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Abstract

Scott, Rebecca Harrison. Ed.D. The University of Memphis, May, 2016. A
Comparative Analysis of Teachers’ Perceptions of Instructional Leadership Practices in RewardPerformance, Reward-Progress, and Priority Schools as Determined by the Thirteen Core
Competencies and Measured by the Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning Survey.
Major Professor: Reginald L. Green, Ed.D.
Policies and education reform measures have sought to improve education for decades. Some
scholars support the notion that the instructional leadership role of the school leader makes a significant
contribution to educational reform, student learning, and school improvement. The purpose of this study
was to analyze instructional leadership practices in Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority
schools as determined by the Thirteen Core Competencies Framework and measured by select items on
the Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning (TELL) Tennessee Survey.
This quantitative study examined teachers’ perceptions of how school leaders used instructional
leadership practices as determined by the Thirteen Core Competency Framework. The nine core
competency areas addressed in the study were Visionary Leadership, Unity of Purpose, Instructional
Leadership, Curriculum and Instruction, Professional Learning Communities, Organizational
Management, Collaboration, Assessment, and Professional Development. The secondary data analysis
performed in this study involved integrating data from two data sources: 1) item-level responses retrieved
from the spring 2013 TELL survey and 2) the school’s current classification as Reward-Performance,
Reward-Progress, and Priority by the Tennessee Department of Education. The item-level responses on
the TELL survey were aligned with nine of the core competencies represented in the Thirteen Core
Competency Framework. A total of 129 schools was selected for the study. The sample was
representative of school districts across Tennessee.
The data analysis revealed that the nine leadership competencies were not equally represented
across the sample of schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority schools.
In addition, the nine leadership competencies varied both within and between the three types of schools.
Between types of institutions, teachers at the Reward-Performance schools tended to perceive their
vi

school’s endorsement of the leadership competencies more positively than did teachers at either the
Reward-Progress or the Priority schools. The data analysis also revealed that mean scores tended to be
higher in the elementary schools than in the secondary schools. The results of this study indicate that the
school leader’s ability to use the Thirteen Core Competency Framework is critical to effective leadership.
The findings from this study have the potential to inform school leaders, teacher leaders, and leadership
training programs.
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Chapter 1
Introduction to the Study
The educational crisis is one of the top concerns facing citizens of the United States. The
education system, economy, foreign policy, healthcare, immigration, environment, and civil
rights are listed as key issues currently facing our nation. The ability to comprehensively address
these major areas is critical to the success of our nation and its standing in our global society
(White House, 2015). Historically, education has been a conduit for advancement in our nation.
Unfortunately, many of the nation’s students are not receiving the best education possible.
American schools are in distress, and statistics reveal that many of our nation’s public schools
are failing; this is especially true for schools anchored in urban areas (Broad Foundation, 2015).
Concerns with the current conditions of our nation’s schools include students leaving K-12
schools without the essential college-and career-ready skills, students not gaining the skills and
knowledge needed to gain access to quality living, students falling behind their peers in other
industrialized nations, and our nation’s ranking in global competition (Broad Foundation, 2015).
The nation’s public schools struggle with academic failures, high dropout rates, and gaps
in achievement. The current conditions of failing schools and lack of high quality, equitable
education have led many stakeholders to propose that reform measures have not been successful
and that education is the new civil rights dilemma. With high-stakes testing and federal and state
accountability systems, there is intensified pressure to provide a good education to all students
regardless of external factors students may encounter (McKenzie & Locke, 2014). In response to
the mounting pressure from stakeholders, the search for practices and processes for
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improving schools remains a top priority for school reform. According to President Barack
Obama, “If we want America to lead in the 21st Century, nothing is more important than giving
everyone the best education possible — from the day they start preschool to the day they start
their career” (White House, 2015).
Researchers in the area of leadership and policy studies have proposed that instructional
leadership makes a significant contribution to student learning, educational reform, and school
improvement (Leithwood, Seashore, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). The fate of our public
schools heavily relies on the internal processes such as leadership. According to the National
Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) the role of the school leader has changed,
and school leaders are being called on to become instructional leaders. The NAESP has
proposed that effective school leaders demonstrate efficacy in the following standards: 1) leading
student and adult learning, 2) leading diverse communities, 3) leading 21st century learning, 4)
leading for continuous improvement, 5) leading using data and knowledge, and 6) leading
stakeholder engagement (National Association of Elementary School Principals, 2008).
Background of Study
Instructional leadership is the primary responsibility of the school principal. The
principal, as the school leader, has the responsibility and honor of articulating the core vision and
mission to all stakeholders and serving as an active participant in the process of promoting
school change and improvement. As gatekeepers of the teaching and learning process, school
leaders are assuming stewardship for academic achievement and school effectiveness (Clifford &
Ross, 2011; Council of Chief State School Officers, 2008: Lunenburg, 2010).
An effective school leader historically has been thought of as a precondition for a wellrun school. During the 20th century, the principalship was a foremost role in public schools (Beck
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& Murphy, 1993). While the school leader’s role attained prominence, it was largely related to
responsibilities that included school safety, scheduling, policy enforcement, and other
managerial task (Glanz, 2006). With the turn of the century and the enactment of the federal No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001, the school leader gained prominence as being essential to
building a mission and vision for effective schools that are successful in promoting student
achievement (Matthew & Crow, 2003). The No Child Left Behind Act in 2001, increased
accountability for student achievement and placed school leadership at the center of the debate
on effective schools. School leaders are not only being asked to take on the role of instructional
leader they are also being held accountable for student achievement (Bottoms & O’Neill, 2001).
Furthermore, school leaders must prove they can develop a team of teachers who possess the
efficacy to deliver effective instruction (Dufour & Eaker, 1998; Wallace Foundation, 2013).
The idea that instructional leadership makes a difference resonates in the educational
administration literature. However, conceptualizing instructional leadership has been ambiguous
by its very nature; the challenge is determining which leadership behaviors should be categorized
as instructional leadership. The lack of specificity and guidance hinders the process of
identifying and improving instructional leadership skills which inadvertently makes it harder for
school leaders to improve their craft (Grissom, Loeb, & Master, 2013). However, research on
school leader effectiveness highlights behavioral factors that cause some school leaders to be
more effective than are their counterparts (Grissom, Loeb, & Master, 2013). Green (2010)
presented 13 core competencies as researched-based evidence that can be used to inform leader
behavior. The Thirteen Core Competencies include Visionary Leadership, Unity of Purpose,
Instructional Leadership, Curriculum Instruction, Establishing Learning Communities,
Organizational Management, Collaboration, Assessment, Diversity, Professional Development,
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Reflection, Inquiry, and Professionalism. These competencies are not meant to be used in
isolation; rather they should be combined to create an intertwined network of competencies that,
when facilitated with fidelity and integrity, lead to overall school improvement. For the purpose
of study, special attention was given to the area of instructional leadership and its impact on
student achievement and the teaching and learning process.
Decades of research on the impact school leaders have on school improvement revealed
two consistent themes: 1) Principal leadership is instrumental in shaping school culture and
driving organizational changes that produce effective learning environments (Murphy, Elliot,
Goldring, & Porter, 2007) and, 2) Instructional leadership is an essential correlate for school
improvement (Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger & Murphy, 1986; Heck, Larsen, & Marcoulides, 1990;
Leithwood et al., 2004). In support of the first theme, McEvoy and Welker (2000) posit that
positive interpersonal relationships and optimal learning opportunities increase student
achievement. Green (2010) adds that the purpose of schools is to heighten academic
achievement in a climate that is favorable to the academic process. In support of the second
theme, researchers determined that instructional leadership best practices have measured the
impact of teaching, learning, and student academic achievement (Robinson, Lloyd & Rowe,
2008; Seashore, Leithwood, Wahlstrom, & Anderson, 2010).
The art of practicing instructional leadership requires that the school leader maintains a
focus on three themes: subject-matter content, principles of learning, and the teaching processes
(Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007). Researchers have concluded that school leaders should address
instructional leadership with a sense of urgency and priority (Ovando & Cavazos, 2004); make
sure that their practices are advised by professional and ethical principles; and seek to balance
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the bureaucracy of accountability with the needs of students, teachers, and parents (Hall, 2009;
Starratt, 2004).
The complex society of the 21st century requires a more sophisticated leadership (Fullan,
2001). According to Sergiovanni (2001), this new leadership must not rely on authority, rather,
school leaders will need to spend time purposing, building shared followership, and building
schools that are communities of responsibility. With a renewed focus on instructional
leadership, school leaders will be able to make an impact on student achievement. Researchers
(Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, & Myerson 2005; Henderson et al., 2005; Hoy & Hoy,
2006; O’Donnell & White 2005; Orr 2006; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty 2003) concur that this
impact can be achieved only through an emphasis on instructional leadership that sets high
academic goals, engages in critical conversations, responds to challenging questions, establishes
a culture that supports and believes in all learners, models respect and commitment to hard work
and academic achievement, encourages stakeholder participation, maintains a strong professional
development and support programs for teachers, builds strong professional learning
communities, and celebrates and honors the teaching and learning process.
Statement of the Problem
There is an educational crisis in the United States. After years of educational reform,
21st-century schools are still not meeting the educational needs of all students. Achievement gaps
still exist between student groups and between students in the United States and other
industrialized countries. There is a need to improve the academic achievement of students in our
nation’s public schools. The 21st Century has ushered in an era that demands more
accountability from school leaders in accomplishing this goal. School leaders are being asked to
effectively demonstrate instructional leadership skills, which have repeatedly shown that school
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leaders have the power and capacity to promote instructional change in their schools (Riordan,
2003). Researchers in the area of leadership and policy studies have proposed that instructional
leadership makes significant contributions to student learning, educational reform, and school
improvement (Leithwood et al., 2004). Schools are still facing perhaps their greatest opportunity
and challenge: implementing standards and accountability measures that ensure that every
student reaches his or her maximum potential (Hobson-Horton, Green, & Duncan, 2009). Given
the current focus on accountability and student achievement, this researcher sought to determine
if student achievement increased when school leaders demonstrated efficacy in the core
leadership competencies including instructional leadership.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to compare the instructional leadership practices as
determined by Thirteen Core Competencies conceptual framework (Green, 2010) and measured
by select items on the Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning (TELL) Tennessee Survey
in Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority schools. In order to closely align the
Thirteen Core Competencies to instructional leadership, only nine of the competencies are
addressed in this study.
Research Questions
The specific research questions that will be addressed in the study are
1. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green (2010) and
measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across a sample of
schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
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2. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed within each of the three types of
schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
3. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed among each of the three types of
schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
4. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across subsamples of RewardPerformance, Reward-Progress, and Priority schools by the level of students taught there?
Significance of the Study
This study is significant to the field of K-12 education, because it builds on existing
knowledge as it relates to instructional leadership. The need for school leaders to focus on
instruction has been researched with fidelity and recognized as being essential to ensuring
quality teaching in our schools (O’Doherty & Ovando, 2013). This study is not intended to prove
or disapprove any particular theory, but, rather, it examines proven strategies that are being used
in school districts by school leaders for improving student achievement. The audience for this
study is current school leaders, teacher-leaders, and college and university faculty associated
with the development and training of school leaders, specifically including the transformational
leaders who are currently working in urban districts and who have the vision to transform
schools by identifying practices that will impact student achievement and sustain school
improvement. The study will not only inform the field of K-12 education, it will provide critical
insights to school leaders and teachers seeking to use transformational, distributed, and shared
leadership as a school improvement model. The results of the study could be used to inform or
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derive a better understanding of what behaviors constitute instructional leadership and identify
instructional leadership in the context of the teaching and learning process. In general, the
literature speaks to the importance of school leaders’ understanding the complexity of
instructional leadership and the competencies schools leaders must possess to successfully lead
21st-century schools.
Theoretical Framework
Decades of school reform have redefined school leadership. Today’s leadership is being
defined by standards, competencies, and accountability measures (Green, 2010). Researchers
have postulated that the latest reform movements are driven by high expectations for students
and high accountability for school leaders (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2003). For the
purpose of this study, two theoretical frameworks were closely examined: The Thirteen Core
Competencies and Transformational Leadership. These two theoretical frameworks conjoin to
support the study as the frameworks focus on leadership behaviors and competencies that are
conducive to transforming schools through the process of building relationships and capacity
within the organization as they relate to the teaching and learning process.
The first theoretical foundation for this study is grounded in the work of Green (2010),
whose work involves an extensive review of literature and case studies that describe effective
school leadership competencies and behaviors. Green identified Thirteen Core Competencies
that inform leadership skills and attributes that school leaders must possess to successfully
implement school reform (Green, 2010). The Thirteen Competencies include Visionary
Leadership, Unity of Purpose, Learning Community, Instructional Leadership, Curriculum and
Instruction, Professional Development, Organizational Management, Assessment, Reflection,
Collaboration, Diversity, Inquiry, and Professionalism.
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Green proposed that school leaders who master the competencies are able to effectively
move schools toward goal attainment (Green, 2010). In addition to the extensive literature
review, Green consulted with 60 principals who completed The Center for Urban School
Leadership programs at the University of Memphis and who were assigned to low-performing
schools. The work in these schools revealed that the areas of greatest impact included 1)
developing unity of purpose around a shared vision, 2) shared decision making and
collaboration, 3) development of instructional leaders through focused professional development,
4) use of data to inform instruction, 5) assessment of student and teacher needs, and 6)
facilitating the development of a professional learning community (Green, 2010).
The second theoretical framework for this study is Transformational Leadership. This
theory by Burns (1978) created a central focus on the relationship between leader and followers.
The participants in transformational leadership maintain a relationship that is focused on the
pursuit of higher purposes. According to Burns (1978), the transformational approach to
leadership is steeped in reciprocity as the basis for influence, rather than hierarchy-or powerbased influence. The transformational school leader seeks to redefine the purpose of the
organization while bringing transparency to the values, aspirations, needs, and expectations of all
stakeholders. Transformational leaders are skilled in building trust, admiration, loyalty, and
respect among followers. Furthermore, they have the ability to build capacity within individuals
that ultimately benefits the organization as a whole. The transformational leader has the ability
to assist in developing followers to maximum capacity, including motivating followers to the
position in which the interest in the organization surpasses self-interest (Bass, 1985).
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Limitations of the Study
The study is limited because its findings are restricted to school districts being surveyed
in the Southeastern United States. The study is also limited because it involves only schools that
have been identified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority based on student
achievement measures. In addition, results of the study are also based on perceived teacher
experiences as documented on the TELL survey, the secondary data analysis method used in this
study.
Definition of Terms
The following key definitions are used to inform the study:
Instructional leadership: reflects the actions that school leaders take to promote growth
in student learning (Flath, 1989).
Instructional leadership dimensions: five identified areas or dimensions of the
principal’s role that are defining the mission, managing curriculum and instruction, supervising
and supporting teachers, monitoring student progress, and promoting instructional climate (Krug,
1992).
Priority Schools: a designation assigned to Title I or non-Title I schools that includes 5%
of the lowest-performing schools in overall achievement for state assessments and high school
graduation rates over a 3-year period (Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).
Reward School: a designation assigned to the top 5% of schools in a state based on
annual growth (Reward-Progress) or academic achievement (Reward-Performance)
(Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).
Reward-Performance School: a designation given to Title I or non-Title I schools that
includes 5% of the top-performing schools in overall student achievement for state assessments,
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high school graduation rates, and no significant gaps in academic achievement (Tennessee
Department of Education, 2012).
Reward-Progress School: a designation given to Title I or non-Title I schools that
includes 5% of the top-performing schools in overall student growth based on state growth
measures, high school graduation rates, and have no significant gaps in academic achievement
(Tennessee Department of Education, 2012).
School leader: an instructional leader who is responsible for developing and supporting a
collaborative school culture focused on teaching and learning (Green, 2010, p. 3).
Shared leadership: a dynamic, interactive influence process among individuals in groups
for which the objective is to lead one another to the achievement of group or organizational goals
or both (Conger & Pearce, 2003, p. 1).
Teacher-leader: teachers who lead within and beyond the classroom, identify with and
contribute to a community of teacher-learners and -leaders, and influence others towards
improved educational practice (Katzenmeyer & Moller, 2001, p. 17).
TELL Tennessee: a survey to provide schools with data and tools and to direct support to
facilitate school improvement. The survey is composed of eight constructs that include
Community Engagement and Support, Teacher Leadership, School Leadership, Managing
Student Conduct, Use of Time, Professional Development, Facilities and Resources, and
Instructional Practices and Support (TELL Tennessee, 2013).
Thirteen Core Competencies: a list of 13 competencies that identify the skills and
attributes that reform movements have identified as critical to successful school leadership:
visionary leadership, unity of purpose, learning community, instructional leadership, curriculum
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and instruction, professional development, organizational management, assessment, reflection,
collaboration, diversity, inquiry, and professionalism (Green, 2010).
Transformational leader: a leader who forms a relationship of mutual stimulation and
elevation and who converts followers into leaders and may convert leaders into moral agents
(Burns, 1978, p. 4).
Organization of the Study
This study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 includes an introduction to the study.
Chapter 1 also includes background information related to instructional leadership, a statement
of the problem, significance of the study, purpose of the study, research questions, definitions,
limitations, and a summary. Chapter 2 consists of an extensive review of the literature. The
literature review addresses the following topics: (1) Overview of educational reform, (2) history
of educational reform and the impact on instructional leadership, (3) the current state of
education, (4) instructional leadership, (5) leadership styles/theories that support instructional
leadership, and (6) instructional best practices. Chapter 3 discusses the methodology used to
conduct the study. This section includes a review of the purpose and research questions, general
methodology, instrumentation, a description of the population and sample, data collection, and
data analysis. Chapter 4 consists of a detailed analysis of the data and findings of the study.
Chapter 5 includes a discussion of the findings, the relationship of the study to previous research
and implications of the study for future research and practice, and a conclusion to the study.
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Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
Introduction
Chapter 2 presents a review of related literature that examines instructional leadership in
21st-century schools. Specifically, the literature review includes the following topics: (1) an
overview of educational reform, (2) the history of educational reform and the impact on
instructional leadership, (3) the current state of education, (4) instructional leadership, (5)
leadership styles/theories that support instructional leadership, and (6) leadership best practices.
These six areas are important to this study when considering the impact that each area has had on
K-12 education and, particularly, urban schools.
This review supports the notion that has surfaced in several previous studies, which posits
that school leaders who effectively demonstrate strong instructional leadership skills are able to
positively impact and transform the teaching and learning process. The researcher used the
literature review to generalize about the school leader’s ability to provide instructional leadership
and to impact student achievement. In addition, the researcher made significant links in the
literature that supported the school leader’s use of the Thirteen Core Competencies as a
leadership framework and Transformational Leadership as a key leadership style for today’s
school leaders.
Overview of Education Reform
Educational reform implies that there is a deficiency in the educational system that needs
to be corrected without changing the core of the system (Horn, 2002). While forever shifting,
educational reform measures often are brought about by broad considerations such as political
agendas, cultural beliefs and values, economic philosophy, and social relations. Educational
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reform is the outcome of social and political forces lobbying for school improvement for all
students (Madsen, Schroeder, & Irby, 2014). Regardless of the motivation to engage in
educational reform, almost all stakeholders believe to a certain degree that education needs to be
improved or changed (Horn, 2002).
Policies and education reform measures in the United States have sought to improve the
American education system by depending on the leadership capacity of school leaders and
teachers (Schoen & Fusarelli, 2008). For decades leaders on local, state and national levels have
sought to equalize education through reform measures. Educational reform comes with
implications of higher expectations and greater accountability on the part of school leaders.
Recent accountability policies have deemed instructional leadership a mandatory role and not an
option for school leaders (Hallinger & Murphy, 2013). Some scholars support the notion that the
success of educational reform depends on the principal's ability to effectively implement
accountability policies (Bryk, Sebring, Allensworth, Luppescu, & Easton, 2010; Leithwood &
Louis, 2012). Educators have long believed that school leaders must be effective instructional
leaders in order to accomplish sustained innovation within our schools (Fullan, 2006). While
effective school leadership does not provide a guarantee of successful education reform, there is
a qualitative body of work from researchers that affirms the position that active, skillful
instructional leadership from school leaders and teachers is necessary for sustainable school
improvement (Fullan, 2006; Hall & Hord, 2002; Hallinger, 2011; Hallinger & Heck, 2010;
Leithwood, Harris, & Hopkins, 2008; Leithwood et al., 2004).
History of School Reform and the Impact on Instructional Leadership
Educational reform has been a documented part of the American educational system for
over 175 years; including over 50 separate reform movements (Horn, 2002). Education reform is
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often referred to as an inherent political process, because it requires support from the public;
moreover, education reform is directly linked to the sociopolitical context of our nation (Horn,
2002). Horn further states that educational reform implies that reform measures are attempting
to correct some of the problems or deficiencies in education without changing the foundation of
the educational system as a whole.
Education reform measures have sought to address past and current educational issues
that range from equality to accountability. Generally, the reform measures are in response to
events that have taken place in the nation, as well as to agendas of special interest groups.
Historically, education reform has sought to educate the masses and produce more equity in the
educational system. Each reform movement to some degree attempts to address the need of
providing equitable education to all students regardless of race, gender, or socioeconomic status
(Madsen, Schroeder, & Irby, 2014). The 20th century marked some of the most impactful school
reform measures that sought to address desegregation and equality in schools, effective schools,
failing schools, high-stakes testing, student achievement, and accountability. The reform
movements discussed in this study set the backdrop for the changes that have taken place in
education and that speak directly to the impact of school leadership and student achievement.
Reform movements have brought attention to the field of education and pressed internal and
external stakeholders to examine the purpose, process, and outcomes of American education.
For the purpose of this study, the researcher will discuss the Civil Rights Movement, the
Effective Schools Movement, A Nation at Risk, Accountability Reform Movement/Goals 2000,
No Child Left Behind, Race to the Top, First to the Top, and the Common Core Movement. The
researcher seeks to validate how each reform movement has significantly impacted the American
education system and, more specifically, the role of the school leader.
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Civil Rights Movement
The Civil Rights movement was instrumental in producing perhaps the most monumental
educational reform measure in the landmark case Brown v. Board of Education. The Supreme
Court decision in Brown v. Board of Education has been called the defining US legal decision of
the 20th century (Benjamin & Crouse, 2002; Kluger, 1977). The 1954 Supreme Court decision
ordered desegregation of schools (Zirkel & Cantor, 2004). This case was the catalyst for years of
desegregation measures designed to provide equitable education (Street, 2004). Some scholars
criticize the Supreme Court decision and argued that the decision was weak (Balkin, 2001;
Benjamin & Crouse, 2002; Patterson, 2001). However, other scholars argued that it was Brown
and the conditions that followed that served as catalyst for civil rights work in the 60s and that
consequently led to the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Zirkel & Cantor, 2004). The Civil Rights Act
of 1964 gave the authority to the US Attorney General to take legal action against any school
district in the United States that continued the practice of segregating schools by race (Brown,
2004).
The Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Section 402) required the Commissioner of Education to
conduct a survey in regard to equal educational opportunities. Researcher James Coleman was
commissioned to study equality in education. Coleman’s research design included a sample of
600,000 students, 60,000 teachers, and 3,100 schools across the United States (Coleman, 1990;
Coleman et al. 1966). The Coleman report, which was the second largest social research project
in US history (Coleman, 1990; Coleman et al., 1966), has influenced the public’s understanding
of education by redefining the nature of equal education opportunities (Wong & Nicotera, 2004).
The Coleman report was specifically responsible for challenging the interpretation of the Brown
ruling due to two significant findings: 1) resources, curriculum, and teacher quality did not show
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statistically significant effects on student achievement and 2) background characteristics of
students had the most significant effect on student achievement. More specifically, the Coleman
report stated differences in school facilities and curriculum, which are the major variables by
which attempts are made to improve schools, are so little related to differences in achievement
levels of students that, with few exceptions, their effects fail to appear even in a survey of this
magnitude. (Coleman et al., 1966, p. 316)
The higher achievement of all racial and ethnic groups in schools with greater proportions of
white students is largely, perhaps wholly, related to effects associated with the student body’s
educational background and aspirations. This means that the apparent beneficial effect on a
student body with a high proportion of white students comes not from racial composition per se,
but from the better educational background and higher educational aspirations that are, on the
average, found among white students. (Coleman et al., 1966, p. 307)
The Civil Rights movement was the nation’s attempt to eradicate inequities in education.
In 2014, the nation celebrated the 60th anniversary of Brown v. Board of Education; however, an
economic, educational, and racial divide still exists in our schools. While the Civil Rights
movement did not completely reach its goal for education, research obtained during that era was
instrumental in opening a forum for discussion on equity in education and additional research on
effective schools.
Effective Schools Movement
During the 1970s, researchers sought to determine which factors contributed to student
achievement. The Coleman report (1966) found that African American students scored lower on
achievement tests than did their White peers (Wong & Nicotera, 2004). Coleman et al.’s research
(1966) surmised that family background and socioeconomic factors determined student success
and that schools had little impact on student achievement. The Civil Rights movement and the
Coleman report were catalyst for considerable research that led to the Effective Schools
movement that emerged during the 1970s and early 1980s in response to a growing contention
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among researchers regarding resources and student achievement. Early studies by Weber (1971)
and Brookover and Lezotte (1979) both revealed traits that later became indicators of effective
schools. For example, Weber (1971) studied four high achieving public schools. Data from the
study revealed common characteristics that were deemed necessary for effectiveness, such as
strong leadership, positive culture and climate, high expectations, emphasis on reading
instruction, evaluation of skills to drive instruction, and instructional support. Brookover and
Lezotte (1979) found similar results of effective practices such as strong leadership, order, high
expectations, emphasis on math and reading goals, use of early state assessment/accountability
programs, and monitoring progress toward goals.
These early studies led to additional research that was organized by Ronald R. Edmonds
of Harvard University. Edmonds and his colleagues collaborated on a rebuttal to the Coleman
report. The Coleman report (1966), one of the largest studies regarding equity in education,
provided a navigational guide for education research and policy regarding equal opportunities in
education. However, Edmonds disputed the Coleman report (1966) when he proposed that a
comprehensive approach was needed to address the needs of schools in high poverty areas. After
extensive research on effective schools, strategies designed by the researchers became known as
“Correlates of Effective Schools.” According to Edmonds, these correlates, such as principal
leadership, safe and orderly environments, high expectations, instructional focus and monitoring
of student progress were critical components to educational reform (Edmonds, 1982). The
Effective Schools movement was instrumental in focusing on school leadership as a catalyst for
change.
Additional research on school effectiveness was conducted by Purkey and Smith (1983);
they believed that several characteristics set academically effective schools apart from other
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institutions. These academically effective schools were clearly distinguished by the school’s
culture, which was defined as a structure, process, and climate of values and norms that
emphasized successful teaching and learning. Purkey and Smith identified organizational
structure variables that included instructional leadership, site-based management, and central
office support. The researchers also identified process variables that included collaborative
planning and collegial relationships, community building, clear goals and high expectations, and
order and discipline.
Overall, a key factor in most of the Effective Schools research was the emphasis on
strong instructional leadership from the principal or school leader (Brookover & Lezotte 1979;
Edmonds, 1979, 1982; Purkey & Smith, 1983; Weber, 1971). The Effective Schools movement
noted that school leaders should be instructional leaders. The parameter of instructional
leadership that was developed as a result of the Effective Schools movement presented the
school leader as the prime source of educational expertise. The school leader was front and
center in the reform movement, and the standardization process as the leader’s role required
setting high expectations, supervising instruction, coordinating the curriculum, and monitoring
student achievement (Barth, 1986). The Effective Schools movement was instrumental in
establishing the importance of instructional leadership to effective schools.
Nation at Risk
During the 1970s, the country started to lose confidence in the quality of America’s
public schools; as a result, policy makers, superintendents, school leaders, parents, and
stakeholders sought to reform and restructure the educational system while focusing on
achievement for all students. A Nation at Risk, the National Commission on Excellence in
Education report (1983) brought attention to the mediocrity that existed in the educational

19

system. The report contended that the educational foundations of the country were eroding
(Thernstrom & Thernstrom, 2004), placed responsibility for the nation’s slide in the world
economy on the schools, and warned parents of the uncertainty of the future of their children if
better educational opportunities were not fulfilled (Pollock, 2007). As a result of the Nation at
Risk study, the commission brought forth several recommendations for the Department of
Education and policy makers. These recommendations included improving content, standards
and expectations, time for learning, teacher preparation, leadership, and fiscal support. One of
the key recommendations urged schools, colleges, and universities to adopt measurable rigorous
standards (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983); this set the foundation for
the standards movement in education.
The Nation at Risk report was the precursor to the current day educational reform
movements that linked effective leadership strategies, student achievement, and accountability.
After more than 30 years of reform efforts dedicated to improving student achievement and
closing achievement gaps, enlisting efforts to develop effective teachers and school leaders and
adding rigor to standards and accountability measures, the Nation at Risk has proven to be an
evolutionary document that has been revisited by those seeking to improve education (Odden,
2012).
Accountability Reform Movement/Goals 2000
Each school reform measure impacted the course of the subsequent reform efforts. The
Civil Rights movement, Effective Schools movement, A Nation at Risk, and the Accountability
Reform measures shaped the public’s perception of education in the United States and allowed
more government control in education. Organizations such as the National Governor’s
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Association (NGA) and the Southern Regional Educational Board (SREB) were instrumental in
the accountability reform efforts that followed the Nation at Risk report.
The NGA released “Time for Results: The Governor’s 1991 Report on Education,
which identified critical areas in education that each state should address to improve the
country’s educational system. The report (National Governor’s Association, 1985) listed seven
specific areas that were of major concern: (1) teaching, (2) leadership and management, (3)
parent involvement and choice, (4) readiness, (5) technology, (6) school facilities, and (7)
college quality. According to Alexander (1986), the NGA believed that the seven tasks were
meaningful because they were 1) written by governors who had a vested interest in key
educational issues for their states, 2) addressed issues that the governors believed were being
avoided by professional educators in the field, and 3) coupled with accountability systems to
measure improvement (Alexander, 1986). Two key areas that affected reform measures included
ensuring that schools were staffed with highly qualified teachers and that strong leadership and
management systems were in place. The NGA recommendations included hiring the best
teachers and compensating them based on function, competence, and performance, and the
implementation of leadership programs for school leaders (Alexander, 1986).
The efforts of the NGA were followed by similar efforts from the SREB. In 1988, the
SREB extended its ranks to include governors, state legislators, and elected education officials
from the southern states. The group endorsed 12 goals that were directly connected to student
achievement and growth. The goals established by the SREB were the forerunners to the
Improving America’s School Act in 1994, which held schools accountable for student
performance.
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On March 31, 1994, Congress passed The Goals 2000: Educate America Act. The
purpose of the Act was to provide resources to states and communities to assist the student
population in reaching higher levels of achievement. The law was based around the theory that
the additional resources and support would enable students to reach their maximum potential.
The goals of the Act were similar to its predecessors as it attempted to produce educational
reform that would improve the teaching and learning process.
The Act classified education goals concerning school readiness, school completion,
student academic achievement, leadership in math and science, adult literacy, and safe and drugfree schools. Subsequently, two new goals were added: professional development and parental
participation. The addition of the professional development focus was particularly important as
it created a paradigm shift for professional development for teachers and school leaders. More
specifically, the shift aligned with the need for professional learning communities and a variety
of ongoing, job-embedded learning activities, such as study groups, action research, peer
coaching, curriculum development, and critical case discussions (Donohue, 1994).
The SREB has been active in school reform measures and recently updated the original
goals with the Challenge 2020. SREB postulated that the original goals had been successful in
improving student achievement; closing the achievement gap between racial, ethnic, and gender
based subgroups; and building a collaborative culture that allows educational agencies and
systems to meet student needs. The Challenge 2020 continues to build on the original goals
while addressing 21st-century educational needs and concerns (Southern Regional Education
Board, 2012).
Two key developments emerged from the Accountability Movement and Goals 2000: (1)
the movements proved the power of political organizations to impact the field of education and
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moved education to the top of the political agendas and (2) addressed key issues in education and
accountability systems to guide improvement. The implications of the Accountability Movement
and Goals 2000 on instructional leadership included schools’ leaders becoming more focused on
the teaching and learning process, organizational management, stakeholder involvement, and
providing resources. Green’s Core Competencies support the major themes of these two
movements. The Core competencies spoke strongly to the school leader’s role in providing
instructional leadership to teachers. This not only includes hiring the right people but making
sure that the teachers have the support to build instructional capacity and improve student
achievement. Green’s Core competencies align with the recommendations from these two
movements by addressing parent and community involvement, all dimensions of instructional
leadership, collaboration, professional learning communities, and organizational management.
Furthermore, the reform movements held implications for instructional leadership in higher
education, because colleges and universities were encouraged to improve their leadership
programs by adjusting the curriculum and providing administrative field experiences; schools
were encouraged to recruit and hire knowledgeable school leaders and provide the leaders with
professional development to increase their leadership capacity; and states established leadership
academies to train school leaders.
No Child Left Behind
The No Child Left behind Act (NCLB) is one of the most notable education reform
measures. NCLB, which was signed into law on January 8, 2002, revisited the 1965 Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. NCLB included federally funded programs designed to improve
academic achievement and school performance by focusing on accountability for states, school
districts, and schools. NCLB signaled strong public support for educational accountability.
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Four years prior to the passing of NCLB, 72% of the American public stated that inadequate
educational standards were a problem for K-12 education. In addition, 90% of parents believed
that students should be able to pass a standardized test as part of promotion criteria, and more
than 70% favored raising the standards even if it meant more remediation (Johnson & Duffett,
2003). President George W. Bush stressed these sentiments during his 2000 campaign as he
modified his position and the position of the Republican Party, which favored abolishing the US
Department of Education and, instead, began to focus on testing, accountability, and closing the
achievement gap (Hess & McGuinn, 2002).
NCLB addressed a plethora of educational issues such as academic programming,
standards, testing, accountability, teacher quality, literacy, and research. The NCLB debate was
centered on requirements for testing and accountability (Finn & Hess, 2004). NCLB faced a wide
range of criticism from the political and educational community. Conservatives argued that the
law embodied federal overreach, and progressive educators criticized the excessive testing
(Manna, 2006). NCLB mandated an overhaul in school accountability systems. All states and
school districts were required to implement accountability systems based on the results of
student achievement scores on annual assessments (Brady, 2003).
An overview of NCLB included annual testing in the areas of reading, math, and science.
Each state was required to formulate an acceptable system to determine if students were making
the appropriate amount of progress each year or “adequate yearly progress” (AYP). NCLB also
outlined the consequences for schools and districts that were not making the appropriate level of
gains. Not only did NCLB emphasize testing and accountability, a strong message was sent to
school districts, school leaders, and schools about the expectations for student achievement and
the dire consequences for schools not meeting those expectations. School districts that did not
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meet the mandated expectations were required to participate in a series of school improvementrelated mandated remedies. Parents and students were given choices such as attending better
performing schools and receiving services from federally funded tutoring programs (Fusarelli,
2004).
The implications of No Child Left Behind seriously impacted the role of the instructional
leader. No Child Left Behind’s yearly accountability system provided states and local school
districts specific data on student achievement. The effectiveness of teachers and school leaders
was measured by how well the students performed. Furthermore, more than any other time in
history, school leaders were being held responsible for student learning. Green’s Core
Competencies were validated in the mandates of NCLB as school leaders were required to
actively facilitate unity of purpose and collaboration and provide visionary leadership and
instructional leadership that included impeccable knowledge of Common Core Standards,
curriculum, and assessment.
Common Core Movement
During the same time as the NCLB reform movement, a second movement was also
sweeping the nation. The adoption of the Common Core Standards was starting to make its way
across the country. During the 1990s and early 2000s, each state adopted its own state standards
as a result of NCLB, but there was not a universal consensus on what the state standards should
entail. As a result, each state adopted not only its own standards, the states were allowed to
determine proficiency levels. While some states maintained rigorous standards, other states
lowered the standards to increase proficiency levels and meet the requirements of NCLB. The
failure to establish a clear benchmark for proficiency and the lack of standardization was one
reason for the current movement of Common Core State Standards. The NGA and the Council

25

Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) were heavily involved in the state-led effort to develop
common standards. Input was received from a variety of stakeholders including the National
Education Association, American Federation of Teachers, and work groups that consisted of
school leaders and teachers. Teacher leadership was critical to drafting and support of the
standards. Currently, 43 states, 4 territories, and the Department of Defense Education Activity
have adopted the standards (Common Core Standards Initiative, 2015).
Instructional leadership is critical to the implementation of the Common Core. School
leaders are responsible for developing professional learning communities, as well as leading the
adaptation and design of Common Core to their school. In order for school leaders to effectively
usher their staffs into Common Core, school leaders must possess a deep understanding of the
standards and be well informed regarding the implementation steps. Moreover, school leaders
should use leadership skills to bring awareness to the standards and communicate the vision for
implementation, provide teachers with professional development and capacity building
opportunities, and understand the implications that the standards have on student learning. In
addition, school leaders should be keenly aware of any special considerations for their school
such as current school status, internal and external stakeholder perceptions, and the sociopolitical
context of the community (National Association of Elementary School Principals, 2012).
Race to the Top
In 2008, Barack Obama was elected the 44th President of the United States of America. He
began serving his first term on January 20, 2009. The election of a new president and the new
administration in the White House brought additional changes in educational reform. In 2009,
President Barack Obama, in response to the dire economic crisis facing America, urged Congress
to pass the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. This act, which is also referred
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to as the “stimulus package”, was signed into law on February 17, 2009. The Race to the Top
(RTTT) program was authorized under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.
Race to the Top is an education reform package designed to provide latitude for educational
innovations that would improve student learning outcomes (United States Department of
Education, 2009). One key aspect of RTTT was the creation of a competitive grant program for
states committed to implementing reform. Race to the Top emphasizes four key areas of reform
(https://www.whitehouse.gov/issues/education/reform):
1) Designing and implementing rigorous standards and high-quality assessments
2) Supporting teacher and school leader effectiveness measures
3) Supporting data systems that inform decisions and improve instruction
4) Using innovation and effective approaches to turn around struggling schools
Since its inception, the RTTT initiative has spent over $4 billion on educational reform
benefitting 45% of all students and specifically 42% of students from low socioeconomic
backgrounds (https://www.whitehouse.gov/issues/education/reform). Perhaps one of the most
significant outcomes of RTTT was the way in which the terms “effective teacher” and “effective
leader” were being defined. Unlike its predecessor NCLB, Race to the Top included multiple
measures to determine teacher and leader effectiveness that included student growth data and
new teacher and administrative evaluation models (United States Department of Education,
2010). The implications for school leaders included providing instructional leadership for datadriven instruction, possessing a deeper understanding of the standards and assessment measures,
and accepting responsibility for improving teacher effectiveness. Race to the Top is similar to
other reform movements that have been a constant social force used to equalize education and
close the achievement and opportunity gaps that pervade our educational system.
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First to the Top
Race to the Top implementation marked an unparalleled federal investment in
educational reform through Race to the Top grants. In 2010, 40 states and the District of
Columbia applied for grants. Sixteen finalist were selected to receive grants. Tennessee and
Delaware were the first two states to win the “First to the Top” grants. Tennessee received $500
million dollars to implement school reform over a 4-year period. The grants were awarded to
states that demonstrated a commitment to comprehensive statewide education reform. To be
considered for the grants, statewide reform measures had to meet four criteria: 1) adopting
career- and college-ready standards, 2) building data systems that measured student growth and
informed the teaching and learning process, 3) demonstrating progress in teacher recruitment,
development, and retention, and 4) possessing the ability to turn around low-performing schools
(United States Department of Education, 2010)
Several key factors drew attention to Tennessee’s application. The state received
exemplary marks for commitment from key stakeholders and individual school districts’
commitment to implementing Race to the Top reforms. One of the key factors that set
Tennessee apart from other states was the plan to overhaul teacher and principal evaluation.
Moreover, Tennessee demonstrated the resolve and tenacity to turn around low-performing
schools (United States Department of Education, 2010).
The teacher evaluation system was designed to identify teacher effectiveness levels and
provide feedback to teachers to improve their practice. The evaluation system took a holistic
approach to teacher effectiveness that included data from observations and student growth and
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achievement, and, in some school districts, the evaluation included perception surveys that were
completed by students (TN Department of Education, 2015).
While the changes in the teacher evaluation system received monumental attention, there
were also significant changes in the role of school leaders conducting the evaluations. The new
administrator evaluation model reflected the school leader’s ability to use data to inform
decisions and provide support to teachers. The standards for school leaders focused on the
Tennessee Instructional Leadership Standards (TILS) and shared leadership. Moreover, the state
was able to redefine the meaning of “effective leadership.” Each year the evaluation model has
been revised to align with school leaders’ role in teacher evaluations and rigorous state
standards. These revisions have included input from stakeholders such as university leadership
programs, superintendents, instructional supervisors, and school leaders (TN Department of
Education, 2015).
According to “Teacher and Administrator Evaluation in Tennessee: A Report on Year 3
Implementation (TN Department of Education, 2015) implementation of the new evaluation
measures has made noteworthy positive impact on academic achievement. The report findings
included (1) increases in proficiency level for every subject on the elementary level, (2) increases
in the number of the students who are performing at grade level in science and math, (3)
increases in the end-of-course performance for high school students, and (4) increases in the
statewide ACT composite scores.
Tennessee is an example of one state that is making gains through reform efforts.
Stakeholders continue to monitor the progress of First to the Top by providing all stakeholders a
voice in the process. One such method is the TELL survey that the researcher used in this study
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to examine instructional leadership practices in Tennessee Reward and Priority schools (TN
Department of Education, 2015).

Current State of Education
The Nation at Risk, published in 1983, contended that our national education system was
in trouble and that the educational foundations of the country were eroding. The education that
was once an isthmus connecting students to achievement was now threatened by failing schools
(Murphy, 2010). Thirty years after the Nation at Risk warning, schools and communities are still
faced with the arduous tasks of providing high quality instruction, retention, and development of
college- and career-ready students. Conversely, the task is considered more complicated due to
the complexities of society.
Educational Progress
Many of our nation’s children are not performing on grade level. For example, the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) reported a national proficiency rate for
high school seniors of 26% in mathematics and 38% in reading (National Assessment of
Educational Progress, 2013). Similar results were reported by NAEP for students in grades 4
and 8. On the 2013 NAEP assessment, national student proficiency rates were 35% in reading
and 42% in math for 4th grade and 36% in reading and 36% in math for 8th grade.
Furthermore, schools have not been able to retain students and keep them on course for
graduation. The status dropout rate measured the percentage of 16- to 24-year-olds not currently
enrolled in school and who had not finished high school or earned a GED. According to the US
Department of Education, the status dropout rate in 2012 was 7%. That year, the breakdown of
the status dropout rates included a 4% dropout rate for White students, an 8% dropout rate for
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African American students, and a 13% dropout rate for Hispanic students. While the status
dropout rate has improved since early 1990, there are still concerns with the college- and careerready status of high school students (US Department of Education, 2014). Furthermore, the
status dropout rate does not specifically address the number of students who fail to graduate on
time from traditional high school programs. For example, the National Center for Education
Statistics (2015) reported high school graduation rates of 80% for the 2010-2011 school term and
81% percent for the 2011-2012 school term.
Education is critical to improving life outcomes and avoiding poverty. The implications
from lack of education have a far-reaching, intergenerational impact on families. Moreover, the
social, economic, and political status of today’s society make it critical for students to attain a
high school diploma in order to compete and flourish (Archer, 2008). In a 2008 study of the
largest cities, researchers found that 17 cities had graduation rates of less than 50%. The cities
noted in the study included Detroit (24.9%), Indianapolis (30.5%), Cleveland (34.5%), Baltimore
(34.6%), Columbus (40.9%), and Minneapolis (43.7%) (Archer, 2008). The schools located in
these urban areas were generally characterized as areas with 1) high numbers of students who
come from low-income homes, 2) a school population that includes a diverse mixture of racial,
ethnic, and linguistic groups, 3) population density that includes many people who live in close
proximity to each other, 4) cultural and institutional resources (even though they may not be
easily accessible) and, 5) social stress and dislocation caused by living in less than ideal living
conditions (Portin et al., 2009)
The low graduation rates are considered to be evidence of systemic failure of schools.
Even more perplexing is the number of students who graduate from high school, yet are ill
prepared for college. According to a 2010 special report by the National Center for Public
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Policy and Higher Education (NCPPHE) and Southern Regional Education Board Beyond the
Rhetoric: Improving College Readiness through Coherent State Policy, 60% of first-time college
freshmen enrolled in colleges and universities across the United States are required to take
remedial courses. This datum supports the idea that more needs to be done to prepare collegeand career-ready students.
A high-quality education is a prerequisite to opportunities and success in our global
economy. It is critical that our nation turn around low student achievement for the sake of
personal and economic progress. The nation is currently involved in a national movement to
improve student achievement and provide a high level of education to all American students so
that they will possess the skills to enter college or the workforce
(https://www.whitehouse.gov/issues/education/reform). School districts across the nation have
developed ambitious strategic plans to assist in providing the academic background and skills
necessary for students to exit high school and successfully enter college or careers. There is a
critical need to address student achievement in our public schools, and school leaders are being
called upon to become more diligent and focused on policies and practices that will directly and
indirectly impact student achievement. In order for districts to meet these strategic goals,
financial resources and strong instructional leadership must be part of the reform measures.
Achievement and Opportunity Gaps
Each reform movement has brought about substantial changes in American education;
however, with equality debates, theories on effective schools, accountability, educational
funding, rigorous standards and goals, increased teacher and school leader effectiveness, and
overall support for our schools, there still remains an achievement gap. According to Zhao
(2009), the more recent reform measures of the 21st Century have focused on closing the
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achievement gaps between different groups of students in the United States and closing the gaps
that exist between students in the United States and other countries.
The achievement gap, one of the central issues in education, examines the disparity
between the performance of African American students and other ethnic groups (Evans, 2005).
Evans (2005) postulated that the impact of allowing this gap to continue surpassed the
educational system and permeated the economy, social stability, and intrinsic moral fabric of our
nation as a whole.
The achievement gap is used to describe variances in learning among different groups of
students (Reynolds, 2002). Symonds (2004) used the term more specifically to refer to the
differences in academic achievement between different racial groups and socioeconomic groups.
Shannon and Bylsma (2002) presented a complex definition that defined the gap in terms of
differences in academic performance on standardized tests and the difference between how
students are expected to perform and their actual performance.
Murphy (2010) provided a comprehensive definition of the achievement gap as follows:
The achievement gap refers to patterned differences in learning and attainment outcomes
between groups of students. Norm-references and criterion referenced standardized test
scores are the learning outcomes most commonly seen in discussions of achievement
gaps. Other measure of academic performance, such as end-of –course examinations and
grades, are also used to compute achievement gaps. In the domain of attainment, one
often sees measures such as graduation rates from high school (or dropout rates),
matriculation to college, and college completion. To measure gaps students are clustered
into identifiable groups-by race, gender, ethnicity, and special learning needs
designations. The most common studies of the achievement gap to date are between
white students and African American students. (Murphy, 2010 pp. 9-10)
While researchers seek to define and provide explanations of the achievement gap there
are ongoing conversations among researchers in regard to the lack of acknowledgement of the
social construction of the achievement gap. Furthermore, researchers Paige and Witty (2010)
postulate that the goals of racial equality and social justice will not be achieved until we address
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the ever present achievement gap. While we seek to frame the achievement gap, to do so
without addressing the social construction would somewhat diminish the importance of the issue
to school reform and student achievement. The history of the achievement gap is not
inconsequential; moreover it is deeply rooted in the socio-political fiber of our nation.
Researchers believe that the historic educational experiences in the United States such as
structural racism, socio-economic inequality and accumulated disadvantage added to the
achievement gap (Paige & Witty).
Decades after the Civil Rights Movement, education is being referred to as the New Civil
Rights issue of our time (Paige & Witty, 2010). The Civil Rights Movement was the nation’s
attempt to eradicate inequities in education; unfortunately, all schools are not equal, and these
inequities have led to gaps in achievement. The achievement gap is identified as an education
crisis and one of the primary sources of racial inequality (Thernstrom & Thernstrom, 2004).
Paige and Witty (2010) proposed that the achievement gap is the new civil rights issue of our
time. The achievement gap that exists between African American students and other student
groups has been a concern that dates back long before school desegregation. Sixty years after
Brown v. Board of Education (1954), educators are still deeply challenged to provide equity in
education. According to Wong and Nicotera (2004), the opinion in Brown was a front runner in
establishing the use of social science research to analyze and frame the opposing sides to the
educational equality debate.
The country has watched as the achievement of students has gone through a myriad of
phases. Miller (1995) described society’s interest in identifying, understanding, and attempting to
eradicate distinctions in educational attainment and achievement trends among racial groups as a
phenomenon. The American educational system reached a pinnacle between 1970 and 1988
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when the achievement gap between African American and White students diminished by 50%
(Haycock, 2001). However, in the past 25 years, the early progress that was made has come to a
screeching halt, and the gap has widened (Haycock, 2001).
Chubb and Loveless (2002) asserted that limited progress has been made in the area of
closing the achievement gap due to a variety of factors. The explanations vary along ideological,
racial, and political lines. The two major categories of causations are classified as environmental
and schooling. Environmental causes include socioeconomic status, family environment,
community, racism, individual differences, and out-of-school learning experiences. Schooling
factors include instructional program, school culture, structure, and support (Murphy, 2010).
Green (2010) expressed confidence that school leaders who address these school-related factors
by using the Thirteen Core Competencies could assist in closing the achievement gaps in
schools.
Johnston and Viadero (2000) indicated the disparities that we see in the American
educational system are often revealed in grades, course selection, and graduation rates for high
school and college. The achievement gap has been a frustrating issue in the field of education
and the nation as a whole, and it is one of the prominent problems in public education (Johnston
& Viadero, 2000). Moreover, historical reform efforts and recent legislation such as No Child
Left Behind and Race to the Top have not been as successful in closing the gap and healing the
ills of public education as many had hoped. Wright (1999) trusted that the issues regarding the
lack of achievement could be turned around if all students were provided equal opportunities for
quality instruction. School leaders must address the achievement gap that exists in our schools
through instructional leadership. Research points to instructional leadership as a primary source
of school improvement (Hallinger & Murphy, 1986; Heck et al., 1990; Leithwood et al., 2004),
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as well as a catalyst for shaping school culture and organizational changes that lead to more
productive learning environments (Murphy et al., 2007).
Instructional Leadership
For the purpose of this study, the researcher sought to examine the multiple facets of
instructional leadership. This section of the literature review looks critically at the
conceptualization of instructional leadership, the evolution of instructional leadership,
instructional leadership roles and responsibilities, barriers to instructional leadership, leadership
preparation, and leadership standards. Researchers have studied instructional leadership as a
means to eradicate low student achievement, failing schools, and achievement gaps. Research on
instructional leadership has expanded over the course of the last 30 years when Ronald
Edmond’s study proved the theory that many already believed: effective schools were being led
by school leaders who focused on instruction (Edmonds, 1979). Since that time, other
researchers have expanded on Edmond’s idea of instructional leadership. As a result of the
effective schools movement, the term “instructional leadership” has become deeply imbedded in
policy, educational research, and practice of 21st-century schools (Hallinger, 2005).
Definitions and models of instructional leadership vary. Perhaps the best conceptual
definition of instructional leadership can be found in the work of Hallinger and Murphy (1985).
The model used by Hallinger and Murphy includes three dimensions that define the role of the
school leader: (1) defining the school’s mission, (2) managing the instructional program, and (3)
promoting a positive school learning climate. The researchers organized 10 instructional
leadership functions to support the three major themes: framing clear school goals,
communicating clear school goals, supervising and evaluating instruction, coordinating
curriculum, monitoring student progress, protecting instructional time, promoting professional
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development, maintaining high visibility, providing incentives for teachers, and providing
incentives for learning.
The work of Hallinger and Murphy is also supported in Green’s (2010) Thirteen Core
Competencies, which show alignment in the areas of visionary leadership, instructional
leadership, curriculum and instruction, assessment, and professional development. Green
postulated that school leaders who demonstrate skill in the Thirteen Core Competencies and
exhibit behavior informed by them will meet the standards for successful school leadership
(Green, 2010). The New Teacher Center (NTC) has been actively involved in research on
teaching and learning conditions in public schools. The NTC has worked with nine states since
2008 to identify perceptions of teaching and learning conditions and their impact on student
achievement and teacher retention. The Teaching, Empowering, Leading, and Learning Survey
identified eight constructs (New Teacher Center, 2012). These constructs align with the work of
Hallinger and Murphy (1985) and Green (2010) in the areas of instructional practice and support,
managing student conduct, school leadership, teacher leadership, community engagement and
support, use of time, professional development, and facilities and resources.
Evolution of Instructional Leadership
In early studies, researchers struggled to identify characteristics or a specific set of
behaviors that could be designated as instructional leadership. Moreover, researchers found
instructional leadership multifaceted and ambiguous (Irvin, 2004). While some studies focused
on classroom practices, others looked deeper into the school leader’s impact on climate
curriculum and resources (Bush & Glover, 2003). The evolution of instructional leadership
began to shift in the 1970s as experts released important studies that revealed that the most
effective schools possessed a learning-oriented culture. Additional shifts came in the 1980s as
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stakeholders began to change their views about instructional leadership as a result of promising
research findings on effective schools (e.g., Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, & Lee, 1982; Edmonds,
1979; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). A primary reason for the shift in stakeholder perception
included the change in how leaders viewed their work. According to Lashway (1995), the
concept of promoting academic excellence was a change welcomed by school leaders. These
changes refined and exalted the school leader’s potential to become an academic leader.
Early research supported the idea that successful school leaders achieved this success due
to personal qualities rather than professional competencies and knowledge (Hallinger, 2005).
While some studies focused on classroom practices, others looked deeper into the school leader’s
impact on climate, curriculum, and resources (Bush & Glover, 2003). Researchers looked at
leadership styles and the skill set of school leaders and studied the effect that these variables had
on school climate, teachers’ dispositions, and student learning (Mendez-Morse, 1992).
Fortunately, later studies took a deeper look at school leaders by focusing on behaviors of school
leaders in effective schools. Studies in the 1980s concentrated on data that revealed school
leaders, who had committed themselves to learning about and carrying out instructional
processes, were able to positively influence teacher practice and impact student achievement
(Bossert et al., 1982; Hallinger & Heck, 1996). These school leaders actively supervised and
remained visible and focused on student achievement (Tyack & Hansot, 1982), were actively
involved in teacher observations (Bossert et al., 1982; Edmonds, 1981), demonstrated a level of
expertise in curriculum development and the teaching and learning process (Adams, 1999; Tyack
& Hansot, 1982), and maintained high expectations for behavior while monitoring achievement
of objectives (Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Hallinger, 2005; Hallinger & Murphy, 1986).
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As the interest and knowledge base pertaining to instructional leadership grew, the
traditional views toward instructional leadership began to change. Traditional views of
instructional leadership construed that classroom observations are the same as instructional
leadership. These views also supported the idea that strong school leaders who are directive and
fluent in matters of curriculum and instruction make the case for an effective school. The
traditional views have characterized school leaders as being engaged in classrooms actively
working with teachers. The traditional prototype mentors teaching through the observation
process provide feedback to improve instruction and model instruction when needed (Horng &
Loeb, 2010). Some argue that the traditional view of instructional leadership marginally
impacted what takes place in the classroom.
A different view has surfaced that emphasizes organizational management as a tool for
instructional improvement. This expanded conceptualization of instructional leadership proposes
that, by hiring high-quality teachers, placing them in the right classroom, focusing on teacher
retention and growth, the school leader will be able to more effectively impact student
achievement. In a Stanford University study conducted by Horng, Klasick, and Loeb (2010), the
researchers found reason to caution the educational community on limiting educational
leadership to just focusing on classroom instruction. The study was conducted in three urban
school districts across the United States. More than 800 principals, 1,100 assistant principals,
and 32,000 teachers were included in the study. The results found that, despite the differences in
the three districts, schools with growth in student achievement had school leaders who were
exceptional organizational managers (Horng et al., 2010).
The 2010 report, Learning from Leadership is perhaps one of the most comprehensive
reports on the impact of instructional leadership on student achievement. The report clearly
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distinguished that, in the absence of talented school leaders, our public schools would not be able
to thrive. Moreover, the report noted that leadership was the most notable influence on student
achievement with the exception of classroom instruction (Louis, Leithwood, Wahlstrom &
Anderson, 2010). During the same year that the Learning from Leadership report was published,
a heavy political influence was noted as Race to the Top reform announced efforts to recruit,
develop, reward, and retain effective teachers and school leaders as a key goal. Supporting the
power of strong school leadership, the Wallace Foundation released, The School Principal as
Leader, which was an extensive report that identified key practices for effective
principals/school leaders: (1) shaping a vision of success for all students, (2) creating a climate
hospitable to education, (3) cultivating leadership in others, (4) improving instruction, and (5)
managing people, data, and processes to foster school improvement (Wallace Foundation, 2013).
Instructional leadership has reached the top of the school leaders’ list of priorities. Recent
surveys of school leaders reported that working with teachers and ensuring that instructional best
practices are being used in the classroom is essential to their positions. Educators and policy
makers supported these views and were convinced that there was a correlation between school
leadership and student achievement (Spiro, 2013).
Seventy-five percent of school leaders are being evaluated on their ability to effectively
judge and improve teacher quality. In the role of instructional leader, the school leader is
required to spend more time actively working with teachers to help improve student
achievement.

As the instructional leader, the school leader communicates explicitly and

comprehensively the vision for how students are expected to learn. Furthermore, the school
leader is actively involved in the teaching and learning process by visiting classrooms, assessing
teaching strategies, coaching, and providing feedback (Johnson, 2008).
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Common wisdom supports the idea that school leaders should be instructional leaders.
However, this generalization is problematic because many school leaders do not fully understand
what instructional leadership entails or how to approach the work of an instructional leader
(Fullan, 2009). School leaders are expected to be competent and well versed in the areas of
educational administration and flexible enough to meet the various administrative requirements.
The Southern Regional Education Board (2007) supported the notion that schools need leaders
who are dedicated to helping students learn, who are tenacious in their focus on improving
instruction, and who recognize the importance of good first teaching. Instructional leadership
requires that school leaders focus on the teaching and learning process in a manner that
emphasizes subject-matter content and principles of learning (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007).
Research supported the measurable results that can be achieved by school leaders who
emphasize teaching and learning (Robinson et al., 2008). Furthermore, school leaders who
practice instructional leadership have been able to successfully impact teaching, learning, and
academic achievement (Robinson et al.; Seashore et al., 2010).
Instructional leadership emerged during the Effective Schools movement of the 1970s.
During that period, schools were considered to be “effective” if they could successfully educate
their student body regardless of factors such as income or family background (Lezotte, 2001).
The Effective Schools movement was the catalyst that helped to identify characteristics that
made schools effective, including the role of the principal as a solid instructional leader
(Brookover & Lezotte, 1979; Edmonds, 1981; Edmonds & Frederikson, 1978; Lezotte, 2001).
School leaders are important to the success of schools; over 30 years of research support the link
between high quality school leadership and positive school outcomes.
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Instructional Leadership Roles and Responsibilities
Instructional leadership has been defined as the school leader’s ability to promote the
success of all students. The National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP)
includes an overview of the roles of the instructional leader in its Statement of Values. The
NASSP (2015) described the role of the school leader in the following way:
The principal promotes excellence in school leadership. As the instructional leader of the
school the principal promotes the success of all students by facilitating the development,
articulation, implementation, and stewardship of a vision of learning that the principal
develops in cooperation with the school community. The principal strives to make
schools a positive learning environment by setting high expectations for each student and
teacher. The principal is also the manager of the school, responsible for the legal, fiscal,
and operational functions that provide an infrastructure for learning. Effective principals
combine both instructional and managerial roles to foster student success and teacher
effectiveness (NASSP, 2015).
The issue of leadership competencies has been the subject of research for decades.
Studies on instructional leadership on first take gave consideration to the role of the school
leader (Hallinger, 2010); however, more recent studies viewed instructional leadership as a
competency with the leadership process. Gulcan (2012) identified the following instructional
leadership roles: 1) identifying the vision and mission of the school, 2) programming and
administering education, 3) staff development, 4) monitoring and assessing the teaching process,
and 5) creating a positive school climate.
The school leader has been required to fulfill multiple roles in our public school system.
However, the primary role of the school leader is to facilitate the teaching and learning process
and improve student achievement. Moreover, effective school leaders possess the ability to
connect the score of their work to the teaching practice. This is especially important in urban
school districts where there is a critical need to examine student achievement, as well as gaps in
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education and opportunity. Researchers have presented a variety of interpretations of the
instructional leadership role of the school leader:


The instructional leadership role of the school leader is inclusive to all activities that
directly or indirectly affect student learning (Donmoyer & Wagstaff, 1990)



The role facilitates growth and development of teachers (Marks & Printy, 2003)



The role has evolved, and the school leader is being credited with being a major
contributor to high student achievement (Hallinger & Heck, 2000; Waters et al., 2003).



School leaders are the foundation of instructional leadership when they demonstrate a
commitment to their schools by participating in servant leadership and pursuing shared
purposes (Sergiovanni, 1998).



A major part of the instructional leader’s responsibility is building relationships (Green,
2010).



School leaders serve as advocates for academic achievement by building a system of
relationships with students, teachers, parents, and other stakeholders (Hallinger & Heck
2000).



Successful school leaders devote more time to direct classroom supervision and support
of classroom teachers, professional development, resource attainment, and collaboration
on the school’s instructional program (Coldren & Spillane, 2007).



Effective school leaders possess the ability to assist in expanding the professional
capacity of teachers and ensuring that teachers have the plethora of resources necessary
for quality instruction (Bryk al., 1998).

While the roles of the school leader as they relate to instructional leadership vary, Green
(2010) believed that instructional leadership is reflected in observable practices and behaviors
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implemented by the school leader. Green further postulated that, by using the Thirteen Core
Competencies, leaders can better navigate the complexity of their administrative roles.
Barriers to Instructional Leadership
There are a significant number of barriers to the school leader’s ability to effectively
provide instructional leadership. Generally, the size of the school and the structural complexity
provide challenges to instructional leadership. These two structural conditions often diminish
the school leader’s ability to manage the instructional program and coordinate the curriculum
(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). Furthermore, finding the time to lead is another barrier to effective
instructional leadership. School leaders typically find it challenging to concentrate on key
instructional leadership due to the continuous stream of problem-oriented interactions, requests
from stakeholders, and meetings initiated from other sources that occur during a typical school
leader’s day (Horng et al., 2010). School leaders are faced with the conundrum of balancing the
expectations of being an instructional leader with the reality of the work. The typical school
leader’s workday is similar to middle level management in corporations who also struggle with
leadership challenges while attempting to balance expectations from superiors and subordinates
(Covey, 2004).
Leading 21st century schools is a complex task that requires multiple levels of expertise
and training. Unfortunately, the disconnect between theory and practice for instructional leaders
continues to be a challenge to scholars and school leaders. While the day-to-day work of the
school leader is defined by leadership practices, hope still remains that future school leaders will
be more prepared for the challenge if they can receive proper training in organizational
management and enter the field with realistic expectations for the work. Green (2010) presented
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organizational management as the process in which the school leader outlines processes to
govern the workflow with effective communication and use of resources.
Preparing Instructional Leaders
It is critical that school leaders possess the instructional leadership capacity to effectively
impact student learning. With the current conditions in our schools, school leaders are expected
to be prepared for the instructional leadership role from the onset of accepting an administrative
position. However, research on preparation programs for school leaders indicates that the
programs are not aligned with the instructional and accountability demands (Hess & Kelly, 2007;
Tirozzi, 2001) and challenges imposed on school leaders since the enactment of accountability
measures (Mintrop & Sunderman, 2009).
Researchers believe that leadership training programs should be a mixture of theory and
practice and that aspiring school leaders would be better served if programs included more
contextual relevancy. Leadership programs have been criticized because they lack contextual
relevancy, and do not focus on student achievement (Cunningham & Sherman, 2008) and
because the structure of leadership programs emphasizes classroom learning rather than focusing
on field work that is supported by classroom learning as the primary strategy to improve theory
and practice (Browne-Ferrigno & Muth 2004: Daresh 2004; Ehrich, Hansford, & Tennet 2004;
Cunningham 2007).
A 2007 study surmised that a major gap in leadership development programs was the
absence of job-, organization-and system-embedded opportunities for skill development
(Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson & Orr, 2007). The study featured eight exemplary
programs that (1) recruited the best teachers and leaders (2) provided a curriculum that linked
theory to practice, (3) provided field-based experiences with mentors, (4) used a blended
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coaching model, (5) created cohorts of professionals, and (6) secured resources so that
candidates could focus on developing their practice. The participants in the study reported more
positive perceptions of their time spent in the leadership program as compared to peers in a
national sample (Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, & Orr, 2007). The study also found
that organization-embedded leadership that focused on school culture, structure, process, and
systems were also essential to instructional leadership.
In response, college and university leadership departments have increased their
recruitment and preparation efforts, and many of the programs emphasize the principal as the
instructional leader. The latest analysis of training programs points to a consistent program
emphasis on providing training to future school leaders so that they will be able to operate and
fulfill their instructional leadership roles within the K-12 setting (Hallinger 2003).
Instructional Leadership Standards
Instructional leadership requires that the school leader use his or her influence to improve
curriculum and instruction, pedagogical quality, and student achievement (Marks & Printy,
2003). Researcher Philip Hallinger developed the Principal Instructional Management Rating
System in the 1980s. This instrument has been used for decades to measure instructional
leadership of school leaders. The instrument consists of a survey that assesses three dimensions
that focus on school mission, management of instructional programs, and promotion of school
climate. The instrument has been used in close to 200 studies on instructional leadership. The
work of Hallinger has influenced research on school leaders including the work of the Interstate
School Leadership Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) that created the national standards for school
leaders in 1996.
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The ISLLC standards revolutionized leadership training programs, as well the foundation
for the evaluation of school leaders (Council of Chief School Officers, 2008). These standards
focused on school administration and included behaviors that have a significant impact on
instructional leadership. The ISLLC standards focus on the role of the school leader and his or
her ability to 1) develop and facilitate a vision of learning, 2) advocate and nurture a school
culture conducive to learning, 3) manage an effective school climate, 4) collaborate with
community members, 5) lead with integrity and fairness, and 6) understand school business in
the larger sociopolitical context (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2008). The ISLLC
standards were later revised in 2008 and 2014 and most recently changed to Professional
Standards for Educational Leaders (Council of Chief State Officers, 2015). A combination of
leadership standards, better training programs, job-embedded professional development, and
accountability measures including principal evaluations have all impacted the way instructional
leadership is defined and implemented in 21st-century schools.
Leadership Styles that Support Instructional Leadership
There are a multitude of leadership theories that are being used in 21st-century schools.
The role of the school leader has become so complex that it is virtually impossible for one person
to effectively carryout all of the various instructional leadership roles. With that in mind, the
researcher sought to present leadership styles that were characterized by cooperative efforts on
behalf of the school leader and staff to transform schools. For the purpose of this study, the
researcher presents transformational leadership, distributed leadership, and shared leadership as
three formidable styles that school leaders can use to meet the current educational challenges.
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Transformational Leadership
School districts across the nation are faced with the arduous task of providing every
student equal opportunities to attain academic success. This task presents a challenge for schools
across the nation, especially urban schools. School leaders in these schools are being challenged
with ensuring that high quality teaching and learning is the cornerstone of improving
opportunities for student access and achievement. Green (2010), author of the Thirteen Core
Competencies, strongly supports transformational leadership coupled with the Thirteen Core
Competencies as a tested model for improving current school conditions and closing
achievement gaps. School leaders who are being held accountable for presenting these
opportunities are finding that traditional leadership models are not always enough to make the
changes needed. Moreover, Green (2010) advocated school leaders’ using transformational
leadership as a key leadership style.
Transformational leadership has been a staple in non-school organizational structures for
decades. However, the field of education has remained comparatively static. Looking to change
this archaic structure, current school leaders are facilitating the change process by appealing to
and seeking input from a variety of constituent groups, as well as providing inspiration and
guidance in ongoing school improvement efforts. School leaders are seeking to transform
schools by focusing on the long-term perspective and motivating followers to seek higher levels
of performance (Larson, 2009).
The conceptual groundwork for transformational leaders designed by Burns (1978)
created a central focus on the relationship between leader and followers. The participants in
transformational leadership maintain a relationship that is focused on the pursuit of higher
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purposes. According to Burns (1978), the transformational approach to leadership is steeped in
reciprocity, rather than hierarchy or power-based influence, as the basis for influence.
The transformational school leader seeks to redefine the purpose of the organization
while bringing transparency to the values, aspirations, needs, and expectations of all
stakeholders. Transformational leaders are skilled in building trust, admiration, loyalty, and
respect among followers. Furthermore, they have the ability to build capacity within individuals
that ultimately benefits the organization as a whole. The transformational leader has the ability
to assist in developing followers to maximum capacity; this includes motivating followers to the
position in which the interest in the organization surpasses their personal self-interest (Bass,
1985). Green (2010) added that transformational leaders have the ability to inspire followers and
encourage commitment toward goal attainment. Green (2010) supported the idea that, in order to
be an effective transformational school leader, one must have the capacity to develop and
communicate a vison for the organization; assist in establishing common beliefs, values, and
norms; and create a culture of collaboration. In addition, Green (2010) offered that a
transformational leader is a person who has vast knowledge of internal and external stakeholders
within the school community, a trait that is useful when aligning objectives, goals, and values of
the school community.
The transformational leadership model upholds the theory that the school leader plays an
important role in the growth and change process. Furthermore, the model expresses the
importance of the relationship of the school leader and followers who are united in the
transformation process. The transformational school leader is a facilitator who uses the position
to 1) support professionalism, 2) empower stakeholders, 3) promote collaboration, and 4) raise
productivity (Green, 2010).
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Researchers have studied transformational leadership in schools and have surmised nine
functions that fall under the three distinct areas: 1) mission-centered: developing a widely shared
vision for the school and building a consensus about school goals and priorities; 2) performancecentered: holding high performance expectations, providing individualized support, supplying
intellectual stimulation; and 3) culture-centered: modeling organizational values, strengthening
productive school culture, building collaborative cultures, and creating structures for
participation in school decisions (Marks & Printy, 2003).
The transformational school leader has an undeniable key position in the role of
instruction (Sebring & Bryk, 2000; Sheppard, 1996). Transformational school leaders recognize
the importance of their instructional role and use this role to build a collaborative culture.
Transformational school leaders provide intellectual direction to the organization while building
capacity and empowering teachers in the decision making process of matters related to the total
school program (Conley & Goldman, 1994; Leithwood, 1994). Transformational leadership
represents the school leader’s ability to influence followers to supersede the job assignments and
descriptions and strive to reach their full capacity to support the work of the school. The
transformational school leader seeks to connect with personal goals and values while raising
individual and organizational efficacy. Transformational leadership affirms the school leader’s
role in educational reform by emphasizing the importance of innovation and organizational
culture (Conley & Goldman, 1994; Leithwood, 1994).
Transformational leadership in itself does not entail the explicit focus on curriculum and
instruction that are needed to support instructional leadership (Hallinger & Leithwood, 1998).
However, transformational school leaders provide intellectual direction, innovation, and teacher
empowerment (Conley, & Goldman, 1994; Leithwood, 1994). Transformational leadership is
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important to the process of linking educational reform measures such as Race to the Top and
student achievement. Green (2010) advocated school leaders’ use of transformational leadership
to change the current conditions of schools. President Barack Obama challenged educators to
turn around failing schools and narrow achievement gaps, while giving the transformation of low
performing schools the right of precedence in educational concerns (Whitehouse, 2015). Green
postulated that transformational leaders who practice facilitation, distributed and shared
leadership, inquiry into best practices, and building a trust-based culture have the potential to
unite internal and external stakeholders for the sake of goal attainment.
Distributed Leadership
The concept of distributed leadership is an ongoing discussion that reaches back over 8
decades; however, educational reform measures of the 1980s produced a shift in which
researchers began to examine not only the leadership activities of the school leader but also of
teacher-leaders (McKenzie & Locke, 2014). Given the pressing demands on school leaders,
instructional leadership is being reframed as a distributed organizational quality, and it is closely
linked to transformational leadership. Ogawa and Bossert (1995) proposed that leadership is not
an attribute of a single entity or formal leader but of conceptualized leadership as an
organizational quality. Furthermore, distributed leadership tends to focus on the activities and
tasks of the organization versus individual roles and formal leadership behavior (Spillane,
Halverson, & Diamond, 2004).
Distributed leadership is conceptualized as capacity that is shared by the organizational
members and can be observed in the day-to-day interactions and tasks involved in leading a
school (Spillane et al., 2004). This view posits that leadership is more than the role of the school
leader or designated formal leaders and that it is a function of the school unit. “Our perspective
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shifts the unit of analysis from the individual actor or group of actors to the web of leaders,
followers, and situation that give activity its form” (Spillane et al., 2004, p.10). Furthermore,
research indicates that distributive leadership can be activated when needed for the purpose of
executing specific leadership task. Distributive leadership positions followers to not only
influence school leaders, but to also position followers as a constituent element of leadership.
“Rather than a variable outside of leadership activity that influences what leaders do or mediates
the impact of what they do, followers are best understood as composing elements of leadership
activity” (Spillane et al., 2004, p. 19). Distributed leadership has also been studied as a theoryin-practice through work design. In this model, the leaders and followers take up roles and
responsibilities that may not be traditional context, however necessary in seeking differentiation
in methods, context, and purpose (Mayrowetz, Murphy, Louis, & Smylie, 2007). In order to
successfully navigate distributed leadership, the school leader and followers must commit to
teamwork, reciprocity, and mutual influence.
Distributive leadership has been organized by researchers into three distinct strands. The
first strand proposes leadership as the performance of related task or functions conducted within
the organization rather than a menu of role-specific responsibilities (Heller & Firestone, 1995).
The second strand takes a different approach and proposes leadership as an organizational
quality (Leithwood & Mascall, 2008; Ogawa & Bossert, 1995). The third strand proposes
leadership is a task-oriented, cognitive view developed around the concept that true leadership is
determined by the interaction of the leaders and followers and that the two are interdependent
(Spillane et al., 2004). While principals have historically been considered the instructional
leaders in schools, this role is changing, and schools are embracing distributed leadership as an
approach to improving. Researchers are exploring this new vision for effective leadership that
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includes multiple school persons executing instructional leadership in order to effect
programmatic change and improve instruction.
Distributed leadership has gained popularity as a leadership practice, and researchers are
justifying the use of distributed leadership because it speaks to democratic values, shared
expertise, and organizational commitment from members who are involved in decision making
processes of the school (Pearce & Conger, 2003). Many researchers postulate that school
leadership has a larger impact on schools and students when the leadership is widely distributed
(Leithwood et al., 2008).
Shared Leadership
Current conversations focused on the sources of educational leadership have shifted from
the school leader as disillusionment with the “Great Man” concept of leadership (Pearce &
Conger, 2003). Research is replete with theories that support the importance of leadership and
the pertinent role that leadership plays in the success or failure of an organization. However, it is
becoming increasingly clear that the complexity of the school environment dictates that school
leaders capitalize on the support of other stakeholders to reach organizational goals.
Furthermore, due to the changing nature of schools and other organizations, it is becoming
increasingly more challenging for single individuals to acquire the diverse skillset and ability to
effectively lead (O’Toole, Galbraith, & Lawler, 2002). Notwithstanding the individual
leadership potential, the past 50 years have presented a trend that moves away from a single
concentration of power to a broader expansion of leadership among individuals within the
organization (O’Toole et al. 2002).
As educational scholars continue to evaluate the role of school leaders, the concept of
shared leadership has gained attention and prominence in the category of leadership approaches
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(Murphy, 2002). Conger and Pearce (2003) described this concept as “A dynamic, interactive
influence process among individuals in groups for which the objective is to lead one another to
the achievement of group /and or organizational goals” (p.1). Conger and Pearce (2003) also
pointed out that shared leadership involves a lateral and hierarchical influence. Shared leadership
is relational, and it involves a collaborative process in which individuals and groups influence
each other and share the responsibilities for the success of the organization (Kocolowski, 2010).
School leaders have the primary responsibility of improving academic performance and
are seeking to do so by engaging teachers in critical, sustained dialogue that can be used to
facilitate the decision making process concerning best practices in educational matters. Teachers
are no longer being viewed or treated like subordinates; school leaders are recognizing the
important roles that teachers play in the school improvement process and are acknowledging the
professionalism, knowledge, and skill of teacher leaders (Darling-Hammond, 1988; Rowan,
1990). Furthermore, there is the realization that success of schools depends on their capacity to
extend leadership throughout the organization and use that leadership to shape the future through
a process of renewal. Moreover, researchers note that the value of shared leadership does not
rest in positions; however, the true value is grounded in the personal resources of participants
and how those resources are deployed through interaction within the organization.
There are three critical shifts that must take place for shared leadership to make an impact
in the school. The first shift proposes that leadership is characterized by a set of practices and
tasks that can be demonstrated at any level within an organization (Firestone, 1996; Kouzes &
Posner, 2002; Spillane et al., 2001). The second shift acknowledges that social interaction,
relationships, and common goals are key to leadership (Drath & Palus, 1994). The third shift
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emphasizes that leadership within the learning process enhances understanding and positive
actions (Argyris & Schon, 1996).
Shared leadership models are highly practical for the complexities of the internal and
external structures of school. Green’s (2010) Thirteen Core Competencies speak to shared
leadership and the importance of visionary leadership and collaboration, as they relate to the total
school program. Moreover, there appears to be a relationship that exists between the leadership
styles, competencies, and the documented work on the New Teacher Center’s TELL research.
The TELL surveys and data provide a growing body of research that documents the connections
between teaching and learning conditions. More specifically, the TELL addresses items that are
within the role and responsibility of the school leader.
Instructional Best Practices
The instructional best practices that arose from educational reform movements have
strong evidence to support the role of the school leader. Furthermore, the essential role of the
school leader in facilitating instructional improvement has been the central theme in school
improvement research since the 1970s. A 1971 study of four inner-city exemplary schools
identified strong instructional leadership was key to the schools’ performance (Weber, 1971). A
subsequent study in 1981 of four urban elementary schools cited the influence of instructional
leadership. Hallinger and Heck (1998) analyzed a total of 43 studies on instructional leadership
and student achievement between 1980 and 1985. The studies maintained the positon that school
leaders have a measureable, indirect effect on student achievement. Most of the research focuses
on practices of school leaders. For example, Hallinger, Bickman, and Davis (1996) found that
practices such as classroom observations, disaggregation of data with the staff, securing
resources, building a collaborative culture, and being visible were predictive variables that
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resulted in a significant positive relationship to student achievement. Researchers Heck et al.
(1990) surveyed 56 schools to find a correlation between instructional leadership practices such
as school governance, organization of instruction, and fostering a positive school climate on
student achievement. Supovitz, Sirinides, and May (2010) found that leadership practices such
as building the mission and goals, establishing trust, and instructional focus impacted changes in
instruction that resulted in higher levels of learning.
While the literature provides numerous examples of support for instructional leadership
as a conduit for student achievement, one of the most impressive reviews is the work of Waters
et al. (2003). This team compiled more than 70 research studies from 1970 to 2000. They
identified 21 leadership practices that were correlated with the improvement of student
achievement. Their findings validated decades of work by leading education theorists. The 21
identified leadership responsibilities were affirmation; change agent; contingent rewards;
communication; culture; discipline; flexibility; focus; ideals/beliefs; input; intellectual
stimulation; involvement in curriculum, instruction, and assessment; knowledge of curriculum;
monitoring and evaluating; optimizer; order; outreach; relationships; resources; situational
awareness; and visibility.
Green (2010) reviewed a plethora of leadership research to determine the validity of the
Thirteen Core Competency framework. Nine specific competencies are related to this study.
Green surmised that the following competencies are critical for the success of school leaders:
Visionary Leadership: Effective leaders demonstrate energy, commitment and
entrepreneurial spirit as well as communicating values and building trust with the faculty. The
school leader encourages the faculty to display faith and trust in their directions and assist in the
transformation of the school.
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Unity of Purpose: Effective leaders communicate the vision and mission of the school
and focus on student learning. School leaders acquire commitment of faculty to a single focus
and the alignment of their behavior with activities that foster goal attainment.
Instructional Leadership: Effective leaders use pedagogy, knowledge of human
development, and data to make instructional decisions. School leaders coordinate the
instructional program in a manner that supports student achievement.
Curriculum and Instruction: Effective leaders understand the curriculum, standards, and
assessment. School leaders implement a research based curriculum focused on individual student
needs.
Professional Learning Communities: Effective leaders create learning environments that
support innovation and capacity building within the staff. School leaders encourage individuals
to display mutual support for learning and performance and affirm the distribution of leadership
throughout the organization.
Organizational Management: Effective leaders improve the culture and climate of the
school by practicing organizational management that stresses high expectations for all
stakeholders. School leaders outline processes to govern the workflow with effective
communication and use of resources.
Collaboration: Effective leaders engage all stakeholders in developing a safe learning
community that is governed by norms and values. School leaders work in concert with others
who may have diverse interest to enhance student achievement.
Assessment: Effective leaders facilitate the use of data to drive the instructional program
and monitor student performance. School leaders establish an evaluation process with a built-in
plan for student achievement.
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Professional Development: Effective leaders demonstrate a commitment to continuous
learning and improvement. They ensure that professional development opportunities are
available to staff members to assist them in reaching their maximum potential. School leaders
engage in educational initiatives designed to keep professionals energized, motivated, informed,
and eager to perform at high levels.
Summary
Chapter 2 contained an overview of educational literature that informed educational
reform, current conditions in education, leadership styles, instructional leadership, roles and
responsibilities of school and teacher leaders, and best practices. Chapter 3 provides a
comprehensive analysis of the methods used to inform this study.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to compare and contrast the instructional leadership practices
in Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress and Priority schools, as defined by Green’s (2010)
Thirteen Core Competencies conceptual framework, and as measured by the Tennessee
Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning (TELL) survey. Subjecting pre-existing and
publically available data to “secondary analysis,” the approach of the study was quantitative and
involved the combination of outcomes pertinent to standardized achievement testing on the one
hand with the responses of Tennessee educators to a select set of TELL items on the other. The
expectation of the study was that evidence of the instructional leadership practices, as reflected
in more positive responses to the selected TELL items grouped into competency “scales,” was
more likely to be observed in the higher-achieving Reward-Performance schools as opposed to
schools in the other two tiers. Specific research questions linked to this study’s overall purpose
and anticipated outcomes were as follows:
1. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across a sample of schools classified
as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
2. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed within each of the three types of
schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
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3. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed among each of the three types of
schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
4. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across sub-samples of RewardPerformance, Reward-Progress, and Priority schools by the level of students taught there?
After explaining the study’s overall methodology (i.e., secondary analysis), Chapter 3 then
turns to a general description of the TELL instrument and a specification of not only the TELL
items selected for further study but also how such items were perceived to align with Green’s
“core competency” framework. Next, a description of the three-tiered school classification
scheme evolved by the state based on student performance data (Reward-Performance, RewardProgress, and Priority) is presented and how the sample of schools used in this study were drawn
from this state-wide population of schools. Finally, the procedures by which the relevant TELL
data on each of the sampled schools were compiled, recorded, and preprocessed were outlined
and the analytic strategies applied to these preprocessed data for each of the four research
questions are briefly suggested.
This study used a quantitative research methodology in which the secondary analysis set
of an existing data set was central. The data was originally collected by someone other than the
researcher for another purpose (Crossman, 2015) and represented a continuation of
disaggregation that included interpretations, conclusions, or knowledge that was different from
the original collection (Hakim, 1982). The secondary data analysis performed in this study
involved integrating data from two different sources: 1) item-level responses retrieved from the
Spring 2013 administration by the Tennessee Department of Education of the TELL
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questionnaire; and 2) schools’ concurrent classification as Reward-Performance, RewardProgress, and Priority by the Tennessee Department of Education based on a summary of the
school’s performance on the state’s battery of standardized achievement tests.
According to a list of purposes cited by Hakim (1982, p.1), the use of secondary data
analysis in the context of the present study was warranted in three ways. First, the procedures
used to address what Hakim called a “larger political issue or question”: in this study the
relationship between school climate and school effectiveness that was implied but not
empirically demonstrated in the TELL’s 2013 administration. Linking these TELL data to a
school’s status as Reward or Priority was intended to explore this relationship explicitly and to
address more fully the overarching question. Second, the data in this study were analyzed
according to a conceptual framework that was external to the original study. Whereas the
original TELL items were organized around a disparate and broad set of topics (e.g., facilities
and resources, managing student conduct, and teacher leadership), the data under scrutiny in the
present study were focused by and anchored in Green’s Thirteen Core Competencies. Finally,
where the statistical analyses performed on the original data were limited to item-level
frequencies and percentages, in the current study item means were calculated and the outcomes
subject to such advanced procedures as the Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (RANOVA) and the Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA). Moreover, because the data
in the present study represent a compilation of several individual school reports, more finegrained analysis of outcomes by elementary and secondary school subgroups became possible.
Instrumentation
A review of the literature indicated that a wide variety of school environment measures
and instructional leader’s role in shaping that environment are in use. Witcher (1993) reviewed
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several of these measures and found that those that resulted in the most reliable assessments were
measures that generated information about multiple aspects of the school—including “an
emphasis on academics, an ambience of caring, a motivating curriculum, professional
collegiality, and closeness to parents and community.” These most reliable instruments were also
easy for respondents to understand, were appropriate to several levels of schooling and possessed
of adequate evidence of psychometric validity and reliability.
A survey that met many, if not all, of those requirements was the Teaching, Empowering,
Leading, and Learning Questionnaire. Originally developed in 2002 by the New Teacher Center
as its centerpiece of its Teaching and Learning Initiative, the TELL made its debut in North
Carolina as part of the work of then-Governor Mike Easley and his state’s Professional Teaching
Standards Commission. Over the past decade, the reach of the survey has extended to 12 states
and 10 districts and has provided information to both policymakers and practitioners about the
following eight research-based constructs:


Time—Available time to plan, collaborate, provide instruction, and eliminate barriers
in order to maximize instructional time during the school day



Facilities and Resources—Availability of instructional, technology, office,
communication, and school resources to teachers



Community Support and Involvement—Community and parent/guardian
communication and influence in the school



Managing Student Conduct—Policies and practices to address student conduct issues
and ensure a safe school environment



Teacher Leadership—Teacher involvement in decisions that impact classroom and
school practices
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School Leadership—The ability of school leadership to create trusting, supportive
environments and address teacher concerns



Professional Development—Availability and quality of learning opportunities for
educators to enhance their teaching



Instructional Practices and Support—Data and support available to teachers to
improve instruction and student learning. (TELL Tennessee, 2013)

Besides being the subject of many academic papers, outcomes derived from various
administrations of the TELL survey have been used to support the creation of additional funding
for professional development in low-performing schools, to develop school leadership training
that enables administrators to make data-based decisions for school improvement purposes, to
change professional development offerings and provide teachers with more autonomy in
selecting growth opportunities, and to implement targeted recruitment strategies for hard-to-staff
schools.
TELL Tennessee
Underwriting the present study were data issued from the 2013 administration of the
TELL to licensed school-based educators at the school, district, and state levels in Tennessee.
According to the official TELL Tennessee website, over 62,000 (82%) of educators in the state
responded to this version of the survey, with a participation rate of 84% at the elementary level,
85% at the middle level, and 77% at the high school level. In terms of responding institutions,
more than 90% of the schools surveyed met the requirements to receive individual school-level
data reports.
Different in some particulars from versions of the TELL administered at other times in
other places, the TELL Tennessee 2013 nevertheless provided an accumulating body of evidence
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that testified to the instrument’s psychometric quality. To be sure, some degree of informal or
prima facie evidence of the validity of the TELL was derived from its longevity and wide-spread
usage. To the same point, however, more formal evidence derived from initial efforts to ensure
the instrument’s “content validity” and later efforts to establish its “construct validity.” With
respect to its content validity, TELL capitalized on two sources: 1) a wide-ranging literature
review of the role of working conditions on teacher dissatisfaction and mobility and 2) an
analysis of School and Staffing Survey data focused on areas identified as driving teachers’
satisfaction and employment decisions. In terms of its construct validity, a 2013 Research Brief
published on the TELL Tennessee website alluded to the work of Swanlund (2011) in confirming
the factor structure of the instrument and in using “Rasch model person separation reliability and
Cronbach’s alpha” to verify that the TELL was capable of producing consistent results across
participant groups” (NTC Validity and Reliability Report, 2013, p. 3). In sum, for purposes of
measuring teacher perceptions of the working conditions directly or indirectly fostered by the
leadership of their schools, the TELL Tennessee 2013 would appear to be a generally accurate
tool that produces consistent results.
As with previous research studies involving the TELL (see for example, Johnson, Kraft,
& Papay, 2012), the present study does not use all of the TELL items but rather uses individual
TELL items and groups them to measure particular constructs of interest, which relate to the
general notion of instructional leadership as operationalized by Green’s core competencies. To
ground the selection of the items best aligned with the competencies, the researcher met with the
author of the Thirteen Core Competencies (Green, 2010) and Dr. Louis Franceschini III,
Research Assistant Professor from The University of Memphis Leadership Department on
multiple occasions to determine which questions were most appropriate for the study. Items
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under each of the eight TELL constructs were discussed and aligned with the Thirteen Core
Competencies model.
It was determined that 27 questions aligned with nine of the Thirteen Core Competencies
and were adequately addressed by the TELL survey: (1) Visionary Leadership, (2) Unity of
Purpose, (3) Instructional Leadership, (4) Curriculum and Instruction, (5) Professional Learning
Communities, (6) Organizational Management, (7) Collaboration and (8) Assessment. The
specific items believed to best underwrite these nine competencies are as follows:
Visionary Leadership: The principal encourages faculty to display faith and trust in their
directions and assists in the transformation process.


The faculty and leadership have a shared vision.



There is an atmosphere of trust and mutual respect.



Teachers are encouraged to participate in school leadership roles.

Unity of Purpose: The principal acquires commitment of faculty to a single focus and the
alignment of their behavior with activities that foster goal attainment.


Students at this school understand expectations for their conduct.



Teachers are held to high professional standards for delivering instruction.



The community we serve is supportive of this school.

Instructional Leadership: The principal designs an instructional program using datadriven decisions coordinated in a manner that supports student achievement.


Teachers are encouraged to try new things to improve instruction.



Teachers receive feedback that can help them improve teaching.



Teachers are encouraged to reflect on their own practice.
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Curriculum and Instruction: The principal implements curriculum focused on individual
student needs.


Professional development enhances teachers' ability to implement instructional strategies
that meet diverse student learning needs.



Teachers have sufficient access to a broad range of professional support personnel.



Teachers have sufficient instructional time to meet the needs of all students.

Establishing Learning Communities: The principal encourages individuals to display
mutual support for learning and performance and affirms the distribution of leadership
throughout the organization.


Teachers work in professional learning communities to develop and align instructional
practices.



Teachers have autonomy to make decisions about instructional delivery (i.e., pacing,
materials, pedagogy).



Teachers are trusted to make sound professional decisions about instruction.

Organizational Management: The principal outlines processes to govern the workflow with
effective communication and use of resources.


Teachers are allowed to focus on educating students with minimal interruptions.



Efforts are made to minimize the amount of routine administrative paperwork teachers
are required to do.



Teachers are protected from duties that interfere with their essential role of educating
students.

Collaboration: The principal works in concert with others who may have diverse interests
to enhance student achievement.
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Teachers have time available to collaborate with colleagues.



Professional development provides ongoing opportunities for teachers to work with
colleagues to refine teaching practices.



This school maintains clear, two-way communication with parents/guardians and the
community.

Assessment: The principal establishes an evaluation process with a built-in plan for student
achievement.


Teachers in this school use assessment data to inform their instruction.



The school leadership facilitates using data to improve student learning.



Professional development offerings are data-driven.

Professional Development: The principal engages in educational initiatives designed to
keep professionals energized, motivated, informed, and eager to perform at high levels.


Sufficient resources are available for professional development in my school.



Professional development is differentiated to meet the needs of individual teachers.



Professional development deepens teachers' content knowledge.

Description of the Population and Sample
Encompassing three subgroups, the population of schools used in the present study
derived from a master list of Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority institutions
developed by the Tennessee Department of Education concurrent with the administration of the
2013 TELL. In Tennessee, a Reward designation may be conferred on schools either because of
their attaining a set of absolute achievement standards or their outstanding growth towards those
standards’ attainment. The former or “Reward-Performance” designation was given to Title I or
non-Title I schools that were among the top 5% in overall student achievement in terms of state
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assessments and/or high school graduation rates and that had no significant gaps in achievement
among school subgroups. Similarly, the latter, or “Reward-Progress” designation was given to
Title I or non-Title I schools that were among the top 5% in overall student growth based on state
growth measures and/or high school graduation rates and that had no significant gaps in
achievement among school subgroups. At the other extreme, schools designated as “Priority”
were those Title I or non-Title I schools that were among the 5% of lowest-performing schools in
overall achievement on state assessments/or high school graduation rates over a 3-year period.
It is significant to discuss the context of the three types of schools that were examined in
this study as well as the leadership best practices. The context that produces these three types
were different for each group. For the schools selected in this study, many of the RewardPerformance Schools were located across the state with a significant number being located in
larger metropolitan areas of the state. The Reward-Performance schools have a traditional
structure as well as specialized schools structure such as magnet schools, laboratory schools,
optional schools and college preparatory schools. The Reward-Progress schools were located
across the state, however, this category does not include as many specialized schools as in the
case with schools in the Reward-Performance category. The Priority schools were not evenly
distributed across the state. More specifically, majority of the Priority schools were located in a
district in west Tennessee. The Priority schools were also represented by a significant number of
charter schools. The Priority schools were characterized as urban schools and have a high
poverty index.
A total of 83 Priority schools and 169 Reward schools was eligible for the study, with the
Reward schools further broken down into 70 Reward-Performance and 83 Reward-Progress
subgroups. Using SPSS, a random sample of 43 schools was selected from each designated
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group, with a second sampling employed when a few of the schools randomly selected proved
not to have TELL reports. In all, some 129 schools were selected for the study, varying in terms
of grade levels served (i.e., elementary, middle, and high school), as well as in terms of Title I
status. Inspection of the sample suggests that the selection was representative of school districts
across the state of Tennessee.
Data Analysis
A multi-step process was employed in extracting the data. After obtaining the official lists of
Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress and Priority schools, that school’s report on the TELL
website was identified, and data were pulled from it for each identified question. For each of the
27 questions, the researcher recorded both the number of responders for each question (total N)
and the response percentages obtained for each of four-points on a Likert-type scale ranging
from strong disagreement (value of 1) to strong agreement (value of 4). Each of these 135 datapoints was ultimately placed in an Excel spreadsheet so that weighted item means could be
calculated from the frequency of the response (the percentage of the total N) by the response
value and then those means averaged across the competency with which the item was aligned.
After manipulating the data in Excel, the resulting data were uploaded into the most recent
version of SPSS, keeping track of the school’s performance status as well as its grade structure
as an elementary- or secondary-level institution.
To answer the first research question—Are all nine of the core leadership competencies
articulated by Green and measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed
across a sample of schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and
Priority?—a Repeated Measure Analysis of Variance was used to determine if there was a
statistically significant difference among the means obtained for nine leadership competencies
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across all schools. To answer the second research question—Are all nine of the core leadership
competencies articulated by Green and measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well
addressed within samples of schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and
Priority—three separate Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance were conducted by school
classification to determine if statistically significant differences were observed among the means
obtained on the nine leadership competencies. To answer the third research question—Are all
nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by the TELL
Tennessee Survey equally well addressed among each of the three types of schools classified as
Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?—a Multivariate Analysis of Variance
(MANOVA) was conducted to determine if there were statistically significant differences in the
means obtained for each of the leadership competencies by the three types of schools. Finally, to
answer the fourth research question—Are all nine of the core leadership competencies
articulated by Green and measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed
across sub-samples of Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority schools by the level
of students taught there?—Multivariate Analyses of Variance (MANOVA) were conducted to
determine if there were statistically significant differences in the leadership competency means
within the three groups of schools by their grade structure as elementary or secondary.
Summary
Chapter 3 outlined the basic steps the researcher pursued in completing the secondary
analysis of TELL Tennessee data. Using Green’s leadership competency framework, a set of 27
TELL items was chosen to determine whether scores on the item scales representing nine of
Green’s competencies were associated with school-level academic achievement. In this study,
academic achievement was embedded in a school’s designation as Reward-Performance,
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Reward-Progress or Priority. After randomly sampling institutions from these three state-wide
school populations, data taken from these three institution types were extracted from online
TELL Tennessee reports, manipulated to create item and scale means, and imported into the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) for further analysis. The results of those
analyses are provided in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 4
Results
Introduction
On the assumption that evidence of the instructional leadership practices outlined within
Green’s (2010) Core Competencies framework and measured by 27 items taken from
Tennessee’s TELL survey would be more frequently observed in higher-performing as opposed
to lower-performing schools, the purpose of this study was to compare and contrast the responses
of teachers at Tennessee institutions randomly sampled from three groups of schools singled out
by the state as exceptional in terms of their student achievement outcomes. Varying in terms of
grade levels served (i.e., elementary, middle and high school) as well as in terms of Title I status,
these exceptional schools included one subgroup in which student achievement was the highest
in an absolute sense—the Reward-Performance schools—a second subgroup manifesting the
highest level of improvement in student achievement—the Reward-Progress schools—and a
third subgroup where average student achievement was in almost all respects below par—
Priority schools.
More specific research questions linked to this study’s overall purpose and anticipated
outcomes are as follows:
1. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across a sample of schools classified
as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
2. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed within each of the three types of
schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
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3. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed among each of the three types of
schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
4. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across sub-samples of RewardPerformance, Reward-Progress, and Priority schools by the level of students taught there?
Quantitative Findings and Answers to Research Questions
Results pertinent to the secondary analysis of the 2013 TELL dataset for the sample of
schools previously described are provided in turn for each of the aforementioned research
questions. A brief synopsis of what was learned from the analysis will conclude the chapter.
Research Question One. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by
Green and measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across a sample of
schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
Inspection of the nine means (Figure 1) suggests marked variation in the extent to which
teachers perceived the leadership competencies to be embraced irrespective of the school’s
achievement classification. At one extreme, the scale mean for Assessment (M = 3.39, SD =
0.217) appears to exceed all others to a greater or lesser degree, while, at the other extreme, the
scale mean observed for Organizational Management (M = 2.90, SD = 0.377) visibly seem to lag
all others. As can be seen in Table 1, empirical testing of the apparent differences among means
using the Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance procedure (R-ANOVA) seems to validate the
inferences made from inspecting the graph (= .123, F(98,112) = 99.57, p < .001, p2 = .877),
while follow-up testing of the pairs of means using the dependent t-test procedure indicates some
32 of the 36 possible comparisons to be statistically significantly different at Bonferroni-
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corrected alpha levels. Of the aforementioned 32 differences, six were linked to correlated effect
sizes that exceeded 1.0, three of the six concerning the teachers’ rather low estimation of the
Organizational Management competency relative to such competencies as Unity of Purpose (g =
1.20), Instructional Leadership (g = 1.16) and Assessment (g = 1.42). Other effect sizes that
exceeded 1.0 were a function of teachers’ very high estimation of the Assessment competency as
contrasted with such competencies as Curriculum and Instruction (g = 1.00), Collaboration (g =
1.07), and Professional Development (g = 1.11).

Figure 1. Means on nine leadership competency scales for all sampled schools.
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Table 1
Results of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance across All Schools for All Nine Leadership
Competency Scale Means

Competency (all schools)

1. Visionary Leadership

01

02

03

04

05

-0.38 -0.34 0.31

06

07

08

09

0.78

0.18 -0.59 0.44

2. Unity of Purpose

0.75

0.49

1.20

0.70 -0.28 0.92

3. Instructional Leadership

0.76

0.49

1.16

0.75 -0.31 0.91

4. Curriculum & Instruction

-0.30 0.50

5. Learning Community

0.78

6. Organizational Mgmt

-1.00
0.18 -0.78 0.45
-0.63 -1.42 -0.39

7. Collaboration

-1.07 0.29

8. Assessment

1.11

9. Professional Developmnt
Note. The multivariate test for repeated measures ANOVA was highly statistically significant (=
.123, F (98,112) = 99.57, p < .001, p 2 = .877), with the results of follow-up testing shown in the
table above. In those instances where these test results were statistically significant at the corrected
alpha levels (p < .001), the signed correlated effect size appears in the cell.

Research Question Two. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated
by Green and measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed within each of the
three types of schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
For the Reward-Performance schools, inspection of the nine competency means (Figure
2) also suggests marked variation in the extent to which teachers perceived the leadership
competencies to be embraced, but with somewhat higher mean values and a slightly different
pattern of mean differences than the pattern observed for all sampled schools. Relative to the
other means, for example, the mean seen for Assessment is quite robust (M = 3.48, SD = 0.203)
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but slightly smaller than the mean observed for Unity of Purpose (M = 3.55, SD = 0.163)—a
relationship not seen for all schools but one that points to the high estimation that RewardPerformance teachers have for their respective school’s sense of educational mission.
As can be seen in Table 2, empirical testing of the apparent differences among means using the
Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance procedure (R-ANOVA) validated the inferences made
from inspecting Figure 2 (= .071, F(8,32) = 52.50, p < .001, p2 = .929), while follow-up
testing of the pairs of means using the dependent t-test procedure revealed exactly 28 of the 36
possible comparisons to be statistically significantly different at Bonferroni-corrected alpha
levels. Of the aforementioned 28 differences, fully 13 were linked to correlated effect sizes that
exceeded 1.0, four of the them concerning Reward-Performance teachers’ high estimation of the
Unity of Purpose evidenced at their schools relative to the competencies concerning Curriculum
and Instruction (g = 1.76), Organizational Management (g = 1.72) , Collaboration (g = 1.33), and
Professional Development (g = 1.38). Likewise, these teachers’ similarly high estimation of the
Assessment competency also resulted in effect sizes exceeding 1.0 when the Assessment mean
was compared with Curriculum and Instruction (g = 1.47), Organizational Management (g =
1.46) , Collaboration (g = 1.01), and Professional Development (g = 1.13). Also linked to an
effect size difference greater than 1.0 for Reward-Performance teachers were comparisons that
contrasted the mean for Visionary Leadership with those obtained for Organizational
Management (g = 1.13) and Professional Development (g = 1.05) and the mean for Instructional
Leadership with those obtained for Curriculum and Instruction (g = 1.21), Organizational
Management (g = 1.23) and Professional Development (g = 1.02).
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Figure 2. Means on nine leadership competency scales for sampled Reward-Performance
schools.
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Table 2
Results of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance for Sampled Reward-Performance Schools
for All Nine Leadership Competency Scale Means
Competency (Performance)

1. Visionary Leadership
2. Unity of Purpose

01

02

03

-0.52
0.52

3. Instructional Leadership
4. Curriculum & Instruction

04

05

06

07

0.97

0.32

1.13

0.60

1.05

1.76

0.84

1.72

1.33

1.38

1.21

0.41

1.23

0.77

1.02

-0.64

5. Learning Community

09

-0.41 -1.47
0.85

6. Organizational Mgmt

08

-0.62 0.76
-0.62 -1.46

7. Collaboration

-1.01 0.52

8. Assessment

1.13

9. Professional Developmnt
Note. The multivariate test for repeated measures ANOVA was highly statistically significant (=
.071, F (8,32) = 52.50, p < .001, p 2 = .929), with the results of follow-up testing shown in the
table above. In those instances where these test results were statistically significant at the corrected
alpha levels (p < .001), the signed correlated effect size appears in the cell.

With respect to Reward-Progress and Priority schools, Figures 3 and 4, respectively,
suggest that, as was the case at Reward Performance schools, not all 13 competencies were
equally well represented. Per the R-ANOVA procedure, empirical testing of the means verified
the inferences based on inspection apropos the former set of schools (= .151, F(8,33) = 22.23,
p < .001, p2 = .849, as indicated in Table 3), as well as the latter set of schools (= .119,
F(8,31) = 28.78, p < .001, p2 = .881, as indicated in Table 4). Interestingly, follow-up analyses
employing the dependent t-test procedure revealed about equal numbers of the comparisons
between scale means to be statistically significantly different. Of the 36 comparisons conducted
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on the Reward-Progress school means, 22 proved to be statistically significant and of those six
were linked to effect size differences that exceeded 1.0. Similarly, of the 36 comparisons
conducted on the Priority school means, 22 proved to be statistically significant and of those five
were linked to effect size differences that exceeded 1.0. As detailed in Tables 3 and 4, these very
large effects were in almost all cases associated in some way with comparisons involving either
the highest scale mean (Assessment: M = 3.32, SD = 0.224 for Progress Schools, M = 3.32, SD=
0.200 for Priority Schools) or the lowest scale mean (Organizational Management: M = 2.87, SD
= 0.337 for Progress Schools, M = 2.75, SD = 0.424 for Priority Schools).

Figure 3. Means on nine leadership competency scales for sampled Reward-Progress schools.
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Table 3
Results of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance for Sampled Reward-Progress Schools for
All Nine Leadership Competency Scale Means

Competency (Progress)

1. Visionary Leadership

01

02

03

04

05

-0.55 -0.51

06

07

0.68

08

09

-0.75 0.48

2. Unity of Purpose

0.64

1.36

0.95

1.07

3. Instructional Leadership

0.58

1.27

0.82

0.97

4. Curriculum & Instruction

-0.62

5. Learning Community

0.77

6. Organizational Mgmt

-0.84 0.56
-0.64 -1.52

7. Collaboration

-1.14 0.38

8. Assessment

1.12

9. Professional Developmnt
Note. The multivariate test for repeated measures ANOVA was highly statistically significant (=
.151, F (8,33) = 23.23, p < .001, p 2 = .849), with the results of follow-up testing shown in the
table above. In those instances where these test results were statistically significant at the corrected
alpha levels (p < .001), the signed correlated effect size appears in the cell.
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Figure 4. Means on nine leadership competency scales for sampled Priority schools.

81

Table 4
Results of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance for Sampled Priority Schools for All Nine
Leadership Competency Scale Means

Competency (Priority)

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

09

1. Visionary Leadership

-0.50

0.75

-0.80

2. Unity of Purpose

-0.46 0.40

0.91

-0.82

1.19

0.72 -0.46 0.64

3. Instructional Leadership

0.90

0.55

4. Curriculum & Instruction

0.59

-1.29

5. Learning Community

0.85

-0.96

6. Organizational Mgmt

-0.70 -1.37 -0.85

7. Collaboration

-1.09

8. Assessment

1.04

9. Professional Developmnt
Note. The multivariate test for repeated measures ANOVA was highly statistically significant (=
.119, F (8,31) = 28.78, p < .001, p = .881), with the results of follow-up testing shown in the
table above. In those instances where these test results were statistically significant at the corrected
alpha levels (p < .001), the signed correlated effect size appears in the cell.
2

Research Question Three. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated
by Green and measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed among each of
the three types of schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
Inspection of the 27 scale means (Figure 5— three subgroup means by the nine
leadership competencies) suggests consistently but not uniformly higher means for the RewardPerformance school group compared to the Reward-Progress and, especially, the Priority school
groups. At the same time, what the figure also tends to indicate is little, if any, difference
between the competency means observed when the Reward-Progress and Priority school groups
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are compared to each other. The generally higher means observed for Reward-Performance
schools compared to the other two school groups is suggest a “gestalt” difference that may be
evidenced by multivariate testing and that in turn may indicate a general link between school
effectiveness and the practice of Green’s leadership competencies.
Per a Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) of the nine scale means across the
three groups of schools, formal testing appears to validate the inferences made from a cursory
inspection of the descriptive statistics. For the set of all nine dependent variables, there appears
to be a statistically significant difference overall (= .393, F(18,218) = 7.21, p < .001, p2 =
.373). At the univariate level, however, for only seven of the nine outcomes—Curriculum and
Instruction (F(2, 117) = 1.40, p = .250) and Professional Development (F(2, 117) = 3.16, p =
.046) excepted—does there appear to be a statistically significant difference. With respect to the
seven statistically significant univariate outcomes, further use of the Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) followed by the Games-Howell post hoc procedure indicates the most common result
to be the mean for Reward-Performance Schools (labeled Group “1”) observed to be statistically
significantly different from the means obtained for both Reward-Progress Schools (labeled
Group “2”) and the Priority Schools (labeled Group “3”) but no statistically significantly
difference between the means for means for the latter two groups of schools.
In Table 5, this result is simply coded as “1 > 2, 3” as is shown to be the outcome for
comparing group means for the Visionary Leadership, Instructional Leadership, Learning
Community, and Collaboration competencies. This “1 > 2, 3” result is also observed for the
Unity of Purpose competency, but in this instance, the Unity of Purpose at Reward-Progress
Schools was viewed statistically more positively than at Priority schools. (coded “2 > 3”).
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For the two remaining statistically significant outcomes, the mean for the RewardPerformance School is the higher one, but only with reference to the mean for Priority Schools
where the Organizational Management competency is concerned (coded “1 > 3”) and only with
reference to the mean for Reward-Progress Schools where the Organizational Management
competency is concerned (coded “1 > 2”). In inspecting the effect sizes linked to such
comparisons, it is worth noting that the largest in magnitude are those concerned with greater
emphasis on “vision” (i.e., Visionary Leadership) and “mission” (i.e., Unity of Purpose) at
Reward-Performance Schools.

Figure 5. Means on nine leadership competency scales compared across three sets of sampled
schools grouped by achievement/performance status
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Table 5
Results of Multivariate Analysis of Variance for Three Groups of Sampled Schools across Nine Leadership Competency Scale Means

Scale

Performance
(n = 40)
M
SD

Progress
(n = 39)
M
SD

Priority
(n = 41)
M
SD

F
(2, 117)

p=

Groups

g=

Visionary Leadership

3.41

0.28

3.10

0.33

3.06

0.37

13.13

0.000

1 > 2, 3

.99, 1.03

Unity of Purpose

3.55

0.16

3.27

0.21

3.13

0.30

33.38

0.000

1 > 2, 3
2>3

1.46, 1.70
0.53

Instructional Leadership

3.43

0.23

3.26

0.24

3.26

0.25

6.35

0.002

1 > 2, 3

0.70, 0.68

Curriculum & Instruction

3.14

0.24

3.07

0.46

3.02

0.28

1.40

0.250

Learning Community

3.32

0.28

3.11

0.26

3.10

0.31

7.44

0.001

1 > 2, 3

0.74, 0.74

Organizational Mgmt

3.06

0.32

2.87

0.33

2.75

0.42

7.41

0.001

1>3

0.81

Collaboration

3.24

0.25

3.07

0.21

3.06

0.29

6.63

0.002

1 > 2, 3

0.73, 0.67

Assessment

3.48

0.20

3.32

0.22

3.38

0.20

5.74

0.004

1>2

0.72

Professional Developmnt

3.08

0.32

2.93

0.35

3.09

0.28

3.16

0.046

Note. The Multivariate test results were highly statistically significant (= .393, F (18,218) = 7.21, p < .001, p = .373), with the results of follow-up
testing shown in the table above. In those instances where the test results were statistically significant at the corrected alpha levels (p < .005), the groups
that are different are indicated by number and the univariate effect sizes pertinent to those differences computed and cited in the column as g =.
2
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Research Question Four. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated
by Green and measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across subsamples of Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority schools by the level of students
taught there?
All employing the school’s status as an elementary or secondary school as the
independent variable, four Multivariate Analysis of Variance procedures (MANOVAs) were
conducted on the means obtained on the nine leadership competencies across all sampled schools
and the three subgroups of sampled schools (Tables 6 through 9). Although no multivariate or
univariate effect was observed for either Reward-Progress ( = .779, F(9, 31) = .979, p = .476,
p2 = .221).or Priority schools ( = .733, F(9, 29) = 1.17, p = .349, p2 = .267) by the school’s
status as elementary or secondary, statistically significant multivariate effects by the
school’s institutional status as elementary or secondary were observed for all schools in the
aggregate ( = .817, F(9, 110) = 2.74, p = .008, p2 = .213) as well for the sub-group of
Reward-Performance schools ( = .528, F(9, 30) = 2.98, p = .012, p2 = .472). For all schools in
the sample, statistically significant comparisons that consistently favored elementary schools
were observed for six competencies, with all effect sizes observed to vary between four-tenths
and one-half of a standard deviation: specifically, Visionary Leadership (F(1, 118) = 6.58, p =
.01 , g = 0.48 ), Unity of Purpose (F(1, 118) = 6.68, p = .01, g = 0.48 ), Instructional Leadership
(F(1, 118) = 5.50, p =.02 , g = 0.44 ), Collaboration (F(1, 118) = 5.52, p =.02, g = 0.44),
Assessment (F(1, 118) = 6.97, p =.01 , g = 0.49 ), and Professional Development (F(1, 118) =
8.09, p = .01, g = .53). For the Reward-Performance schools only, statistically significant
comparisons that consistently favored elementary schools were observed for three competencies,
with all effect sizes in excess of seven-tenths of a standard deviation: specifically, Collaboration
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(F(1, 38) = 4.29, p =.05, g = 0.74), Assessment (F(1, 38) = 10.37, p <.001 , g = 1.15), and
Professional Development (F(1, 38) = 6.55, p = .01, g = .92).
Table 6
Results of Multivariate Analysis of Variance across Nine Leadership Competency Scale Means
for All Respondents within Sampled Schools by Elementary and Secondary Status

Competency: All Schools

Elementary
(n = 74)

Secondary
(n = 46)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

Visionary Leadership

3.25

0.35

3.08

0.36

6.58

0.01

0.48

Unity of Purpose

3.37

0.27

3.23

0.29

6.68

0.01

0.48

Instructional Leadership

3.36

0.24

3.25

0.26

5.50

0.02

0.44

Curriculum and Instruction

3.11

0.37

3.03

0.30

1.51

0.22

0.23

Learning Community

3.21

0.29

3.12

0.30

2.83

0.09

0.31

Organizational Management

2.91

0.35

2.88

0.42

0.23

0.63

0.09

Collaboration

3.17

0.25

3.06

0.27

5.52

0.02

0.44

Assessment

3.43

0.21

3.33

0.22

6.97

0.01

0.49

Professional Development

3.10

0.30

2.93

0.34

8.09

0.01

0.53

Note. The multivariate test for all schools was statistically significant ( = .817, F (9, 110) = 2.74, p =
.008, p 2 = .213).
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Table 7
Results of Multivariate Analysis of Variance across Nine Leadership Competency Scale Means
for Respondents within Reward-Performance Schools by Elementary and Secondary Status

Competency: Performance

Elementary
(n = 30)

Secondary
(n = 10)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

Visionary Leadership

3.43

0.28

3.33

0.27

0.96

0.33

0.35

Unity of Purpose

3.57

0.15

3.46

0.18

3.82

0.06

0.70

Instructional Leadership

3.46

0.23

3.32

0.20

2.99

0.09

0.62

Curriculum and Instruction

3.17

0.24

3.06

0.24

1.55

0.22

0.44

Learning Community

3.34

0.28

3.23

0.27

1.17

0.29

0.39

Organizational Management

3.05

0.33

3.09

0.28

0.14

0.71

-0.13

Collaboration

3.29

0.25

3.11

0.20

4.29

0.05

0.74

Assessment

3.53

0.17

3.32

0.22

10.37

0.00

1.15

Professional Development

3.15

0.30

2.87

0.31

6.55

0.01

0.92

Note. The multivariate test for Reward-Performance schools was statistically significant ( = .528,
F (9, 30) = 2.98, p = .012, p 2 = .472).
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Table 8
Results of Multivariate Analysis of Variance across Nine Leadership Competency Scale Means
for Respondents within Reward-Progress Schools by Elementary and Secondary Status

Competency: Progress

Elementary
(n = 23)

Secondary
(n = 18)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

Visionary Leadership

3.16

0.33

3.02

0.32

1.96

0.17

0.43

Unity of Purpose

3.31

0.18

3.22

0.23

1.70

0.20

0.40

Instructional Leadership

3.29

0.23

3.23

0.25

0.66

0.42

0.25

Curriculum and Instruction

3.13

0.55

3.00

0.31

0.73

0.40

0.26

Learning Community

3.12

0.25

3.10

0.28

0.08

0.77

0.09

Organizational Management

2.90

0.28

2.84

0.38

0.28

0.60

0.16

Collaboration

3.11

0.21

3.02

0.21

1.87

0.18

0.42

Assessment

3.34

0.23

3.30

0.23

0.47

0.50

0.21

Professional Development

3.00

0.33

2.85

0.36

1.69

0.20

0.40

Note. The multivariate test for Reward-Progress schools was not statistically significant ( = .779,
F (9, 31) = .979, p = .476, p 2 = .221).
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Table 9
Results of Multivariate Analysis of Variance across Nine Leadership Competency Scale Means
for Respondents within Priority Schools by Elementary and Secondary Status
Elementary
(n = 21)

Competency: Priority

Secondary
(n = 18)

F

p

g

M

SD

M

SD

Visionary Leadership

3.10

0.35

3.01

0.40

0.56

0.46

0.24

Unity of Purpose

3.14

0.29

3.12

0.32

0.07

0.79

0.08

Instructional Leadership

3.29

0.21

3.24

0.29

0.41

0.52

0.20

Curriculum and Instruction

3.00

0.23

3.04

0.34

0.17

0.68

-0.13

Learning Community

3.12

0.29

3.07

0.33

0.22

0.64

0.15

Organizational Management

2.72

0.37

2.79

0.49

0.22

0.64

-0.15

Collaboration

3.06

0.23

3.06

0.35

0.00

0.99

0.01

Assessment

3.39

0.18

3.36

0.22

0.12

0.73

0.11

Professional Development

3.14

0.22

3.04

0.34

1.12

0.30

0.33

Note. The multivariate test for Reward-Progress schools was not statistically significant ( = .733,
F (9, 29) = 1.17, p = .349, p = .267).
2
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Summary
The extent to which the sampled exceptional schools were perceived to address Green’s
nine leadership competencies varied both within and between the three types of institutions.
Within institutions the Assessment competency was typically seen to be among the most well
addressed, while the Organizational Management competency was typically seen to be among
the least well addressed competency. Between types of institutions, teachers at the RewardPerformance schools tended more positively to perceive their schools’ embrace of the leadership
competencies than did teachers at either the Reward-Progress or the Priority schools in seven of
the nine instances. Across all sampled schools, scores on the six of the nine leadership
competencies tended to be higher at elementary rather than secondary schools, but only within
the group of Reward-Performance schools did the level of students taught appear to make a
difference in the magnitude of the competency scores and then only for three of the nine
competencies.
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Chapter 5
Summary and Discussions
Introduction
Chapter 5 is the final chapter of the dissertation “A Comparative Analysis of Teachers’
Perception of Instructional Leadership Practices in Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress and
Priority schools as Determined by the Thirteen Core Competencies and Measured by the
Teaching, Empowering, Leading and Learning Survey. The chapter contains a summary of the
study and includes: (a) purpose the study, (b) discussion of data analysis, (c) summary of
findings, (d) discussions and implications for practice, (e) recommendations for future research,
and (f) conclusions.
Purpose of Study
There is a need to increase the student achievement level of the more than 50,000,000
students who attend K-12 schools across the United States. The 21st Century has ushered in a
greater demand for accountability from school leaders to increase student performance. State
and national expectations for student achievement have garnered attention from various
stakeholders. Students are expected to master academic standards and curriculum objectives, as
well as have the background to begin entry-level careers or attend colleges and universities after
the completion of their K-12 education. As a result of educational reform and specific
accountability measures, the school leader has become primarily responsible for leading
instructional efforts in schools. School leaders are required to focus on the teaching and learning
process with a greater concentration on student achievement. Research indicates that school
leaders must possess a specific skill set in order to successfully lead today. According to Green
(2010), the core competencies are designed to assist school leaders with building a foundation
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for successful school improvement. School leaders must now focus more on building a vision,
shared leadership, monitoring the curriculum, data-driven decision making, and building an
infrastructure that influences the school staff to operate as a learning community. Furthermore,
school leaders are being required to exercise with fidelity researched-based instructional
leadership methods (Stronge, Richard, & Catano, 2008). Therefore, a study to analyze
instructional leadership practices identified by the Thirteen Core Competencies (Green, 2010),
and the impact that these practices have on academic achievement of all students appeared
warranted. With this in mind, this researcher was interested in comparing and contrasting the
instructional leadership practices in Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress and Priority schools.
The following research questions were derived for that purpose:
Research Questions
1) Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across a sample of schools classified as
Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
2) Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed within each of the three types of schools
classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
3) Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured by
the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed among each of the three types of schools
classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
4) Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and measured
by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across sub-samples of RewardPerformance, Reward-Progress, and Priority schools by the level of students taught there?
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Discussion of Data Analysis
The researcher used a multi-step process to extract data from the official list of RewardPerformance, Reward- Progress and Priority schools. In addition, data from 27 TELL Survey
questions that aligned with nine of Green’s Thirteen Core Competencies were analyzed. Several
statistically relevant tests were completed to answer the four research questions. To determine if
the competencies were equally represented across a sample of all three types of schools, the
researcher used a Repeated Measure Analysis of Variance. To determine if the competencies
were equally represented within samples of the three types of schools, the researcher used three
separate Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance. To determine if the competencies were
equally addressed among the three types of schools and equally addressed based on the grade
structure as elementary or secondary, the researcher used a Multivariate Analysis of Variance.
Teachers across Tennessee used a Likert scale that ranked responses on a scale from 1 to 4,
indicating how well teachers perceived school leaders to demonstrate the core leadership
competencies in their schools. The scale used measured the responses as (1) strongly disagree,
(2) somewhat disagree, (3) agree, and (4) strongly agree. The researcher analyzed the data using
the most recent version of SPSS.
Summary of the Findings
Four research questions facilitated an investigation into the core leadership competencies
(Green, 2010) demonstrated by school leaders in three types of schools in Tennessee.
Discussions and implications of these findings will be presented in questions 1-4.
Question 1. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and
measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across a sample of schools
classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
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Analysis of the data, as it related to this research question, revealed that the nine core
leadership competencies were not equally well addressed across the sample of schools. Marked
variations were found relative to the extent that the nine core competencies addressed in the
study were perceived across the sample of schools classified as Reward-Performance, RewardProgress, and Priority. Using a dependent t-test, the researcher was able to further discern that
32 of the 36 possible comparisons were statistically significant.
While the means of the nine core leadership competencies were not equally well
addressed, it is critical to note that the means of eight of nine of the core competencies were 3.0
or higher, indicating that the teachers surveyed in all three types of schools agreed that their
school leaders used the nine specified leadership competencies. According to Green (2010), the
Thirteen Core Competencies inform the types of skills and attributes required of school leaders
to successfully navigate the new reform movement. Green further postulated that, in order to
transform schools, school leaders must be astute when it comes to examining ideas, concepts,
and practices that complement the culture, climate and readiness level of their school.
According to the results, of the data collected and analyzed for question 1, school leaders
used nine of the core leadership strategies to transform their schools. The leadership
competencies were ranked in the following order based on the means for each competency area:
(1) Assessment (M = 3.39), (2 and 3) Unity of Purpose and Instructional Leadership (M = 3.32),
(4) Visionary Leadership (M = 3.19), (5) Learning Communities (M = 3.18), (6) Collaboration
(M = 3.13), (7) Curriculum and Instruction (M = 3.08), (8) Professional Development (M =
3.04), and (9) Organizational Management (M = 2.90). While the data from the study revealed
significant differences between the means of the nine core competencies, it is important to note
that the teachers who completed the TELL Tennessee Survey agreed that these were instructional
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leadership practices demonstrated by school leaders based on the means for each competency
area. Organizational Management was the only leadership core competency that had a mean
less than 3.0, but it had a mean of 2.90, which was close to the 3.0 Likert score for agree; the
2.90 indicated that teachers somewhat disagree that Organizational Management is a core
competency demonstrated by their school leader.
In review of the nine leadership competencies across Reward-Performance, RewardProgress, and Priority schools, the data revealed that teachers perceive their school leaders as
focusing on these leadership competencies as part of their total school program. It is also positive
to note that eight of the nine competencies held means higher than 3.0. These statistics support
researchers who believe that recent accountability policies have made instructional leadership a
mandatory role for school leaders (Murphy, 2008; Nettles & Herrington, 2007; Shoen &
Fusarelli, 2008; Silva, White & Yoshida, 2011). Alignment was also present with Hallinger and
Murphy’s (1985) model that stresses the importance of establishing the vision and mission for
the school as well as managing instructional programs to be the key roles of the school leader.
Furthermore, findings from this research question suggested that teachers perceived the nine
competencies reviewed in this study to be important to the work of instructional leadership.
In review of the nine leadership competencies, Assessment had the highest mean of the
nine leadership competencies addressed in this study. While Assessment in part is the process of
gathering pertinent information to inform instructional decisions (Stiggins & Duke, 2008), this
particular competency addressed the school leader’s ability to establish an evaluation process
with a built in plan for student achievement. Furthermore, Assessment specifically encompassed
the school leader’s role in facilitating data-driven instruction, including requiring teachers to use
data to inform instruction, using data to determine professional development needs, and
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providing opportunities to improve the teaching and learning process that are linked directly to
identified needs based on data/assessments. Hallinger et al. (1996) found that school leaders
who had systems in place for disaggregating data with their staff and making data-driven
decisions resulted in a significant positive relationship to student achievement. Furthermore,
Waters et al. (2003) compiled results from more the 3 decades including 70 studies that
identified instruction and assessment as one of the top 21 identified leadership responsibilities.
Specific expectations of school leaders as assessment leaders have begun to receive more
attention in research over the past decade (O’Donnell and White, 2005). School leaders must
have appropriate achievement targets and an assessment-literate staff to better commit to datadriven improvements.
Instructional leadership requires that school leaders understand the role of assessment in
efforts to improve teaching and learning. In this era of accountability, it is critical that school
leaders use data from classroom assessments, program level assessments, and institutional
accountability, and policy level assessments to determine the current status of their school and to
plan the school improvement process (Stiggins & Duke, 2008). The Assessment For Learning:
An Action Guide for School Leaders published in 2005 identifies 10 leadership competencies in
assessment. According to the report, well-qualified leaders should possess a variety of
instructional leadership competencies linked to assessment including 1) understanding the
principles of assessments for learning and working with staff to integrate them into classroom
instruction, 2) analyzing student assessment information and using the information to improve
curriculum and instruction, and 3) using the assessment data to plan, present, or secure
professional development. Furthermore, school leaders must demonstrate an understanding of a
multi-level assessment system. This includes endorsing the benefits of formative assessment and
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allowing teachers to use these data to provide targeted assistance to students as well as linking
that data to program data and to institutional data. Moreover, the school leader must work with
the staff and school community to explain the results and link the results to productive
instructional improvement (Stiggins & Duke, 2005).
Interestingly, assessment was ranked the highest of the nine core leadership competencies
addressed in this study with a mean of 3.39. This could be contributed to the high-stakes testing
climate across the state, as well as receiving the 2010 Race to the Top Grant, which was
designed to assist the state with massive school reform efforts. Moreover, the Race to the Top
grant emphasized structuring data systems that measured student growth and success and
informed school leaders and teachers on how to improve instruction (United States Department
of Education, 2010). Another development that occurred during the course of this study was the
revision of the Tennessee Leadership Standards in 2013. The new standards emphasized the
transformation of school leaders into effective instructional leaders. These new standards
became part of the Tennessee Administrator Evaluation process in which school leaders were
held accountable. For example, the new evaluation process includes a standard for instructional
leadership (Standard A: Instructional Leadership for Continuous Improvement includes
indicator A2, which requires the school leader to collaborate with educators and use multiple
data sources to establish goals and strategies as that target growth and achievement) (Tennessee
Department of Education, 2016).
After Assessment, Unity of Purpose and Instructional Leadership were tied with the
second highest mean (M = 3.32). Visionary Leadership had the fourth highest mean (M = 3.19).
These latter three leadership competencies are identified as key concepts in building the
foundation for effective school leaders (Wallace, 2013). In relating phases of instructional
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change to the Thirteen Core Competencies, Green (2010) highlighted in order Visionary
Leadership, Unity of Purpose, and Instructional Leadership, as the groundwork for instructional
growth. All three of these competencies are aligned with the NAASP Statement of Values for
school leaders, which emphasizes the school leader’s responsibilities of promoting success of all
students through the facilitation and stewardship of a vision of learning (NAASP, 2015). Being
able to set the vision for the organization is a critical element of school leadership. Leaders must
possess the ability to motivate, influence, and guide followers while making critical decisions
that move the organization forward. Moreover, researchers have surmised that school leaders
have the responsibility of identifying the vision and mission, establishing goals, developing
implementation plans for goals and assessing those goals. In addition, the school leader is
responsible for building a trust-based culture, which may include organizational change and
strengthened communication within the organization (Gulcan, 2012).
For the purpose of this study, Unity of Purpose describes the school leader’s ability to
acquire commitment from the faculty to pursue a common goal. In addition, Unity of Purpose
requires that teachers are held to high standards for delivering instruction, students understand
behavioral expectations and their role in creating a positive culture and climate, and garnering
support from the community. Effective school leaders understand the importance of Unity of
Purpose and exhibit leadership behaviors such as using data to focus on student learning,
encouraging the efforts of teachers and including teachers in the decision making processes of
the school (Battle, 2015). Unity of Purpose is closely aligned to Visionary Leadership as both
are critical to school improvement. According to Green (2010) in order for school leaders to
bring Unity of Purpose to fruition, the school leader must acquire an understanding of the needs,
beliefs, and values of the faculty, as well as of external stakeholders. Green further postulated
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that once Unity of Purpose is attained, a pathway is cleared for collaboration that leads to the
vision that all stakeholders can share. Unity of Purpose clearly provides a method that not only
allows for the school leader to articulate the vision, it allows for the vision to be shared among
all stakeholders. The perceptions of teachers in this study can be interpreted as agreeing that
Unity of Purpose (M = 3.32) is a core competency skill used by their school leader.
For the purpose of this study, Visionary Leadership involves the school leader’s ability to
encourage faculty to display faith and trust in their direction for the organization. This includes
having a shared vision, building and atmosphere of trust and mutual respect, and advancing of
teacher leadership. School leaders have the charge of building an intricate relational system that
includes students, teachers, parent, and community stakeholders (Hallinger & Heck, 2000).
Furthermore, Green (2010) stated a belief that a major part of the instructional leader’s work
pertains to building relationships. As school leaders embark on establishing a vision for their
organization, one primary responsibility is to direct and empower staff to better understand the
school’s instructional process, the change process, and approaches to school improvement
(Seikaly & Thomas, 2015). In addition, school leaders should focus on shared leadership that
provides opportunities for collaboration and shared responsibilities for success (Kocolowski,
2010). Researchers at the Center for Teaching and Policy at the University of Washington
examined how school leaders were leading the teaching and learning process in urban school
districts. The study specifically looked at 15 elementary and secondary schools that were
making marked improvements in student learning outcomes. The findings revealed that the
success of the 15 schools was attributed to making a shift from a sole instructional leader to a
model that embraced a broader team-based approach in which the school leader led instructional
teams (Portin, 2010). The researcher postulated that school leaders in Tennessee are aligning

100

their behaviors to the Tennessee Leadership Standards. For example, Standard A (Instructional
Leadership for Continued Improvement) calls for school leaders to collaborate with internal and
external stakeholders to establish and communicate a well-defined, compelling vision for
continuous instructional improvement (Tennessee Department of Education, 2015). Effective
school leaders are able to guide stakeholders in developing a vision that is realistic and expresses
an attractive idea of a futuristic image for the school including what the school community wants
their school to be known for (Green, 2010). Perceptions of teachers in this study can be
interpreted as agreeing that Visionary Leadership (M = 3.19) is a core competency skill used by
their school leader.
For the purpose of this study, Instructional Leadership relates to the school leader’s
ability to design an instructional program by using data-driven decisions coordinated in a manner
that supports student achievement, including allowing teachers the autonomy to try new things,
providing feedback in ways to improve teaching, and encouraging teachers to reflect on their
own practice. Effective school leaders possess the skills to facilitate the application of
knowledge in the area of learning and human development (Green, 2010).
The influence of Instructional Leadership on student achievement is well documented in
several research studies (Weber, 1971; Hallinger and Heck, 1998; Heck et al., 1990; Supovitz et
al., 2010). All cited the influence of Instructional Leadership on student achievement. Hallinger
and Murphy (1985) identified managing the instructional program as one dimension of
Instructional Leadership including the school leader’s role in supervising and evaluating
instruction. Over the past 5 years, there has been an increased focus on the teacher evaluation in
Tennessee. In July 2011, Tennessee became one of the first states to implement a
comprehensive, statewide educator evaluation system. The implementation of the new teacher
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evaluation was a key component of Tennessee’s First to the Top Act, which was a part of the
federal Race to the Top reform. The implementation of the Tennessee Educator Acceleration
Model (TEAM) required school leaders to conduct frequent observations and provide
constructive feedback to classroom teachers several times a year. The changes in the teacher
evaluation program and the focus of the TEAM rubric required school leaders to focus on
Instructional Leadership and teacher effectiveness. The researcher postulates that changes in
leadership standards and the new teacher evaluation program provided clarity and guidance for
leader and teacher effectiveness, as well as informed instructional leadership practices.
Perceptions of teachers in this study can be interpreted as agreeing that instructional leadership is
used by their school leader.
Learning Communities had the fifth highest mean score (3.18) of the nine core
competency areas. For the purpose of this study, Learning Communities identify the school
leader’s role as one that encourages individuals to display mutual support for learning and
performance and affirms the distribution of leadership throughout the organization. Key
components of this leadership competency include providing teachers opportunities to work in
professional learning communities and providing teachers the autonomy to make important
decisions about instructional delivery and instruction. Professional Learning Communities’
primary purpose is to ensure that all students grasp essential knowledge, skills, and dispositions.
One pathway to achieve this improvement goal is to transform schools into professional
Learning Communities (Dufour & Eaker, 1998). To this end, under the direction of the school
leader, members systematically clarify what students must learn and provide interventions when
needed and opportunities for extended learning for those who have mastered the learning
objectives. Collaboration is key to the success of Learning Communities. School leaders must
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not only navigate the start-up process of Learning Communities, they must also facilitate the
ongoing, multilayered process. Moreover, school leaders play a central role in ensuring that the
purpose, process, and outcomes of Learning Communities are explicitly understood (Printy,
2008). Two decades of research indicate that it is almost impossible to have viable learning
communities in the absence of formal leaders (Printy, 2008). Perceptions of teachers in this
study can be interpreted as agreeing that their school leaders demonstrate the skills necessary for
implementing and monitoring Learning Communities.
Collaboration had the sixth highest mean score of the nine core competency areas with a
mean of 3.13. For the purpose of this study, Collaboration is determined by the school leaders’
ability to work in concert with others who may have diverse interests to enhance student
achievement. This includes providing time for teachers to collaborate as mentioned in Learning
Communities, providing professional development, and maintaining two-way communication
with external stakeholders. Internally, Collaboration can be accomplished when school leaders
and teachers are focused on the right work (DuFour & Eaker, 1998). Green (2010) believed that
collaboration can be fostered by building relationships in schools. Green further postulated that
it is the responsibility of the school leader to inquire into the strengths and values of the faculty
to determine how they can use their skills and attributes in a collaborative nature that benefits the
organization as a whole. Armed with knowledge of staff strengths and areas of diversity, the
school leader can then begin to navigate shared leadership strategies and the benefits of teacher
leadership. Equally important to Collaboration are the relationships that the school leader is able
to foster with groups outside of the school house. This is especially true in terms of partnering
with parents to enhance the teaching and learning process. Effective school leaders not only
concentrate on instruction that takes place during the school day, they also find ways to
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collaborate with parents and allow them to be partner’s in their children’s total educational
program (Vaughn, Gill, & Sherman, 2009). The participatory nature of Collaboration allows for
the school leader to build capacity of the school community at large. The perceptions of teachers
in this study can be interpreted as agreeing that their school leaders demonstrate the skills
necessary for facilitating Collaboration.
Curriculum and Instruction had the seventh highest mean score (3.08) of the nine core
competency areas. For the purpose of this study curriculum and Instruction assesses the school
leader’s ability to implement a curriculum focused on individual student needs. This includes,
but is not limited to, professional development that enhances the teachers’ ability to implement
instructional strategies that meet diverse student learning needs and ensuring that teachers have
sufficient access to professional support and sufficient instructional times to meet the needs of
students. School leaders must approach Curriculum and Instruction with the mindset that 1)
curriculum encompasses all of the educational experiences that students have in their educational
program and 2) the general purpose of curriculum is to achieve broad goals and related specific
goals that are linked to theory, research, professional practice, and the changing needs of society.
The school leader works in tandem with teachers to facilitate courageous conversations that
extend beyond discussions of standards and to approach critical issues in regard to social forces
that influence the curriculum taught in schools, theories of human development, and the
complexities of the nature of learning and learning styles (Parkay, Hass & Anctil, 2010).
Effective school leaders assist teachers in establishing curriculum goals that support high
academic achievement; leaders also stress the importance of developing a curriculum that
focuses on values such as diversity among learners, continuity, balance, flexibility, problem
solving, and relevance to the learner. Effective school leaders promote the concept to the staff
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within their schools that curriculum goals promote citizenship, equal educational opportunities,
vocation, self-realization, and critical thinking (Parkay et al., 2010).
School leaders must have a holistic understanding of standards, curriculum, and
assessment in order to assist teachers with curriculum writing, identifying best practices for
instruction, and ways to measure what students are learning. Furthermore, it is critical that
school leaders become highly skilled in supervising and evaluating instruction, coordinating the
curriculum, and monitoring student progress. It is pertinent that school leaders are aware and
engaged in these processes in order to operate as an instructional leader, gain the confidence and
trust of their staff when it comes to curriculum matters, to cultivate a true sense of shared
leadership. Effective leaders demonstrate a level of expertise in curriculum development and the
teaching and learning process (Adams, 1999; Tyack & Hansot, 1982). While it is important that
school leaders facilitate the implementation of the curriculum and provide professional
development support, it is equally important that school leaders establish a culture and climate
that acknowledges and protects instructional time during the school day. By establishing a clear
nonnegotiable stand that the school is a place for learning, the school leader aligns procedures
with the academic focus of the school. The perceptions of teachers in this study can be
interpreted as agreeing that their school leaders demonstrate the skills necessary for facilitating
Curriculum and Instruction.
Professional Development had the eighth highest mean score (3.04) of the nine
competencies. For the purpose of this study, Professional Development specifically addresses
how school leaders engage in educational initiatives designed to keep professionals energized,
motivated, informed, and eager to perform at high levels. This includes providing sufficient
resources within the school for professional development, differentiating professional
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development based on needs of individual teachers, and providing teachers with professional
development opportunities that increases their content knowledge (Green, 2010).
The field of education is beginning to take a look at providing teachers with opportunities
for learning experiences and support to enhance capacity and performance. This purposeful shift
provides school leaders the opportunity to work closely with teachers to identify personal
strengths and weaknesses and then to tailor a professional development plan designed to enhance
the strengths and provide support in the under developed areas.
Focused professional development programs can enhance faculty quality and the
teaching and learning process (Green, 2010). Green further asserted that, when considering
professional development programs, school leaders should pay concerted attention to the
following areas: 1) the teacher’s current assignment, 2) the vision, programs, and goals of the
school and the district, and 3) the field of education in general (Green, 2010). Professional
development of teachers is critical to improving student achievement. Researchers state that
when teachers receive an average of 49 hours of longitudinal, job-embedded professional
development over the course of 6 to 12 months, student achievement results can increase by as
much as 21% (Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, &Shapley, 2007). Five critical aspects of
Professional Development (Darling, 2009) align with the core competencies of Green (2010): 1)
collaborative learning, 2) establishing links between the curriculum, assessment, and
professional-learning decisions in the context of teaching specific content areas, 3) active
learning that includes feedback and opportunities for reflection, 4) deeper knowledge of content
and effective instructional strategies, and, 5) sustained learning (Darling, 2009). The perceptions
of teachers in this study can be interpreted as agreeing that their school leaders demonstrate the
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skills necessary to sculpt professional development programs that build capacity among the staff
and ultimately support the vision and organizational goals.
Organizational Management had the lowest mean (2.90). For the purpose of this study,
Organizational Management specifically addressed how school leaders outlined the process to
govern the workflow with effective communication and used resources as they relate to
providing teachers the opportunity to focus on teaching, protecting instructional time, and
eliminating interruptions that ultimately change the learning climate. Effective Organizational
Management minimizes paperwork and duties that interfere with the teacher’s role of educating
students. It is somewhat concerning that this core competency did not receive a higher mean
score. Recent views on instructional leadership include rationales for emphasizing
Organizational Management as a tool for instructional improvement. In a 2010 Stanford
University study on organizational leadership, Horng et al. (2010) found evidence to support a
correlation between student growth and achievement and school leaders who were exceptional
organization managers. Generally speaking, Organizational Management in schools takes a
longitudinal view of the complexity of a school’s structure as it relates to human capital,
curriculum, communication, resources and finance, school discipline supports, recordkeeping,
and guidance. The researcher speculates that the more narrow the focus of Organizational
Management in this study may have resulted in the lower mean score, as well as the shift in
focus to core competencies that are viewed as more substantial instructional leadership goals.
There were significant differences across the nine core competency areas, with the
greatest variation between Assessment (M = 3.39) and Organizational Management (M = 2.90).
However, it is important to note that even with these varied differences the results support
teachers’ perceptions that these leadership competencies are valuable assets of a school leader.
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These findings are significant to the changing role of instructional leadership that has been
driven by school reform and accountability measures.
Furthermore, findings from this research question suggest that teachers perceive 9 of the
13 core competencies to be important to the work of instructional leadership. The study also
aligns and supports previous research on leadership behaviors that were informed by the 13 Core
Competencies (Battle, 2015; Cooper, 2015; Farmer, 2010; Green, 2010) as being instrumental to
improving the quality of leadership, teacher satisfaction, and ultimately student achievement.
Question 2. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and
measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed within each of the three types of
schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
Analysis of the data, as it relates to this research question, revealed that the nine core leadership
competencies are not equally well addressed within the sample of schools. As stated, there were
significant differences within the means of the core leadership competencies of the RewardPerformance schools (Figure 2). The core leadership competencies for Reward-Performance
schools according to the means fell in the following order: Unity of Purpose (M = 3.55),
Assessment (M = 3.48), Instructional Leadership (M = 3.43), Visionary Leadership (M = 3.41),
Learning Community (M = 3.32), Collaboration (M = 3.24), Curriculum and Instruction (M =
3.14), Professional Development (M = 3.08) and Organizational Management (M = 3.06). The
researcher was able to validate the inferences made in Figure 2 by performing Repeated
Measures Analysis of Variance procedure. A follow-up dependent t-test, enabled the researcher
to further discern that 28 of the 36 possible comparisons were statistically significant (Table 2).
Based on the means of the responses, Reward-Performance school teachers perceive their school
leader to have attained commitment to goal attainment. More specifically, Unity of Purpose (M
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= 3.55) and Visionary Leadership (M = 3.41) speak to the essence of transformational
leadership. While it is significant to note that statistically significant differences occur within the
sample of schools, it is also important to note that the Reward-Performance schools have higher
mean values and slightly different patterns of difference than do the two other types of schools,
which could speak to Reward-Performance school teachers having a greater understanding or
value of their school’s focus on academic achievement and educational mission.
Transformational school leaders have the ability to build capacity with individuals that
benefits the organization as a whole. Furthermore, transformational leaders focus on building
trust and building capacity within followers (Bass, 1985). Based on the data, RewardPerformance school teachers perceive their school leader to have redefined the purpose of their
organization including but not limited to implementing a shared vision; building an atmosphere
of trust and mutual respect, shared leadership, and high expectations for the teaching and
learning process; and building community support.
Analysis of the data revealed that the nine core leadership competencies were not equally
well addressed within the sample of Reward-Progress schools. There were significant differences
within the means of the core leadership competencies of the Reward-Progress school (Figure 3).
The core leadership competencies for Reward-Progress schools according to the means fell in the
following order: Assessment (M = 3.32), Unity of Purpose (M = 3.27), Instructional Leadership
(M = 3.26), Learning Community (M = 3.11), Visionary Leadership (M = 3.10), Collaboration
(M = 3.07), Curriculum and Instruction (M = 3.07), Professional Development (M = 2.92), and
Organizational Management (M = 2.87). The researcher was able to validate the inferences
made in Figure 3 by performing Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance procedure. A follow-
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up dependent t-test enabled the researcher to further discern that 22 of the 36 possible
comparisons were statistically significantly different (Table 3).
Analysis of the data revealed that the nine core leadership competencies were not equally
well addressed within the sample of Reward-Priority schools. There were significant differences
within the means of the core leadership competencies of the Reward-Priority schools (Figure 4).
The core leadership competencies for Reward-Priority schools according to the means fell in the
following order: Assessment (M = 3.38), Instructional Leadership (M = 3.26), Unity of Purpose
(M=3.13), Learning Community (M = 3.10), Professional Development (M = 3.09), Visionary
Leadership and Collaboration (M = 3.06), Curriculum and Instruction (M = 3.02), and
Organizational Management (M = 2.75). The researcher was able to validate the inferences
made in Figure 4 by performing Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance procedure (RANOVA). A follow-up dependent t-test enabled the researcher to further discern that 22 of the
36 possible comparisons were statistically significantly different (Table 3).
Question 3. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and
measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed among each of the three types
of schools classified as Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority?
Analysis of the data, as it relates to this research question, revealed that the nine core
leadership competencies are not equally well addressed among the three types of schools (Figure
5 and Table 5). The Reward-Performance schools have consistently but not uniformly higher
means than do the Reward-Progress and the Reward-Priority schools in all nine competency
areas. However, very little variance is noted between the competency means of the RewardProgress and the Priority schools; therefore, there is no significant difference. For example, the
high means for Reward-Performance schools in the areas of Unity of Purpose, Instructional
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Leadership, Visionary Leadership, Assessment, and Learning Community can all be linked to
cumulative research findings that point to instructionally sound school leaders who 1) have a
sense of mission and commitment to ensuring mastery of essential skills, 2) adhere to
instructional leadership that is creative, bold, and supportive of the school’s mission, 3) achieve
buy-in from stakeholders that teaching and learning are nonnegotiable elements of the school
program, 4) frequently monitor student progress and make adjustments as needed, 5) provide a
positive learning climate that is orderly and emphasizes cognitive development, and 6)
emphasize time on task (Farley, 1983). Teachers’ perceptions of school leaders in RewardPerformance schools also align with more recent studies such as the 2012 published report from
the Wallace Foundation, The School Principal as Leader. Specifically, the study supported five
key effective leadership practices that 21st Century leaders must use to improve student
achievement levels: 1) shaping a vision of success of all students regardless of background, 2)
creating a climate hospitable to education, 3) cultivating leadership in others, 4) improving
instruction, and 5) managing people, data, and process to foster school improvement. The results
also align with more recent studies such as Learning from Leadership (Louis et al., 2010) who
confirmed that, next to the impact of teachers, leadership is the most critical school- related
influence on student learning. Moreover, the high scores in the Reward-Performance schools
indicate that the school leaders are skilled in effective leadership competencies. The researcher
speculates that the higher means observed for the Reward-Performance schools is indicative of a
link between school effectiveness and the practice of Green’s leadership competencies, as well as
other research on effective schools.
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Question 4. Are all nine of the core leadership competencies articulated by Green and
measured by the TELL Tennessee Survey equally well addressed across sub-samples of RewardPerformance, Reward-Progress, and Priority schools by the level of students taught there?
Analysis of the data, as it relates to this research, when strictly looking at the core
leadership competencies across the three types of schools based on the level of students taught
there (elementary and secondary), when the competencies were reviewed for all schools, a
statistically significant difference was found (Table 6). A statistically significant difference was
also found in the Reward-Performance schools (Table 7). However, there was not a statistically
significant difference for Reward-Progress and Priority schools. Moreover, the data revealed
statistically significant comparisons that favored elementary schools for six competencies. In
addition, there were statistically significant comparisons that favored elementary schools for
three of the competency areas for the Reward-Performance school category.
Discussion and Implications for Practice
The primary focus of this study was to compare and contrast instructional leadership
practices as determined by nine of Green’s (2010) Thirteen Core Competencies framework and
measured by the TELL Survey in Reward-Performance, Reward-Progress, and Priority schools.
The study was founded on the assumption that (1) Instructional Leadership practices such as the
Thirteen Core Competencies result in higher student achievement and (2) there is a relational
effect between effective school leaders and student achievement. Based on the literature and
research on effective school leaders, the researcher entered into this body of research with the
assumption that schools’ effective instructional leaders who employed the Thirteen Core
Competencies would have higher performing schools.
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In an effort to better understand the significant underpinning of instructional leadership
on student achievement, the researcher reviewed instructional literature that included several
studies on instructional leadership and student outcomes. The researcher selected the Thirteen
Core Competencies as a framework because of the extensive leadership work of the author.
Green (2010) conducted extensive reviews of literatures, as well as consulted with over 60
school leaders in an urban school district to determine that 1) unity of purpose, 2) shared
decision making and collaboration, 3) professional development, 4) data-driven decision making,
5) assessment, 6) and professional learning communities were key instructional leadership
practices used to successfully transform schools. It is somewhat difficult to extrapolate clean
instructional leadership data without some overlap into school culture and climate, leadership
dispositions, shared leadership, and teacher leadership. Researchers (Battle, 2015; Cooper, 2015;
Farmer, 2010; Green, 2010) found instances, in which the 13 core competencies could be used to
inform instructional leadership capacity, improve teacher job satisfaction, build relationships,
and transform low-performing schools. Furthermore, Johnson et al. (2012) used the TELL
Survey in Massachusetts to identify the effects of working conditions on student achievement.
The findings from the study concluded that there were substantial relationships between the work
environment and student achievement growth. In addition, the study acknowledged that collegial
relationships, principal leadership, and school culture are interrelated components, especially as
they relate to the social context of the teacher’s work. Moreover, these data support the position
of the Thirteen Core Competencies as they relate to instructional leadership.
The researcher assumed that, because Reward-Performance and Reward-Progress schools
achieved higher achievement scores and greater growth in student achievement than did priority
schools, teacher perceptions of instructional leadership and the core competencies would be
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greater in the Reward-Performance and Reward-Progress schools. The research supported these
two assumptions.
There were statistically significant differences among the three types of schools as they
relate to the core competencies. This research validated current research that states instructional
leadership influences school culture and student achievement, as well as the importance placed
on the core competencies relative to instructional leadership. Furthermore, the results of this
research indicate that teachers perceive that school leaders practice the core competencies to a
higher degree in the more robustly performing schools. When breaking apart the core leadership
competencies, it is critical to note that the higher achieving Reward-Performance schools
indicated significantly higher means in all of the competency areas. Equally as important is the
fact that all three types of schools had relatively high means for Visionary Leadership, Unity of
Purpose, Instructional Leadership. The research notes that these three foundational leadership
competencies are perceived as key components of the school leader’s role. Unity of purpose
supports the notion that schools must be an integral part of the community that they serve, that
teachers prescribe to high professional standards for instruction, and that students be held
accountable for their learning and behavior. In addition, Visionary Leadership speaks to school
leaders’ ability to facilitate a shared vision, encourage shared leadership with the staff, and build
a climate of trust and mutual respect. Notwithstanding, Instructional Leadership indicates the
importance of school leaders designing data-driven instructional programs that support student
achievement. In doing so, the school leader assumes the role of instructional leader by
researching best practices and encouraging teachers to try new and innovative practices to
improve instruction. Moreover, the school leader assumes the role of coach by providing
teachers with feedback designed to improve the teaching and learning process and by
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encouraging teachers to become reflective practitioners. In addition, to the relatively strong
results of Visionary Leadership, Unity of Purpose and Instructional Leadership, four other areas
also held means higher than 3.0. In all, seven of the nine leadership competency areas held
means higher than 3.0 for all three types of schools. This indicates that school leaders are
striving to improve their leadership capacity by embracing the core leadership competencies.
Another important perception that teachers made in regard to school leaders in RewardPerformance schools and to some degree in the Reward-Progress and Priority schools (M = 3.48,
3.32, and 3.38, respectively) was the importance of the core competency Assessment. Each
school noted that the school leader established an evaluation process that encouraged teachers to
use data to inform instruction and facilitated a process to use data to improve student learning
outcomes. The research also indicates that elementary and secondary school leaders are
perceived as being skilled in demonstrating the nine core leadership competencies.
Conclusion
Decades of school reform have provided American schools with mixed results as it
relates to student achievement. However, researchers, scholars, school leaders, and educational
stakeholders acknowledge to some degree that educational reform has impacted the way that
education is viewed. The Civil Rights movement was a significant examination of the
inequalities of education and a catalyst to school reform. That single movement brought attention
to institutional disparities in education as well as pricked the consciousness of America to offer
viable pathways educational access and equity in education. Furthermore, it lead researchers to
seek to determine attributes of effective schools which subsequently opened doors to
accountability reform measures. Reform measures such as the Effective Schools Movement, No
Child Left Behind and Race to the Top have sought to improve education through the leadership
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in public schools. While the success, of the two most recent reform movements (NCLB and
RTTT) is still being debated, it is clear that the reform movements have made a definitive impact
on how the role of the school leader is currently viewed. As school leaders seek to improve
schools through instructional leadership it is important to note that in the socio-political context
of teaching and learning process makes the work of the school leader a daunting task.
In this investigation, there was evidence that regardless of the school type the core
competencies were perceived to be important to the role of the school leader. However, the core
competencies were seen to be used more by the higher achieving Reward schools. Therefore,
there is a need to push this study forward to learn more about the level of fidelity in which the
school leaders in high achieving schools use the core competencies as compared to school
leaders in lower performing schools. This type of study would be beneficial in closing the
achievement gaps that exist between advantaged and less advantaged students, as well as
reaching the desired goal of raising the student achievement level of all students.
This study has the potential to greatly impact the field of education in the sense of exploring
a variety of avenues to improve instructional leadership. Additional studies that should be given
consideration include (1) studies that address the association between the core competencies and
student achievement based on data other than state achievement data. For example, the 20142015 Tennessee Comprehensive Assessment Program (T-CAP) results indicated that only 48%
of students were proficient in reading. Additional research could be conducted using student
achievement data from a particular area such as reading over a 3-year period to determine if the
core leadership competencies could result in improved literacy achievement. (2) Studies that
analyze the gap in perceptions of elementary school teachers and secondary school teachers as it
relates to school leaders and their use of the Thirteen Core Competencies. (3) Studies using
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similar data (TELL) or (INSIGHT) in other states to determine how school leaders have
successfully been able to layer the core competencies to achieve success in certain RewardPerformance, Reward-Progress, and Priority schools. (4) Further research is suggested to
examine the core competencies in the context of a broader range such as locations of schools,
demographic structure of schools, and school type such as independent, private, state-run
Achievement School Districts, charter schools, and specialty schools within districts. (5) Special
consideration should be given to a study that develops a model that speaks to the dichotomy of
the school leader and the teacher leader in the role of implementing the Thirteen Core
Competencies.
The Thirteen Core Competencies are a framework for instructional leadership. When used
with fidelity, the competencies can be used to build the framework for school leaders and
provide insight on improving instructional leadership and enhancing the role of the school leader.
These competencies can be used as a framework for building the capacity of school leaders and
instructional leadership teams as they work together to improve student achievement. The
research supports using these competencies to inform educational leadership departments and
school districts on how to provide appropriate training and professional development for
beginning and veteran administrators so that they can effectively navigate the complexities of
school reform and provide high-quality instructional leadership that results in greater student
achievement.
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