR STUDENT PROGRESS

21. Meet individually with teachers to discuss stidprogress

22. Discuss academic performance results withabelty to identify curricular strengths and
weaknesses

23. Use tests and other performance measure tesagmgress toward school goals

24. Inform teachers of the school's performancelt® written form (e.g., in a memo or
newsletter)

25. Inform students of school's academic progress

VI. PROTECT INSTRUCTIONAL TIME

26. Limit interruptions of instructional time by Iplic address announcements



27. Ensure that students are not called to theeffuring instructional time

28. Ensure that tardy and truant students suffeciBp consequences for missing instructional
time

29. Encourage teachers to use instructional timeefiching and practicing new skills and
concepts

30. Limit the intrusion of extra- and co-curricubstivities on instructional time

VII. MAINTAIN HIGH VISIBILITY

31. Take time to talk informally with students aedchers during recess and breaks

32. Visit classrooms to discuss school issues tetlechers and students

33. Attend/participate in extra- and co-curricaativities

34. Cover classes for teachers until a late ortgubsteacher arrives

35. Tutor students or provide direct instructiorchasses

VIIl. PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHERS

36. Reinforce superior performance by teachersaif mieetings, newsletters, and/or memos
37. Compliment teachers privately for their effastgperformance

38. Acknowledge teachers' exceptional performarnyosriiing memos for their personnel files
39. Reward special efforts by teachers with opptites for professional recognition

40. Create professional growth opportunities facters as a reward for special contributions to
the school

IX. PROMOTE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

41. Ensure that inservice activities attended bjf stre consistent with the school's goals

42. Actively support the use in the classroom dfskcquired during inservice training

43. Obtain the participation of the whole staffrimportant inservice activities

44. Lead or attend teacher inservice activitieceamed with instruction

45. Set aside time at faculty meetings for teacteeshare ideas or information from inservice

[il]



activities

X. PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR LEARNING

46. Recognize students who do superior work witifd rewards such as an honor roll or
mention in the principal's newsletter

47. Use assemblies to honor students for acaderoanglishments or for behavior or
citizenship

48. Recognize superior student achievement or imgonent by seeing in the office the students
with their work

49. Contact parents to communicate improved or ke student performance or contributions
50. Support teachers actively in their recogniaowl/or reward of student contributions to and

accomplishments in class

[il]



