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ABSTRACT

KELLI LYNN MCCAIN
TEACHER PERCEPTION OF THE PRINCIPAL’S TIME ON INSTRUCTIONAL 
TASKS THROUGH THE LENS OF THE SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION MANAGER 
INNOVATION PROJECT 
Under the direction of SAMMY FELTON, PH.D.

The principal is responsible for ensuring schools are aligned with federal 

requirements and that goals are met or exceeded (Haggard, 2008). The extent to which 

the principal can accomplish those challenges alone is impossible. Quinn (2002) argues 

that since principals are removed from the classroom, the direct effect on student 

achievement must be accomplished through working with teaching staff. While the 

teacher is considered the single most influential factor affecting student achievement 

(Strong & Tucker, 2000), Hoy and Clover (1986) support the notion that teachers’ 

perception of the work environment is influenced by the principals’ actions.

The school principal is regarded as one of the most important factors to 

increasing student achievement (MetLife, 2003). Leaders are not, however, devoting the 

bulk of the time at work to instructional leadership (Durkovic, 2008). The purpose of this 

qualitative study was to investigate the instructional focus of the principal, as perceived 

by the teachers, after the implementation of the National SAM Innovation Project (NSIP).



To determine the teachers’ perception of the principals’ focus on instruction, the 

participants reflected on the principals’ actions during individual, in person interviews.

The findings from this study yielded ten themes that teachers perceived as 

instructional leadership behaviors that influenced instructional practices in the 

classrooms. Conclusions and implications found in Chapter 5 may provide districts with 

insight into the knowledge, skills, and dispositions of leaders that improve instructional 

practices. To further explore this study, the researcher recommends administering pie 

and post perception survey assessments and including student performance data.



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

The primary role of the principal is to manage the complex and competing 

demands of the local school while focusing time and efforts on increasing student 

achievement (Goldring, Huff, May, & Cambum, 2007). Leaders are frequently 

challenged to transform governance structures, to become more accountable, and to be 

influenced by federal and state mandates under the guise of school improvement 

(Derrington & Larsen, 2012; Leithwood, Jantzi, & Steinbech, 1999). Recent literature 

indicates that the school leader is second to classroom teachers in influencing student 

learning (Metzler & Woessman, 2012; Strong & Tucker, 2000). Teachers also view the 

principals as vital influencers of school improvement and increased student achievement 

(Sundeiman, Tracey, Kim, & Orfield, 2004). Goldring et al. (2007) contended that the 

work of the principal is often characterized by brief fragmented interactions that are not 

instructionally focused. Principals continue to juggle the increasing demands of the job 

and the responsibility of being the instructional leader, yet, less than one-third of the 

workweek is spent focused curriculum, instruction, and assessment activities (Fullan, 

1997; Walker, 2009).

Evolution of the Principal Role 

Goodwin (2002) described the job of the principal as chaotic. The author supported this 

claim by describing the work as being fragmented, disjointed, and unclear while

1
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attempting to provide opportunities for collaboration and implementing important school 

initiatives (McPeake, 2007). As the role of the principal becomes more complex, leaders 

are conflicted and struggle to balance the job responsibilities o f the instructional leader, 

the organizational and community leader, and the building manager.

“The predominate role enacted by American principals, from the 1920s until the 

1960s, was one of administrative manager” (Hallinger, 1992, p.l). Hallinger (1992) 

noted that during this era, principals were charged with emulating corporate managers. 

During the 1960s and 1970s, the political climate required principals to become more 

accountable for managing federally-sponsored and funded programs that were designed 

to support specific student populations. Compensatory education, education for the 

handicapped, bilingual education, and other federal privileges required assistance from 

the school site administrator to be implemented with fidelity. As change agents, school 

leaders managed responsibilities that included curricular innovation, program 

management, and curricular management in order to effectively implement federal 

mandates in the school (Hallinger, 1992).

As the principal responsibilities continued to mount, the mid-1980s ushered in 

professional norms which regarded principals unsatisfactory if their efforts were solely 

focused on managing programs or maintaining the school. As a result, the new 

educational standard for principals was to make the instructional arena a focus (Hallinger, 

1992). As an instructional leader, the principal was perceived as the primary source of 

knowledge and information for the development of the school’s programs and teachers. 

The responsibility of the leader was to be knowledgeable about instructional practices,
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curriculum development and to support teachers with making improvements in the 

delivery of instruction.

The 1990s brought in an era of the principal as the transformational leader 

(Hallinger, 1992). As a transformational leader, the principal was charged with leading a 

school that was viewed as a unit responsible for change. As described by Hallinger, the 

transformational leader identifies leadership capabilities in others and inspires followers 

to improve performance. As a visionary with influence, a transformational leader was 

viewed as an individual who could change perceptions, motivate others, and help 

followers meet their goals (Bregy-Wilson, 2012).

Research on effective leadership included a number of responsibilities which were 

evident in schools that continue to increase student achievement (Robinson, Lloyd, & 

Rowe, 2008; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). These effective leadership duties 

included the principals’ role in being involved with instructionally related tasks such as 

curriculum, instruction, and assessment management. Teacher supervision and coaching, 

monitoring and evaluation of teachers, and providing timely feedback are additional ways 

that effective principals were focused on instruction. While the role of the principal as 

the transformational leader and instructional leader continued to demand a renewed focus 

and set of work activities over time, the daily responsibilities have remained inherently 

managerial in nature (Hallinger, 1992).

Federal and State Mandates in Education 

In addition to the changing role of the principal, McPeake (2007) noted that 

school leaders have been responsible for increasing student achievement while faced with 

the pressures of state and federal mandates. Educational leaders have continued to be
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impacted by federal court decisions with landmark cases and legislation that have further 

expanded the responsibilities of the principal. “In 19S4, the landmark school 

desegregation case, Brown v. Topeka Board o f Education, presented the administrator 

with the responsibility of assuring equality of education to all students regardless of race, 

sex, or economic condition” (McPeake, p. 2). Additional influences, according to 

McPeake, included the launch of Sputnik and the 1964 Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. 

The principal role was further defined by the passage of the 1975 Education for All 

Handicapped Children Act, which ensured that students with disabilities received a free 

and appropriate education in an environment that was the least restrictive.

In 1965, President Lyndon B. Johnson signed into law the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act (ESEA) as part of his Great Society reforms and the War on 

Poverty (DeWitt, 2010). This legislation focused on ensuring that every child had equal 

access to a quality education by providing funding and educational supplements to assist 

disadvantaged students (DeWitt, 2010; United States Department of Education [US 

DOE], 2010). Title I of this act was specifically established to address economic 

inequality for children living in high-poverty districts (Carmichael, 1997; McGreevy, 

2008). The 2001 reauthorization of this act provided financial assistance to schools with 

high percentages of students from low income families to ensure that all children met 

challenging state academic standards. As the largest source of federal funding for 

elementary and secondary education, the goal of Title I was to close the achievement gap 

between students from low-income and high-income families (Carmichael, 1997; DeWitt, 

2010).
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In the 1980s, the Nation At Risk publication generated a new wave of reform. The 

National Commission on Excellence in Education publication highlighted the 

shortcomings of the national state of education. This publication called for a complete 

overhaul of the public school system (McPeake, 2007). A number of years later, the No 

Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act was signed into law in 2002. This legislation required 

schools make Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) using state determined guidelines for 

schools and subgroups within the school (McPeake, 2007). This school improvement 

reform effort sanctioned punitive measures for schools and districts that were considered 

failing under this law. The sanctions ranged from the school being identified as failing to 

the restructuring of the school staff (NCLB, 2001).

In 2009, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) provided grant 

funding to support innovative approaches to school improvement (Georgia Department of 

Education [GA DOE], 2013). Under ARRA states could apply for a competitive grant 

based upon the ability to create innovation and reform in four specific areas (US DOE, 

2013). States were afforded the five options which included: creating standards based 

assessments, building effective data systems to monitor student growth, recruiting and 

retaining effective teachers and principals, and improving the lowest performing schools. 

Most recently, A Blueprint for Reform was enacted as a reauthorization to the ESEA and 

the NCLB Acts (US DOE, 2010). The purpose of this reform was to provide states 

flexibility with the guidelines provided under NCLB. Under A Blueprint fo r Reform, 

states can apply for a flexibility waiver from the NCLB mandates if they agree to the 

following: 1. transition to college and career ready standards and assessment, 2. 

implement systems of differentiated recognition, accountability, and support for schools,



3. create an evaluation system to document teacher and principal effectiveness that will 

support improvement.

Legislative decisions, political influences, and publications that criticized public 

education increased the school leader’s managerial responsibilities. Each of these 

landmark cases and publications had a direct impact on the curriculum and services 

provided in the school setting. These cases further expanded the principal role into 

managing the services provided for handicapped students, and students from various 

ethnic and demographic backgrounds, overseeing funding sources, and monitoring the 

implementation of federal guidelines at the local school. When principals failed to focus 

on instruction, a number of undesirable outcomes surfaced (Soehner & Ryan, 2011). 

These negative outcomes included teachers who were uncommitted to the success of the 

school, ineffective implementation of policies and curriculum, lack of constituent 

support, and incomprehensive decision making.

Principal Time on Instructional Tasks

The job of the principal has become overwhelmed with a variety of societal 

problems that impede leaders from providing the instructional leadership necessary to 

increase student achievement (McPeake, 2007). In the past a number of principal time- 

on-task studies have been conducted in the educational field. One study of the principal’s 

time was conducted by Kellogg (2005). This study analyzed the difference between 

principals’ actual and ideal time expenditures on specific tasks as a function of career 

stage. The researcher randomly selected 286 principals in Ohio to complete a two part 

questionnaire (Kellogg. 2005). The first part of the survey required principals to rank 

order the time spent on seven specific activities. This section also solicited the



participants’ opinion on the ideal time that should be allocated to these seven tasks. Part 

two of the survey focused on obtaining data that allowed the researcher to categorize the 

principals into career stages. As a result of this study, Kellogg (2005) determined that 

principals spent the following amount of time on each of the categorized activities: Staff 

Activities 15%, Student Activities 51%, Managerial Activities 21%, Curriculum 

Activities 5%, Strategic Activities 4%, Fiscal Activities .03%, and Community Activities 

2%. The ideal time spent on each task is as follows (Kellogg. 2005): Staff Activities 

17%, Student Activities 29%, Managerial Activities 1%, Curriculum Activities 38%, 

Strategic Activities 14%, Fiscal Activities 2%, and Community Activities .03%. Kellogg 

(2005) discovered that although most of the leaders’ time was spent on managerial tasks, 

the principals desired to commit more time on instructional activities. Additional studies 

conducted by McPeake (2007) and the GA DOE (1974) support the findings in the 

Kellogg (2005) study.

According to Marshall (2008), dedicated principals see gains in student 

achievement when they spend more time working on instructionally focused activities. 

Marshall also suggested that principals should be focused on the highest-priority 

activities that will bring all students to high levels of achievement. For the principal, this 

means identifying two or three things that are significant in the school, set goals, and 

pursue them with laser like determination.

National SAM Innovation Project (NSIP)

Skeptics increasingly question if the job of the principal is realistic and reasonable 

(Walker, 2009). With an emphasis on instructional leadership, multiple managerial 

responsibilities, and conflicting time demands, Walker (2009) questioned if the
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principal’s job is pragmatic and able to be accomplished. More critically, the researcher 

inquired if the job can be restructured to provide the principal with more time for 

instructional quests and have a greater impact on student achievement.

According to Walker (2009), the Wallace Foundation began support for a project 

called the Alternative School Administration Study in Louisville, Kentucky in 2002. The 

project was designed to examine the principal’s daily use of time and the conditions that 

prevented the leaders from making instruction their priority. This strategy, known as the 

National School Administration Manager Innovation Project (NSDP), was intended to 

restructure the role of the principal by hiring a school manager to assume the non- 

instructional responsibilities of the principal. The overarching goal was to increase the 

principal’s focus on instructional tasks while the School Administration Manager (SAM) 

handled non-instructional tasks throughout the school day. This systematic strategy 

required the principal’s commitment to using real time data to promote changes in how 

time is utilized to increase the instructional focus, improve teacher effectiveness, and 

advance student achievement (Turnbull, Haslam, Arcaira, Sinclair, & Coleman, 2009).

According to Sanzo, Sherman, and Clayton (2011), effective principals should be 

strong instructional leaders who set the direction and climate for quality teaching in the 

school building. As an instructional leader, the pervasive work should be focused on 

working with teachers, creating and maintaining a climate of learning, and devoting a 

significant portion of the daily work on guiding and supporting the instructional focus of 

the school. The NSIP assisted principals with delegating time-consuming management 

responsibilities and increasing interactions with teachers, students, and decision-making 

groups in the building regarding instruction (Turnbull et at., 2009). Shellinger (200S)



conducted a time on task study with the inaugural group of NSIP principals in Kentucky 

and found that principals were spending about 67% of their time on management 

concerns and only 29% on instructionally related issues. Three years after adopting the 

NSDP, principals in the Louisville district devoted over 70% of their time to instructional 

tasks (Shellinger, 200S). This time on task study supported the fundamental goal of the 

NSIP.

Teacher Perception

The description of effective leadership often includes the ability of the leader to 

mobilize, motivate and enlist the support o f others to devote their abilities and resources 

to meet a goal (Eyal & Roth, 2011). According to Shamir, House and Authur (1993), 

effective leaders fostered intrinsic motivation related to self-concept and assisted 

followers with identifying with the goal of the organization and the leaders vision. Sagor 

(1992), after interviewing three effective principals and their staffs, noticed a common 

thread amongst the teachers. The teachers’ perception of the principal was much higher 

when the leader spent more time visiting the classrooms (Sagor, 1992; Stronge, Richard, 

& Catano, 2008).

Researchers Stronge and Tucker (2000) and Stronge et al. (2008), contended that 

the teacher is the single most influential factor affecting student achievement. Since 

principals are removed from the classroom, the direct effect on student achievement must 

be accomplished through working with teaching staff (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 

200S; Quinn, 2002). Active collaboration between the principal and teacher on 

curriculum, instruction, and assessment allows the principals to solicit the expertise of 

teachers in these areas (Yavuz & Bas, 2010; Glickman, 1989). The principal, as an active
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sounding board, allows the leader to support the teacher with making sound decisions in 

the classroom (Yavuz & Bas, 2010). This premise is supported by Hoy and Clover 

(1986) and Dawley, Andrews, and Bucklew (2010) who affirmed that teachers’ 

perception of the work environment is influenced by the principal’s actions. Since the 

school climate is directly impacted by the teacher and school principal relationship (Hoy, 

Tater & Kotthamp, 1991), and employees with high job satisfaction are more likely to be 

productive and have increased performance (Chan, Gee & Steiner, 2000; Cyr & Choo, 

2010), the teacher perception is critical.

According to Barnett, Marsh, and Craven (2005), teachers desired instructional 

direction from their school leaders. Without direction, knowledge, and accountability 

from the principal, the teachers developed a negative perception of their leader. When 

the teacher has a negative perception of the leader, student achievement and the school 

climate are affected. In two studies by Hallinger and Heck (1998) and Blasd and Blasd 

(2000), the researcher sought to understand the role of the principal in teacher-focused 

learning environments. The findings of both studies revealed that positive results in 

student achievement were not seen when the principal did not focus on improving 

teachers’ instructional capacity (Hardman, 2011).

Statement of the Problem

The problem investigated in this qualitative research study was the lack of time 

spent by principals on instructional tasks. Principals are spending less than 30% of the 

workweek focused on instructional tasks as perceived by teachers and leaders (Eisner, 

2002; Kellogg. 2005; Walker, 2009). According to Robinson, Lloyd, and Rowe (2008), 

Hallinger and Heck (1999), and Leithwood and associates (2004), effective principals



influenced student learning by being actively involved with instructionally related tasks 

and less focused in managerial quests. Robinson, et al. (2008), in their meta-analysis of 

effective leadership practices, noted that student achievement was three to four times 

greater in schools where the principal was deliberate about focusing on instructionally 

related tasks within the school building.

Research from Nettles and Herrington (2007) supports the effective principal 

behaviors that focus on instruction. The researchers contend that principals demonstrated 

effective leadership behaviors that are focused on instruction when they made 

“suggestions, give feedback, model effective instruction, solicit opinions, support 

collaboration, provide professional development opportunities and give praise for 

effective teaching” (p. 725). When principals were focused on instruction, teacher 

efficacy (Calik, Sezgin, Kavgaci, & Kilinc, 2012), student achievement, and engagement 

in the goals of the school increase (Robinson et al., 2008). When the principal does not 

demonstrate effective instructional leadership practices, the entire organization is affected 

(Soehner & Ryan, 2011). A lack of focus on instructional tasks by the leader leads to 

decreased knowledge of instructional practices in the classroom, misidentification of 

problems, misalignment of professional development, and lower retention rate of 

employees (Price, 2008). Additionally, the lack of instructional focus by the principal 

resulted in disengaged employees and ineffective school improvement.

Purpose of the Study

The need to address the principals’ time spent on instructionally related tasks was 

made evident in the research by Kellogg (2005), which was discussed earlier in this 

chapter. The McPeake (2007) longitudinal study further supported the need for
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additional research study in this area. McPeake’s (2007) study included 480 principals 

who participated in a study to determine how much time they spend on nine specific 

tasks: school management, personnel, program development, student activities, student 

behavior, planning, community relations, district office, and professional development. 

Data collected from the sixty-seven respondents revealed that principals weekly mean 

work week was 59.4 hours as compared to 49.1 hours per week forty years ago. “The 

greatest amount of time was reported in the area of school management with a mean of 

12.24 hours per week, while the least amount of time to a task area was reported to be 

2.61 hours per week dedicated to the area of community relations” (p. 84).

Due to the myriad of changes in legislation, McPeake (2007) identified increased 

time spent on “school management, student behavior, and personnel, while decreases 

were noted for district office, program development, and professional development” 

(Durkovic, 2008, p.52). Also noted in the study was that principals spent ten additional 

hours at work and were more focused on management activities and less on instructional 

leadership over the past forty years. While principals spent more time than ever on being 

a principal, they have not devoted the bulk of that time to instructional leadership. The 

principals’ job has continued to increase the demands on the principals’ time and take the 

focus away from instruction (Durkovic, 2008).

As a school improvement model, the NSIP was designed to increase the 

principal’s time on instructionally related tasks (Walker, 2009). While the program 

evaluations of the project identified that the NSIP was successful at achieving the goals, 

the teacher perception of the principals’ focus on instruction was not evaluated. The
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purpose of this qualitative study was to investigate the instructional focus of the principal, 

as perceived by the teachers, after the implementation of the NSIP.

Research Questions

1. What are the teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ focus on instructional tasks 

after implementation of the NSIP?

2. How did the teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ focus on instruction, after the 

implementation of the NSIP, change the instructional practices in the classroom?

Theoretical Framework 

Social exchange theory (SET) was underpinned by die premise that ongoing 

relationships were a series of bargaining processes that reflect the interdependence of the 

partners (Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1976; Homans 1958). These interactions in organizations 

were intended to increase the connection between employer and employee with the goal 

of improving the success of the organization (Dawley et al., 2010). These connections 

increased the employees’ perception about how valued they are in the organization. In 

SET, perceived organizational support was “enhanced by the affirmative treatment by the 

organization which leads to employees’ perception of the organization’s dedication to 

them,” (Dawley et al., 2010, p. 262). The organization experienced increased employee 

job satisfaction, employee commitment, and employee collaboration when subordinates 

felt supported and valued by the supervisor (Dawley et al., 2010; Dawley, Houghton, & 

Bucklew, 2010; Van Emmerik, 2008).

The basic principle in Blau’s analysis of SET was that people exchange 

interactions because of the perceived needs of the other person. In organizations, SET 

take place at the dyadic level, between the employee and supervisor, and between the
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groups or people within the organization (Cyr & Choo, 2010). According to Knapp 

(2008), this theory is supported in the school setting when the principal provided 

opportunities for interactions centered on a common problem and scaffolded the learning 

through interactions that caused individuals to transform their practice with ongoing 

negotiation of meaning. The personal benefits of SET included increased self-esteem, 

increased self-efficacy, respect from co-workers, reputation, and increased collaborative 

support (Cyr & Choo, 2010).

Research has indicated that the school administrator’s influence is a vital 

component to establishing and promoting improvement in the schools (Lezotte, 1991; 

Marzano et al., 200S). SET situated learning that was focused on interactions among 

individuals who share similar goals, vocabulary, and foundational skills to approach the 

core work. This perspective of a collaborative environment supported the district work of 

transforming instructional practices through reformed attitudes, established buy-in, 

employees taking ownership of reform initiatives (Knapp, 2008).

Since principals are not directly teaching the students, the influence on school 

improvement must be achieved through working with the teaching staff (Quinn, 2002). 

Research by Hallinger and Heck (1996) supported the idea that leadership has an indirect 

effect on student achievement results by creating conditions that support teachers’ ability 

to teach. Second to teachers, leadership is considered to have the largest impact on the 

achievement of school-wide goals (Leithwood et al., 2004). Teacher perception of the 

principal in the role of the instructional leader is important to the success of the school. 

SET provided a theoretical framework as a basis for the research on teacher perception of
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the principal. This study investigated the teacher perception of the principals’ focus on 

instructional tasks after the implementation of the NSIP.

Procedures

The purpose of this qualitative, phenomenological study was to investigate the 

instructional focus of the principal, as perceived by teachers, after the implementation of 

the NSIP. Creswell (2007) defined qualitative research as an inquiry into the context in 

which individuals or groups assign a social or human problem. The researcher studied 

this problem through inquiry, data collection and analysis, and presenting the participants 

voices through a final written report. In this qualitative study, the researcher interviewed 

certified teachers whose principal has participated in the district sponsored NSIP for at 

least one year.

According to the NSIP program evaluation conducted by Turnbull, Arcaira, and 

Sinclair (2011), the mean percentage of principals’ time spent on instruction rose from 

32% during baseline data collection to 46% after one year. Consistent with research 

conducted by Turnbull and associates, the researcher selected certified teachers who were 

under the leadership of a principal who has participated in the district sponsored NSIP for 

at least one calendar year to participate in individual interviews. The questions for the 

interviews were designed based upon the instructionally related tasks identified by the 

NSIP as well as the research on effective school principals.

The researcher identified participants who qualified for individual interviews 

based upon a questionnaire included in the invitation. Once teachers were selected, the 

researcher hosted the interviews at a location that was convenient for the participants.
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The interviews were audio recorded for transcribed, analyzed, and coded after the 

individual interview sessions.

The researcher followed the interview procedures as stated by Creswell (2007). 

The interviewees were identified based upon purposeful sampling. The researcher 

conducted individual, face-to-face interviews with fourteen teachers. Prior to the start of 

the interviews, the researcher obtained consent from the participants to participate in the 

study. After reviewing the purpose of the study, the amount of time needed for 

interviews, and plans for the results, the researcher began the individual interviews. 

During the interviews, the researcher used open-ended questions to guide the discussion. 

After the transcription of the interview recordings, the researcher identified themes from 

the discussions that were included in Chapter 4 of this study.

Significance of the Study 

The purpose of this qualitative study was to investigate the principals’ 

instructional focus through the lens of the teachers’ after the implementation of the NSIP. 

Specifically, this study sought to determine if the implementation of the NSIP has any 

impact on the teacher perception of the principals’ focus on instruction. As stated 

previously, the NSIP was designed to increase the amount of time principals spent on 

instructionally related tasks. The program evaluations revealed that elementary school 

principals significantly increased the amount of time spent on tasks categorized as 

instructional (Turnbull et al., 2011) However, the teacher perception of the principal’s 

focus was not included in the study.

The results of this study contributed to the research about teacher perception and 

the influence principals have on improving student achievement when focused more on
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instructionally related tasks. Additionally, results showed that the teacher perception of 

the principals’ focus was positive so the implementation of the NSDP should be 

considered an effective school improvement model for all districts.

Limitations

This study was limited in that the researcher conducted focused interviews with 

teachers who worked with a principal who implemented the NSIP for at least one year. 

The information gathered from teachers who participated in the NSIP for less than one 

year would not provide the researcher with the depth of information needed to adequately 

reflect the participant’s views of the principal’s focus on instruction. Additionally, this 

study was limited as there was no pre-assessment or pre-interview data collected on the 

teachers’ perception of the principals’ focus on instruction before the implementation of 

the NSIP in the school. The final limitation of the study included the researcher 

assuming that the information provided by the participants at each school was voluntary, 

accurate, and honestly answered.

Delimitations

The delimitations involved in the study included the researcher focusing on 

schools implementing the district sponsored NSEP in the Southeastern region of the 

United States. Focusing the research in one area limited the researcher’s ability to make 

comparisons outside of the participating district. The district was chosen based upon the 

demographics of the student population and the variance in the socio-economic make-up 

of the schools.

The participants selected for the research included elementary teachers who have 

worked in schools that have implemented the NSIP for at least one school year.
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Elementary, middle, and high school teachers were interviewed for this study. 

Interviewing teachers at various levels provided the researcher with a broader range of 

perceptions to include in the study.

Definition of Terms

Elementary school. For the purpose of this research, an elementary school refers to a

public school that serves students in kindergarten through fifth grade students.

Instructional practices/tasks: Turnbull and associates (2009) described instructional

tasks as any of the following activities: observation, walk-throughs, office work prep,

decision making groups or meetings, work with students, employee supervision, feedback

to teachers, student supervision, meetings with parents or guardians, modeling teaching,

planning, curriculum, and assessment, celebration (p. 45-46)

National SAM Innovation Project (NSIP).

A project funded by the Wallace Foundation, where “principals make a 
commitment to increase the amount of time they spend on tasks related to 
instructional leadership (as opposed to managerial tasks), and the school hired or 
designated an individual called the School Administration Manager, or SAM, to 
help make the change happen” (Turnbull et al., p. 1,2009).

Summary

According to Brooks, Solloway, and Allen (2007), the role of the principal began 

to change with the emergence of the effective school movement over three decades ago. 

The leader’s role transitioned from one of manager to that of an instructional leader. 

Dufour (2002) stated that the principal span of responsibilities have increased to the 

point that state legislatures have passed mandates and school districts have adjusted 

principal job descriptions to include instructional leadership as a requirement. Including
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this language at the federal, state, and local levels ties the school principal to increased 

accountability at the school level (Brooks et al., 2007).

As a leader, the principal has the power to impact teacher performance by 

building trust and respect, and creating a collaborative environment where followers will 

work collectively towards the same future goals (Barnett, McCormick, & Conners, 2001). 

The theory of social exchange supported the idea that learning is a collective process that 

is constructed through social interactions with people in the organization. The teacher’s 

perception of the principal in the role of the instructional leader is important to the 

success of the school. The NSIP was designed to assist the principal with influencing 

student achievement through a more laser like focus on instructionally related activities 

within the school building. The researcher sought to determine if the NSIP 

implementation has improved the teacher perception of the principal’s focus on 

instruction in elementary, middle, and high schools.

This study is presented in five chapters. The first chapter included an introduction 

to the study, a statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, research questions, and 

a theoretical framework as a basis for the study. The second chapter discussed a review 

of the literature specifically focusing on the principal role, the importance of teacher 

perception of the principal in relation to improving student achievement, the principal 

time on tasks studies, and a school improvement model that is utilized as an avenue to 

improve the principals’ time on instructional tasks.

Chapter 3 discussed the methodology, research questions, research design, and 

data collection procedures. Chapter 4 provided a detailed analysis of the data and
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presentation of the findings. Lastly, Chapter 5 presented a summary of the findings, 

conclusions, and recommendations for further research.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Research over the past forty years indicated that principals must focus their time 

on instructional improvement in order to increase student achievement and meet the 

demands of the federal and state mandates (Durkovic, 2008). While research supported 

that the principal is an integral part of a school’s success, school leaders are inundated 

with the number of roles they must fill in order to be successful in the position (Durkovic, 

2008). According to Yamanda (2000), the principal’s influence on teaching was not 

likely to be recognized without a substantial investment in the time spent close to the 

classrooms, working with teachers, and focused on instruction.

This chapter provided a review of the literature regarding the role of the principal 

over time and the federal and state mandates that have driven the changes in the principal 

role. Additionally, Chapter 2 included a review of literature related to the importance of 

the teacher perception of the principal and the amount of time the principals spend on 

specific tasks. Finally, a reform model utilized to address the gap in the actual and ideal 

time principals spend on management and instructional related tasks was reviewed.

Theoretical Framework 

Cropanzano and Mitchell consider social exchange theory (SET) as one of the 

most suitable theories used to help understand workplace behavior (Cropanzano & 

Mitchell, 2005. This theory, presented by Homans in 1958, confirmed the notion that

21
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social behavior is based on exchanges that carry material and symbolic values. The 

premise of this theory supported the idea that interactions are contingent upon rewarding 

others and developing trusting relationships. Over time, these interactions provided the 

employees and employers with mutually rewarding interdependent interactions and high 

quality relationships within the organization.

According to research by Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005), the foundation of SET 

was grounded in the following three descriptive relationships: (1) rules and norms of 

exchange, (2) resources exchanged, and (3) relationships that emerge. Rules and norms 

of exchange supported Emerson’s (1976) theory that SET was based upon exchanges that 

were guided by practices and traditions. These rules and norms helped lateral and 

hierarchical relationships develop into trusting and loyal commitments that supported the 

vision of the organization. This relationship was supported by the idea that reciprocity; 

whether interdependent exchanges, a shared belief, or a moral norm; is the premise for 

social exchanges in the workplace.

Cropanzano and Mitchell (2005) further explained that the second relationship in 

SET, resources exchanged, was focused on the economic value of relationships formed. 

This economic value was based upon tangible and intangible rewards that are a result of 

the interactions between two people or groups within an organization. These rewards 

range from monetary to verbal affirmations and increase employee commitment to the 

organization.

SET was grounded in the relationships that emerge from the interactions between 

people, the third tenet (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). The two types of exchanges in 

SET between people in the work place are social and economic. Social exchanges
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involved unwritten or unspecified obligations that define long-term social patterns within 

the organization. Economic exchanges, as described in the previous paragraph, included 

more tangible rewards that could include benefit packages, monetary rewards, or any 

repayment with economic goods that were motivated by self-interest. Whether social or 

economic, these interactions were influenced by the type of exchanges that occur casually 

or those that are part of the organizational framework.

In the workplace, SET is rooted in the interactions between individuals or 

institutions. These interactions included those between supervisors, coworkers, suppliers, 

or customers. The interactions influenced the behavior, commitment, and productivity 

within the workplace. Price (2008) contended that by engaging employees in the work of 

the organization, employers can retain top talent, identify potential problems, increase the 

organizations profits, minimize losses, and improve retention of employees and 

customers.

School Accountability 

School accountability and school improvement have been a challenge for 

educational leaders (McPeake, 2007). The role of the principal continues to be driven by 

the passage of federal and state mandates that put additional pressures on the principals to 

increase student achievement for a variety of student subgroups (McPeake, 2007). The 

passage of the landmark school desegregation case, Brown v. Topeka Board o f Education 

in 1954, placed the responsibility of providing equal access to educational opportunities 

regardless of a person’s ethnic background (Kinshasa, 2006). This decision by the 

Supreme Court changed the face of education and signaled that the Plessy v. Ferguson
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doctrine o f ‘separate but equal’ in 1896 had no place in public education (Kinshasa,

2006).

In 1957, the Russian launch of Sputnik I  and Sputnik II spurred a great national 

debate (Erwin, 2010). The Russians, who were considered to be educationally and 

technologically inferior to the United States, were the first to launch a satellite into space. 

As a result, there were claims that the public schools were not adequately preparing the 

American students for an economy that was focused on mathematics, science, and 

technology (Erwin, 2010). Public education was deemed essential to the nation’s 

welfare. Therefore, the federal government became a major source of support for 

scientific research and became more invested in the conditions and needs of public 

education (Erwin, 2010). “Public education was then charged with producing citizens 

with knowledge and skills the nation needed to build and maintain its defense 

establishment and to maintain the nation’s economic competitiveness” (Erwin, 2010, p. 

350). In the wake of Sputnik, scholars were recruited from a variety of disciplines to 

revise and update the curricula in public schools (Erwin, 2010). This outcry for better 

public education placed additional burdens on the administrators to modify curriculum, to 

meet the demands of a technological society, and to compete in the global economy 

(McPeake, 2007).

According to McPeake (2007), additional influencers to the equality movement 

not only included the public outcry for better curriculum with the launch of Sputnik, the 

momentum for change also included 1964 Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and the 1965 

Elementary and Secondary Act (ESEA). These Acts had a direct impact on curriculum 

development by school districts and the principals’ focus in the school building. Title VI
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of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 addressed the issue of discrimination (McPeake, 2007). 

The Title states that no person shall be denied participation in or subject to discrimination 

from any program that receives federal assistance on the basis of race, color, or national 

origin (Statement from U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan, 2012, p.l). This Act 

applied to all educational institutions including elementary, secondary, public and private 

universities which receive federal funding. The protection extended to all aspects of the 

school including programs and activities (Statement from U.S. Secretary of Education 

Arne Duncan, 2012).

As the United States continued to deal with societal issues including recovering 

from World Wars, the Great Depression, the Civil Rights movement, and the launch of 

Sputnik, the focus of school became to end social and economic injustices (Dolde, 2008). 

As a result, President Lyndon B. Johnson was provided a stage to propose financially 

supporting schools through the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

(ESEA) o f1965 (Dolde, 2008). President Lyndon B. Johnson passed the ESEA as part of 

his Great Society reforms and the War on Poverty (DeWitt, 2010). This legislation 

focused on ensuring that all children received equal opportunity to access a quality 

education by providing funding and educational supplements to assist disadvantaged 

students (DeWitt, 2010; US DOE, 2010). According to Dolde (2008), ESEA defined a 

new role for the federal government in education. It was focused on the evening the 

playing field for children of poverty by requiring districts to move toward the equitable 

treatment of disadvantaged students through the use of Title 1 funds (Dolde, 2008). 

Amendments to ESEA include the 1966 Title VI, which included equal Education for 

Handicapped Children. In 1968, Congress added Titles VII and VIII which addressed
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Bilingual and Vocational Education Acts. In 1974 the ESEA funding formula was 

amended to reduce the amount of funds assisting wealthier schools (Dolde, 2008).

Title I of ESEA was specifically established to address economic inequality for 

children living in high-poverty districts (Carmichael, 1997). It was reauthorized in 2001 

under the NCLB Act to provide financial assistance to schools with high percentages of 

students from low income families to ensure that all children meet challenging state 

academic standards (US DOE, 2011). As the largest source of federal funding for 

elementary and secondary education, the goal of Title I was to close the achievement gap 

between students from low-income and high-income families (Carmichael, 1997; DeWitt, 

2010). The US DOE (2011) uses an allocation formula to determine schools that receive 

funding through Title I. This formula is based upon the number of students from low- 

income families attending the school and district. Specifically, schools in which the 

enrollment includes at least 40% of students from low income families are eligible to use 

Title I funds for school-wide programs (US DOE, 2014). According to the Census 

Bureau report issued in 2010, the United States was estimated to have had 14.3 percent o f 

families living below the poverty threshold in 2009. Specifically, the southeastern region 

of the United States recorded over 16 percent of families living in impoverished 

households during the same year (Georgia Census Bureau Report, 2009).

A few years later the Bush Administration added an accountability factor to 

school systems in 1999 through America 2000. This legislation encouraged the 

development of curriculum standards and standardized testing (Edwards, 2011). When 

the Clinton Administration introduced Goals 2000, it was designed to grant individual 

states the flexibility to develop standards and create assessment measures while working
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within the guidelines of Title I (Edwards, 2011). America 2000 and Goals 2000 have 

increased the role of student and federal government in education and have also 

influenced legislation in the NCLB Act (Carmichael, 1997; DeWitt, 2010).

In 1983, Secretary of Education Terrell Bell appointed the National Commission 

on Excellence in Education because the public perception of the educational system in 

the United States was very negative (Erwin, 2010). After an 18-month study was 

completed based upon Bell’s claims, A Nation at Risk report was published. This report 

identified mediocre performance of students based upon the Scholastic Aptitude Test 

(SAT) scores declining since the Sputnik reforms and concerns about student preparation 

for the workforce (Dolde, 2008). Dolde (2008) described that the report identified 

schools in the United States as failing and not maintaining a steady pace with the changes 

in society. The report asserted that our nation would suffer if something wasn’t done to 

address the deficiencies identified in the report. A Nation at Risk set the tone for school- 

wide reform and changed the government’s focus from educational access and equity to a 

focus on quality (Dolde, 2008). As a result of the study, the National Commission 

“called for students to return to the study of traditional school subjects” (Erwin, 2010, p. 

355).

Most recently, the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, signed into law in 2002, 

required that schools make Adequately Yearly Progress (AYP) based upon state 

determined guidelines by school and subgroups within the school (McPeake, 2007). This 

Act was the most recent reauthorization of the ESEA that required schools to close the 

achievement gap with “accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left 

behind” (NCLB, 2002, Sec. 1). The goal was to close the “the achievement gap between
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high and low performing children, especially gaps between minority and non-minority 

students, and between disadvantaged children and their more advantaged peers” (NCLB, 

2002, Sec. 101, p.3). NCLB Act required all states to adopt content and performance 

standards, use annual assessments to measure student mastery of the standards and held 

schools accountable for increasing achievement for all students (Dolde, 2008). Through 

this act, principals were required to make certain that teachers were employing effective 

teaching methods for all students, that the teachers were considered highly qualified in 

the subjects taught based upon the guidelines stated in the act, and shouldering a strong 

accountability at the school level (Dolde, 2008).

Teacher Perception

Haggard (2008) insisted that the principals are caught in the middle of the federal 

mandates. While AYP and school accountability have become part of the school culture, 

the principal is responsible for meeting these challenges while juggling the many day-to- 

day demands of managing the operations in the school (Haggard, 2008, p.3). The 

principal is responsible for ensuring that schools are aligned with federal requirements 

and that goals are met or exceeded (Haggard, 2008). The extent to which the principal 

can accomplish those challenges alone is impossible. Quinn (2002) argues that since 

principals are removed from the classroom, the direct effect on student achievement must 

be accomplished through working with teaching staff. While the teacher is considered to 

be the single most influential factor affecting student achievement (Strong & Tucker, 

2000), Hoy and Clover (1986) support the notion that teachers’ perception of the work 

environment is influenced by the principals’ actions.
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Holding schools accountable for their performance hinges upon on having the 

teachers with the skill, knowledge, and having people in schools with the knowledge, 

skill, and good judgment to deliver quality instruction that will increase student 

achievement (McKinney, 2009). Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2004) contend that 

having a positive climate can improve staff performance, increase morale, and improve 

student achievement in the school. “Principals fulfill a critical role in the school with 

respect to teachers and their satisfaction in the work environment. Teachers achieve 

success and satisfaction through their perception of their experiences with leadership” 

(McKinney, 2009, p.33). In the research by Lord, Brown, and Freiberg (1999), it was 

noted that “the interpersonal relation of superiors to subordinate affects subordinates’ 

identification and self-concepts, which, in turn, are critical determinates of social and 

organizational processes” (p. 170). McKinney (2009) noted that since the relationship 

between the teacher and principal had an effect on how the teacher viewed his or her role 

in the school, the teacher’s perception influenced the success or failure of the school.

In a correlational study by Jackson (2008) on the teacher’s perception of the 

principal regarding teacher retention, it was noted that the principal plays a major role in 

teachers’ decisions to remain in the profession. Jackson (2008) surveyed 313 teachers 

using an instrument designed by Peltier-Gaze to determine the practices used by 

principals that assist with retaining teachers. The results of this survey reported using a 

Likert Scale revealed that “teachers new to the profession have continually stated that the 

guidance and support of their principal during their first years of teaching was what they 

depended on most” (Jackson, 2008, p. 13).
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This premise is also supported in a study conducted by Carlson (2004) about the 

work conditions that influenced a teacher’s decision to continue working at the current 

location. The researcher surveyed teachers in Wisconsin high schools using a mail 

questionnaire to determine which factors influence their decisions to either remain at the 

current location or transfer to another school. The first part of the survey asked the 

respondents to rank ten factors that influenced their decision to continue to work at a 

particular school site. Part II of the survey required the participants to rate their 

satisfaction with the job. The third part of the survey required the respondents to share 

opinions about specific factors that influenced their decisions about where to work. 

Carlson (2004, p.34) revealed that the following influenced teachers’ decisions to stay at 

the school: administrative support, school environment, work assignment, work rewards, 

and teacher collaboration.

According to Baard (2002), it was discovered that followers’ perception of the 

level of autonomy and support allowed by the manager predicted followers’ performance. 

Hallinger and Heck (1996) noted in their research that school leadership indirectly affects 

student outcomes by creating conditions within the in the workplace that support the 

teachers’ ability to teach. Additionally, the same authors noted that leadership influenced 

student outcomes through school climate, school mission, and teachers’ job satisfaction.

Principal Time on Task Overview 

The principals’ challenge of finding time to spend on instructional tasks during 

the schools day is not a new phenomenon according to Durkovic (2008). Over the past 

forty years, researchers have conducted studies to investigate how principals spend their
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time throughout the school day (Durkovic, 2008). The results indicated that principals 

spent more time on managerial tasks than instructional tasks. In 1974, the Georgia State 

Department of Education (1974) surveyed three elementary principals: two middle school 

principals and one high school principal in Thomas County, Georgia to determine the 

amount of time spent on specific tasks. The goal o f this Results Orientated Management 

in Education (R.O.M.E.) project was to identify and develop specific competencies for 

building-level administrators. In this survey principals identified the following as the 

mean percent of time being spent on the following activities as: curriculum and 

instruction (2%), staff personnel (18%), student personnel (21%), support management 

(16%), school-community interface (8%), fiscal management (2%), system wide policies 

and operations (7%), miscellaneous (12%), and unclassified (13%) (p. 27). According to 

this study, the time principals spent on the above tasks had little variance at each level. 

While highest percentage of time was spent on tasks such as staff personnel, student 

personnel, support management, policies and operation, and other duties and 

responsibilities (Georgia State Department of Education, 1974). Additionally, Kellogg 

(2005) conducted a study, as described in chapter one, that yielded similar results. To 

illustrate principals’ time on tasks from a historical perspective, the following paragraphs 

will highlight additional studies.

In 1960, Nutto examined the duties of elementary school principals in Newark, 

New Jersey to determine if the actual duties were the same in theory and in practice. 

According to the study, Nutto (1960) found that the elementary school principals spent 

their time as follows (p. 90): supervision (25%), pupil personnel (21%), community
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relations (11%), administration (28%), clerical work (85), miscellaneous (6%), teaching 

(.5%), and other duties (1 %). Nutto (1960) cited the recommended allotments in the 

areas above, based upon the 1948 Twenty-seventh Yearbook of the Department of 

Elementary School Principals. These time-on-task recommendations were as follows 

(Nutto, 1960, p. 90): supervision (37%), pupil personnel (17%), community relations 

(11%), administration (24%), clerical work (3.5%), miscellaneous (4%), teaching (2.6%), 

other duties (0%). According to Nutto’s (1960) study, “the most striking combination of 

statistics belong in the areas of supervision, clerical work, and teaching” (p. 91). As a 

result, the researchers determined that Newark administrators were spending 2.3 times 

more hours on clerical work, 12% more on supervision, and 2.1% lesson time in teaching 

than ideal situations.

The data in the previous study identified administrative tasks consumed the 

majority of principals’ time was supported in a study of time utilization conducted by the 

National Education Association (NEA) in 1968. This organization analyzed the time 

principals spent on major job functions in elementary schools (McPeake, 2007). In this 

study, the NEA (1968) used a questionnaire that was mailed to over 2,551 elementary 

school principals to get a clearer understanding of the duties in which principals engaged 

in during a school day. The NEA (1968) reported that 60% of elementary principals 

spent 42 -53 hours per week on school related activities. 30% of their time was spent on 

administration, 30% on supervision, 14% on clerical work, 4% on teaching, and 7% on 

community work and self-improvement activities (McPeake, 2007).
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Lehman (1980) conducted a study of four principals in Indiana elementary 

schools to determine how they spent the majority of their time. These four principals, 

identified as effective by their superintendent, were shadowed for two full workdays.

The data was collected by the researcher on a recorder then transcribed and analyzed 

based upon tasks, interactions, and specific types of interactions that the principals 

participated in throughout the day. Lehman’s study (1980) revealed that 32% of the time 

was spent on directing and supervising curriculum, 2S% of the day was spent on student 

personnel activities, 15% on staff related activities, 7% on building management, 4% on 

community relations, and 17% on personnel affairs (McPeake, 2007).

Elementary principals in Los Angeles, California were studied in 1984 to 

determine the tasks and functions that the principals performed. The researcher, 

Korporaal (1984), then analyzed the frequency and duration of these tasks. Using 

surveys and observations, Korporaal (1984) sampled ten principals during on-site visits 

and compared the estimated time on tasks to observed time on tasks. Korporaal (1984) 

determined that principals “spent most o f their time on short-duration, high frequency 

activities” (McPeake, 2007, p. 35). KorporaaPs (1984) study revealed that principals 

used their time as follows: general administration (33.8%), community school relations 

(19.3%), staff relations (18.6%), curriculum and instruction (17.3%), pupil personnel 

services (10.9%). Significant differences in this study were found when “estimated time 

was compared with respect to gender of the principal, the size of the certified staff, and 

the age of the principal” (McPeake, 2007, p.35). Korporal (1984) concluded that the
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principals spent most of their time on administrative tasks and they had little time to 

engage in planning, focusing on curriculum and instruction or interacting with students.

In 1997, a study of South Dakota elementary school principals was conducted to 

determine and compare the perceptions of elementary principals regarding the actual 

amount of time they spend on selected administrative tasks in relation to their perception 

of an adequate amount of time to perform the areas of responsibility (Cook, 1998). Using 

nine tasks identified by the National Association of Secondary School Principals, Cook 

(1998) analyzed the length of time spent on these tasks based upon specific 

demographics, length of time on the job, gender, and age. The researcher collected the 

data by surveying 251 practicing elementary principals and analyzing the results based 

upon the nine tasks. The data in Cook’s (1998) study revealed that principals spent the 

following time on the nine tasks during a 43.3 hour week: 17.5 % - personnel, 17% - 

school office management, 13.9% - student activities, 12.6% - student behaviors, 11.5% - 

program development, 8.7% - district office, 7.0% - planning, 6.2% - community, 5.6% - 

professional development. “The findings of the study reflected a discrepancy between 

the number of hours spent by elementary principals in the nine areas of responsibility as 

compared to the adequacy of time” (Cook, 1998, p. 97).

In the Fresno Unified School District in Fresno, California, thirty principals, who 

had kindergarten through sixth grade students in their elementary school, were surveyed 

to determine how they sent their time during the school day (Yamada, 2000). The 

researcher, Yamada (2000), used a survey instrument that included Likert scale choices 

and open-ended questions to determine the extent to which principals were responsible
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for instructional leadership tasks. “The mean degree of time devoted to each function 

indicated that these functions associated with instructional leadership were the ones 

elementary school principals rated most important in the following hierarchical order” 

(Yamada, 2000, p. 44-45): Goal setting (mean = 3.3), Coordination of learning activities 

(mean = 2.77), Curriculum and Instruction (mean = 2.67), School climate (mean = 2.27), 

and School community relations (mean = 3.67). The results of the study indicated that 

“what principals see as important does not always match what they actually do with their 

time and effort for that instructional leadership function” (Yamada, 2000, p. 46).

The most extensive historical study of the principals’ time on task was conducted 

by McPeake in 2007. McPeake (2007) examined “the effect that societal and legislative 

conditions have had on the tasks on which administrators focus their time in comparisons 

to the time spent on tasks previously” (p. 60). To put into perspective the societal and 

legislative changes and how they have affected the principals’ responsibilities, McPeake 

(2007) studied the historical responsibilities and tasks of school leaders from 1960 to the 

present (Table 1). This mixed methods, two part research study used review of literature 

to provide historical, statistical data related to the time principals spend on related tasks 

and a quantitative descriptive design employed a survey instrument, the McPeake Time 

Analysis Survey of Principals (McPeake, 2007). The population in the second part of the 

study included 480 full-time principals working in elementary, middle, and high schools. 

These administrators were located in the Southern Regional Educational Board, which 

included 16 states (McPeake, 2007).
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McPeake (2007) discovered that in the 1960s, school principals devoted most of 

their time to student discipline, scheduling, building and maintenance, busing, reports and 

extracurricular activities (as reported by Pulliam, 1991).According to McPeake’s (2007) 

study, “from the 1960s to the 1970s, principals spent increased time on student activities 

(14.27% to 17% of the work week) and personnel issues (22.67% in 1970)” (Durkovic, 

2008, p. 52).

The 1990s, as identified in the McPeake (2007) study, “showed a significant 

increase on time spent on student activities (from 11.76% in 1980s to 16.73% in the 

1990s) and student behavior (from 11.76% to 12.85%)” (Durkovic, 2008, p. 52) (See 

Table 1). Due to the myriad of changes in legislation, McPeake (2007) identified 

increased time spent on “school management, student behavior, and personnel, while 

decreases were noted for district office, program development, and professional 

development” (Durkovic, 2008, p.52). “In the past forty years, principals spend more 

time at work. Principals spent 49.31 hours per week in the 1960s, compared with 61.1 

hours per week in the 21st century” (Durkovic, 2008, p.53; McPeake, 2007).

During the second part of the study, McPeake (2007) mailed 480 principals from 

the random sample a survey to determine how much time they spend on nine specific 

tasks: school management, personnel, program development, student activities, student 

behavior, planning, community relations, district office, and professional development. 

Data collected from the sixty-seven respondents revealed that principals weekly mean 

work week was 59.4 hours. Hie largest amount of time during the week was focused in
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the area of school management (12.24 hours) and die least amount of time was in the area 

of community relations (2.61 hours) (McPeake, 2007, p. 84).

While principals are spending more time than ever on the tasks of principalship, 
they are not devoting the bulk of that time to instructional leadership. All tasks 
have increased in time demands and importance. One interesting note from this 
study is that tasks were continually added to the role o f principal during the 40 
years studied, but the literature did not indicate that any of the responsibilities of 
the principal had been removed. Die principals’ job is becoming more 
demanding, with more time needed to attend to even more tasks. (Durkovic,
2008, p. 53-54)
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Table I

Percent o f Time and Total Time Documented by Literature Review 
(McPeake, 2007, p. 83)

Activity 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s 2000s

School
Management 36.73 28.33 30.18 25.17 27.37

Student
Activities 14.78 17.00 11.76 16.73 21.20

Student
Behavior 27.33 7.50 11.76 12.85 15.46

Personnel --------------- 22.67 19.55 14.33 16.77

Program
Development -------------- 11.24 7.05 5.67

District Office 3.0 2.00 -------- 5.15 2.00

Community
Relations 10.73 3.67 8.47 3.97 4.27

Planning ----- — 2.5 — — — - 4.03 4.60

Professional
Development -------- 1.00 6.2 4.85 3.55

Unclassified
for comparison

Total
Hrs/Week

8.37
(Teach/Misc)

49.3

12.00
(Misc)

51.3 46.1 52.8 61.1



Blase and Blase (2000) contend that when effective principals focus on 

instruction through frequent classroom visits, providing feedback, and through utilizing 

inquiry, soliciting advice and opinions, this promotes reflection and professional growth 

among teachers. Additionally, principals who modeled the behaviors above yielded 

positive effects on teacher efficacy, self-esteem, motivation, sense of security, job 

satisfaction, and feelings of support (Blase & Blase, 2000). Principals who focused on 

and observed instructional practices had a clearer understanding of how to engage 

teachers in effective conversations around instruction, how to provide immediate 

feedback, and had a holistic sense of how the school is functioning (Ing, 2009). 

Additionally, this increased focus positions principals to make well informed decisions 

that impact student learning within the school setting.

School Administrator Manager (SAM) Project 

“As strong instructional leaders and managers, principals must balance the time 

they spend on instructional leadership and management tasks, focusing and prioritizing 

on the goals of student achievement and school performance” (Blair, 2001, p. 10). To 

address the imbalance of the principalship, the Wallace Foundation began support for a 

project called the Alternative School Administration Study (ASAS) with three Louisville, 

Kentucky schools in 2002 (Walker, 2008). Mark Shellinger, founder and project 

coordinator, led this initiative by analyzing how principals used their time and the 

circumstances that prevented school leaders from making instructional leadership their 

priority (Walker, 2008, p. 6). To begin the study, Shellinger (2005) conducted a time on 

task study with principals in the Kentucky school district. The results of the study 

revealed that principals were spending about 67% of their time on management concerns
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and only 29% on instructionally related issues. Three years after adopting the NSBP, 

principals in the Louisville district devoted over 70% of their time to instructional tasks 

(Shellinger, 2005). As a result of the data collected, the project identified a strategy or 

process referred to as the School Administration Manager (SAM). This strategy was 

designed to restructure the role of the principal to assist the leaders with working more 

efficiently and effectively on their daily tasks and making instructional leadership the 

focus (Walker, 2008).

The vision and mission of NSIP was to improve student achievement through 

reorganizing the principals’ workday and providing them with the data and tools to assist 

with implementation of the program (NSEP, 2012). The SAM project, now referred to as 

the National Sam Innovation Project (NISP), is grounded in a system of data analysis 

where principals’ daily tasks are categorized into twenty-five types or “descriptors” that 

are divided into instruction-related or management-related tasks (Turnbull, Arcaira, and 

Sinclair, 2011). “When the project began in Kentucky, principals were working an 

average of 10 hours a day with approximately 67% - 87% of that time spent on 

management concerns, with only 12.7% - 29.7% spent on instructional issues” (Walker, 

2008, p.7). Mark Shellinger utilized this data to help guide principals in how to shift 

their focus away from the managerial tasks that consumed their workday to more 

instructionally related tasks (Walker, 2007).

To provide a more detailed overview of the NSIP, the following paragraphs 

highlight specific aspects of the project. These highlights include information about the 

readiness steps required for implementation of NSIP in a school and district.

Additionally, information regarding the data collection process, SAM models and
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participation fees are included in this section. A summary of the findings in the two 

program evaluations conclude this portion of the literature review.

SAM Readiness Steps

Prior to participating in the SAM project, schools were required to complete SAM 

Readiness Steps (Turnbull et al., 2009). The goal o f the readiness step was to challenge 

assumptions about the work and lead the participants to a higher level of engagement in 

the process (Shellinger, 2005). This readiness work was focused on creating an 

understanding of the initiative and creating conditions that will support the 

implementation of the NSIP in the local school. The work accomplished with the 

readiness team included the completion of the readiness rubric, setting goals, and 

assisting with the development of a communication plan for the internal and external 

communities. The SAM Readiness Steps readiness steps bulleted below include 

principals involving staff, students, and parents in a workshop that provides the 

participants with an overview of the initiative.

• Talk with your school’s leadership team about what it would “look like, feel like” if 
you spent more time on instructional improvement and less time on management.

• Talk with your SAM. Is he/she willing to take on this task of coaching you each day 
on your use of time? He/she will meet with you each day to complete a calendar tool 
called TimeTrack.

• Talk with your assistant principals. Are they supportive? Ask them: “Would you be 
willing to have your time tracked for a week for your own professional 
development?”

• Talk with your school’s teachers’ union representative. Does he/she think you are 
good at working with teachers on instructional improvement? Is your Human 
Relations IQ high enough?

• Make a list of time winners and losers in die school.
• Meet with your secretary and other office support staff. Ask for their permission and

support as you attempt to make this change in how you use time.
• Practice and role-play with your secretary and office support staff on how to explain 

to paients/students/staff when you are not available due to instructional work.
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• Talk with parent and student group representatives about why you want to make this 
change. Can you explain your reasons in a persuasive way?

• Review the readiness tools developed by Dr. Jody Spiro. Use the tools with 
appropriate groups.

• Send a letter to your staff and parents and ask for their reaction. Are they ready for a 
principal who spends most of his/her time working to improve instructional practice?

• Take a look at your calendar for yesterday. Try to enter all the things you actually 
did—how you spent your time. Highlight the management work that you could have 
delegated. Looking at the same calendar, list the instructional work you would have 
liked to do. Are you willing to spend time each day analyzing your use of time?

• Talk with your supervisors) about the change you are making. Explain that you will 
be on a tight calendar/schedule and your office staff will make every effort to keep 
you on task. (Turnbull et al., 2009, p. 97)

Data Collection

The NSDP tracked the principals’ use of time and distributed management in order 

to assist principals with redirecting their time and focus on collaborative work with 

teachers, students, and parents to improve student learning (NSIP, 2012, p. 3). The 

Time/Task Analysis™ was used to collect and categorize how principals spend their 

time. Using the Time/Task Analysis™ software, the SAM works with the principal in 

the management of time while attending to managerial tasks that are required in the daily 

operations of the school (Turnbull et al., 2011).

The project design included shadowing by a data collector to gather baseline data 

on the principal’s time use and a follow-up shadowing at twelve month intervals 

(Turnbull et al., 2009). The baseline data was then used by the SAM and the principal to 

set goals in the area of instruction-related tasks. The Time/Task Analysis™ tool was 

utilized to disaggregate the data that is collected during the shadowing phase of die 

project.

The Time/Task Analysis™ included twenty-five descriptors or tasks that were 

categorized as management tasks and instructional tasks (Turnbull et al., 2009). These



tasks, listed in Tables 3 and 4, were used to help guide the analysis of time and the goal 

setting process. The management descriptors include: (a) office prep work, (b) 

employee supervision, (c) student supervision, (d) decision making groups, meetings, (e) 

parents/guardians (f) district: meetings, supervisors (g) student discipline, (h) external: 

officials, others, (i) building management, (]) celebration, and (k) employee discipline. 

(Turnbull et al., 2009, p. 45 - 46). The instructional descriptors include: (a) observation, 

walk through, (b) office work prep, (c) decision making groups, meetings, (d) work with 

students, (e) employee supervision, (f) feedback to teacher (g) district: meetings, 

supervision, (h) student supervision, (i) external: officials, others, (j) parents / guardians, 

(k) professional development, (1) modeling/ teaching, (m) planning, curriculum, and 

assessment, and (n) celebration(Tumbull et al., 2009, p. 45 - 46).

SAMs Models

According to Turnbull et al. (2011), the initial design of the SAM project included 

a new staff member hired to assume the managerial responsibilities of the building level 

principal. The SAM’s responsibilities included meetings with the principal to assist with 

delegating responsibilities, setting instructional task goals using Time/Task Analysis™, 

and handling management-related tasks. While the responsibilities have not changed, the 

NSIP now includes four implementation models.

According to Turnbull et al. (2009) the following are identified as current models 

utilized in the project. Model 1 SAMs are new staff members who were hired to assume 

the managerial responsibilities as described above. These new staff member’s 

backgrounds varied as teachers, other school staff, and those hired outside school district. 

Model 2 SAMs are people already employed at the school and hired to become a SAM
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because their specific skills were viewed as a good fit for the job. Over half of the Model 

2 SAMs moved from non-teaching positions in the school to become the principal’s 

SAM. A number of these employees were previously employed as secretaries, 

bookkeepers, or security officers in the school building. Another sizable group 

employing this model, 38 percent, previously served as teachers in the school (Tumbull 

et al., 2009, p. 73).

Model 3 SAMs are similar to the Model 2 SAMs as they were current employees 

in the school. The difference with Model 3 SAMs is these employees add the SAMs 

responsibilities to their current duties and responsibilities in the school building. Most of 

the Model 3 SAMs added to the secretary, administrative staff, assistant principal, and 

teacher duties. Finally, Model 4 SAMs are used for schools that utilized the project for 

initial data collection but were not planning to engage in the project any further (Tumbull 

et al., 2011).

Fee for Service

The Wallace Foundation initially funded the NSIP when it began in the urban 

school district of Jefferson County Public Schools in Louisville, Kentucky. The project 

has now transitioned to a fee for service structure to participate in and receive ongoing 

support with the implementation (Haslam & Tumbull, 2011). The fee for service ranges 

from $12,000 to less than $2,000 and is based upon the package of services established in 

the contract with the district.

The services provided could include the following supports (Haslam & Tumbull, 

2011): 1) Data Collection, 2) Follow-up data collection at 12 month intervals, 3) Access 

to Time/Task Analysis™ software and technical support, 4) Project orientation, 5) the use
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of a Time Change Coach, and 6) attendance at the annual SAM/Principal Conference.

The specific package, services, and fees vary based upon the state, the district, and the 

funding source. The overall goal is to assure that the NSIP is a sustainable initiative in 

the district and school.

Summary of SAM Project Evaluations

The Wallace Foundation hired an external independent research group to evaluate 

the NSIP process. Policy Studies Associates began their evaluation in 2008 and produced 

a document outlining the work of the NSIP and report preliminary findings in 2009. In 

2011, the same group expanded their evaluation of the project to include additional 

schools, principals, and districts.

The initial evaluation of the NSIP, completed in 2009 by Tumbull et al. (2009), 

included online surveys of the principal, SAMs, and coaches. These surveys also 

included interviews with district leadership and school-based staff as well as observations 

during NSIP conferences. One-hundred and sixty SAM principal teams, which included 

37 districts in 9 states, were part of the evaluation of the program. Out of the 160 

participating teams, 75 principals had participated in the NSIP for at least one year.

These principals’ data revealed that their participation in instruction-related tasks 

increased by almost 5 hours per week. This increase focus resulted in almost an hour of 

instructional focus per school day. The mean percent of time spent on instructionally 

related tasks increased from 32 percent to 45 percent within a year of implementation of 

the initiative.

After the implementation of the NSIP in Louisville, Kentucky, survey responses 

from parents, students, and teachers indicated increased visibility of the principal and
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improved interactions between the principal and the respondents (Walker, 2008). After 

one year of the NSIP implementation, SO percent of the students’ responded that the 

interactions with the principal were more instructionally focused. This was an increase of 

eight percent in the student perception of the principal before the involvement of the 

NSIP (Walker, 2008, p.7).

While the initial program evaluation revealed increases in the amount of time the 

principals spent on instruction during the first year of implementation, the second 

evaluation that was completed by the same independent group revealed more positive 

trends in the data (Turnbull et al., 2011). One hundred and eighty-one schools were 

included in this program evaluation. The researchers used surveys, interviews with 

principals, SAMs, and staff members and an in-depth review of the data that was 

collected during the first few years of implementation. The results were disaggregated by 

years of implementation, model, and time spent on instructional and managerial tasks.

The results revealed that principals increased time spent on instructionally related tasks 

after one year and this time improved after two years of participation in the NSBP. The 

principals who participated in the program for over two years increased their time spent 

on instructional tasks to 52 percent. This increase could be quantified as adding one hour 

and thirty-seven minutes of instructionally focused tasks to the work-day. The 

researchers further revealed that after two years of implementation principals became 

more deliberate about the amount of time they spent on instruction. The leaders were 

reportedly concentrated more on providing quality instructional leadership to improve the 

focus of the school.



The NSIP has assisted principals with delegating timewasting management 

responsibilities and increasing connections concerning instruction with all stakeholders 

(Tumbull et al., 2009). As the NSIP project has evolved, it is being utilized in over 17 

states (Shellinger, 2012) as a school improvement model. According to Shellinger 

(2012), the NSIP serves over 500 schools and is expanding rapidly. Nearly 58% of the 

500 schools represent elementary schools and 42% of that number represents secondary 

schools. Additionally, the SAM Project is working with over 76 districts in over 500 

schools. The project is growing daily and was included in three successful Race to the 

Top proposals from Delaware, Georgia, and Massachusetts. It has also been brought 

before legislation in Iowa to address school improvement.

Summary

Chapter two presented the literature regarding the history of the principalship, 

federal and state laws that influence the principal role, the importance of the teacher 

perception of the principal, and a school improvement model that is being utilized across 

the country as a school improvement model. According to Walker (2009), research 

implies that the leader influence, whether direct or indirect, is a critical component for 

increasing student achievement. In this age of accountability, Walker indicates that the 

duties of a principal definitively include spending more time and focus on instruction. 

Walker contends that finding the time for instructional leadership responsibilities is a 

critical and difficult task.

SET is rooted in interactions and relationships between all stake holders in the 

work place. These interactions influence the behavior and level of commitment to the 

organization. This theory sustained in the workplace when the supervisors support the



48

relationships of the employees with the goal of increasing the performance of the 

organization. Price (2008) affirmed that by engaging the employees in the decisions and 

work of the organization, the employers are more likely to recruit, train, and retain top 

employees.

Research over the past forty years indicated that principals are spending more 

time at work and less time during the workweek focused on instruction (Durkovic, 2008). 

In order to meet the demands of the principalship and raising student achievement at the 

school, the principal must spend time focused on instruction through working with the 

teachers. Since the research indicated that the teachers have the most direct effect on 

what happens in the classroom (Strong & Tucker, 2000), the work of the principal must 

include the teacher. Success is not likely without the principal investing time working 

with teachers and being focused in instructional tasks that support the initiatives in the 

school (Yamanda, 2000).

To help address the growing demands of the principalship and the lack of time 

principals spend on instructionally related tasks, Shellinger (2005) founded the NSIP.

The goal of this project was to increase the amount of time principals spent on instruction 

during the work-week. As a result of the two program evaluations conducted, the 

principals have shown an increase in their focus on instruction within one year of 

implementation of the project

Chapter 3 provided an overview of the research problem to be addressed in this 

study. Additionally, the chapter included detailed information regarding the 

methodology and data collection process for the study. The role of the researcher as well 

as participant information is also provided in Chapter 3.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY

This chapter restates the problem and describes the methodology utilized in this 

qualitative research study. Included in the chapter are the rationale for research, 

description of the research design, and procedures for data collection and analysis. This 

chapter also provides a description of the researcher’s role and a summary of the 

information provided in this chapter.

The problem investigated was the lack of time spent by principals on 

instructionally related tasks through the lens of the teachers. Research supports that since 

the 1960’s, school leaders’ have increased the number of hours at work; however, 

principals are still spending the bulk of the day dealing with management related 

problems in the building (Durkovic, 2008; Eisner, 2002; Kellogg, 2003; Walker, 2009). 

With more rigorous standards and higher accountability, what school leaders need to 

know and be able to do has shifted (Payzant, 2010). In a meta-analysis conducted by 

Robinson, et al. (2008), the researchers documented that student achievement increased 

when principals were deliberate about focusing on instructional tasks. School leaders 

have been trained to be effective managers in the school building, but they lack the skills 

and knowledge to be instructional leaders in order to meet or exceed the rigorous 

demands of the job (Payzant, 2010).

49
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Research Rationale

The purpose of this qualitative study was to investigate the instructional 

focus of the principal, as perceived by the teachers, after the implementation of 

the NSIP. According to Stronge and Tucker (2000), the classroom teacher has the 

most impact on increasing student achievement in the classroom. A number of 

studies have supported that there is a strong correlation between the teachers’ 

perception of the environment in which they work and the principal’s actions 

(Hoy and Clover, 1986; Price, 2012; Gallagher, 2012). The teachers’ perception 

of the principal greatly influenced the ability of the teachers to deliver quality 

instruction, have a positive attitude regarding the work, and increased teacher job 

satisfaction (Chan, Gee, & Steiner, 2000).

The school principal is regarded as one of the most important factors to 

increasing student achievement and implementing successful school reform 

(MetLife, 2003). Leaders are not, however, devoting the bulk of the time at work 

to instructional leadership (Durkovic, 2008). This is evidenced by the teacher’s 

perception of how the principal spends time during the work day. According to 

research conducted in the MetLife Survey of the American Teacher, 2003: An 

Examination of School Leadership, there was a discrepancy between what the 

teachers view as a priority for the leader and what the principals feel is important 

to the success of the school. Additionally, a discrepancy was noted the perception 

of the work of the principal between these two groups. Themes such as the 

principals’ communication with the school staffs, focus on reports and
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compliance, interactions with staff and district office, and relationships with the 

staff showed discrepancies as high as 26 percentage points.

In this specific MetLife Survey (2003), the researcher used a national 

representative sample of 1,017 teachers and 800 public school principals to 

interview by phone and online. Interviews with parents and students were also 

used for this study (p. 1). During the interviews, principals and teachers were 

questioned about how the principal spent the majority of the time at work. The 

results of the survey revealed that teachers perceived the principals spent 37 

percent of their time on reporting and compliance and only 24 percent on guiding 

and motivating teachers. The principals however, perceived that 35 percent of the 

time was spent on guiding and motivating teachers and only 24 percent of the 

time was spent on reporting and compliance issues.

When surveyed about the frequency of interactions with district personnel 

and the school staff, 83 percent of the teachers perceived that the principals spent 

more time interacting with the district office administration. However, 98 percent 

of the principals reported that interaction with the district office personnel was 

less frequent than with school personnel. Additionally, more principals reported 

that they were pleased with the current state of teacher and principal relationships 

within the school building. Nearly all principals, 97 percent, reported that they 

were satisfied with the relationships with the teaching staff in the building. 

However, only 71 percent of the teachers reported that they were satisfied with 

the current relationships with the principal. This satisfaction number reflected a
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decrease in middle school and high school teacher reports when disaggregated by 

level.

As a school improvement model, the NSIP was designed to increase the 

principal’s time on instructionally related tasks (Walker, 2009). While the 

program evaluations of the project identified that the NSIP was successful at 

achieving the goals, the teacher perception of the principals’ focus on instruction 

was not evaluated. The purpose of this qualitative study was to investigate the 

instructional focus of the principal, as perceived by the teachers, after the 

implementation of the NSIP.

Research Questions

This qualitative study addressed the following research questions:

1. What are the teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ focus on instructional 

tasks after implementation of the NSIP?

2. How did the teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ focus on instruction, 

after the implementation of the NSIP, change the instructional practices in 

the classroom?

Research Design

The purpose of this study was to investigate the instructional focus of the 

principal, as perceived by the teachers, after the implementation of the NSIP, 

using a qualitative methodology. The researcher used a phenomenological 

approach to explore the teacher perception of the behaviors principals’ exhibited 

when focusing on instruction after the implementation of the NSIP. In 

phenomenological research the goal is to describe the meaning of several
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individuals as it relates to the lived experiences of a concept or phenomenon 

experienced by all participants (Creswell, 2007). According to Creswell, the 

purpose of this approach is to condense the participant experiences with the same 

occurrence into a description of universal essence. Phenomenology was an 

appropriate method for this particular study because the researcher sought to 

investigate the teachers’ interaction with and perception of the principals’ focus 

on instruction after the implementation of the NSIP.

According to Moustakas (1994), “the understanding of meaningful 

concrete relations implicit in the original description of experience in die context 

of a particular situation is the primary target of phenomenological knowledge”

(p. 14). The overarching aim of this study was to explore the teachers’ 

experiences or personal encounters with the principals’ that were specifically 

related to instruction. The researcher examined the teachers’ understanding or 

perception of the principals’ focus on instruction after the implementation of the 

NSEP. Specifically, the researcher sought to determine what instructionally 

related behaviors the principal exhibits, from the perspective o f the teachers. The 

researcher also explored teachers’ perceptions of the principal behaviors that 

influenced instruction in the classroom.

Creswell (2007) recommended using Moustakas’(1994) systematic steps 

for conducting phenomenological research (p. 60-62). The first step in the 

research is to determine the appropriateness of employing this method to address 

the research problem. Next, the researcher identifies the interest to be studied and 

specifies any assumptions of the phenomenology. After the researcher has
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identified the subjects in the study, data will be collected from the participants 

who have lived this experience or phenomenon through in-depth interviews. As 

recommended by Creswell (2007), when data are collected and themes are 

identified, the researcher follows with developing clusters of meaning that are 

used to write a description of the participant’s experiences. Finally, the researcher 

summarizes the themes or essence of the lived experiences that were common 

among the participants. The above steps were employed by the researcher to 

conduct this research.

Research Plan

The following sections describe the research plan that was utilized to 

answer the research questions for this study. It provides details about the 

participants, research site, as well as the data collection and procedures. A 

description of the interview design and procedures for coding and analyzing the 

data are also included in this section.

Site, Population, and Sample

Consistent with the NSIP research regarding the increase in the amount of 

time the principals spent on instructionally related tasks, the researcher 

interviewed certified teachers whose principal participated in the district 

sponsored NSIP for at least one calendar year. The district selected for this study 

represented a large population of pre-kindergarten through grade twelve certified 

teachers. The number of certified teachers in this district is similar to the number 

of certified teachers working in districts across the state of Georgia. About 85 

percent of the school personnel in Georgia represent certified teachers. In the
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district selected for this study, 89 percent of the school personnel represented 

certified teachers (GA DOE, 2012).

Selection and Description of Site

The school system where this study was conducted was located in a large 

urban district in Georgia. This district was selected for a number of reasons. The 

NSIP has been implemented in the district since the fall o f2008. Initially, the 

district piloted the program in two schools, one middle school and one elementary 

school. This pilot was conducted in partnership with the Georgia Leadership 

Institute for School Improvement using a grant from the Wallace Foundation. 

Since the inception of the NSIP, the district increased the number of principals 

participating in the project to over 38 schools. At the time of the study, the 

participating sites included 17 elementary schools, 7 middle schools, and 14 high 

schools.

In addition to the increased number of NSIP sites in the district, this 

school system was selected because of the size and diversity of the district. The 

system has over 40 schools that include Title I and non-Title I schools, traditional, 

charter, on-line school sites. These schools served pre-kindergarten through grade 

twelve. The elementary schools served pre-kindergarten students through fifth 

grades. The middle schools served students in grades six through eighth grades. 

The high schools in this district serve students in grades nine through grades 

twelve. According to the United States Census Bureau (2010) statistics, the 

demographics of the county population mirrored the demographics of the 

population in the state of Georgia. About 60 percent of the population in the
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county and state was Caucasian and the remainder of the population represent the 

Black, Hispanic, Asian, and mixed races.

Within the selected school district, 13 elementary schools, 4 middle 

schools, and 12 high school principals participated in the NSIP for at least one 

year. The schools represented included student populations ranging from 581 

students to over 3,500 students. Title I, non-Title I, traditional, and charter 

schools are all represented in the schools participating in the NSIP. 

Communication with Site and Sample

Communication with the school district began with submission of the 

Institutional Review Board (IRB) application. Once the IRB was accepted, the 

researcher identified principals in the district who have participated in the NSIP 

for at least one year. Using this list of principals provided by the district, the 

researcher removed any principal that the researcher previously supervised in the 

district. After this list was finalized, the researcher obtained a list of certified 

teachers who taught at the identified schools two years prior to the 

implementation of the NSIP and during at least one year of implementation of the 

NSIP. The researcher then emailed a letter to the principal and certified teachers 

outlining the study, the IRB approval, as well as a request to invite teachers to 

participate in the study. Once certified teachers have responded to the request for 

interviews, the researcher vetted the teachers based upon the results of the 

questionnaire. When the certified teachers are identified, the researcher met with 

the participant at a location of their choice to conduct the interview for the study.
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Selection and Description of Population

Teachers have the most direct influence on improving student 

achievement (Stronge & Tucker, 2000). Exploring the teachers’ perception of the 

principals’ focus on instruction after the implementation of the NSIP 

improvement model is critical as teachers have the most direct influence on the 

learning that takes place in the classroom. The population that was invited to 

participate in this study includes certified teachers who worked with the principal 

before and during the NSIP implementation. The certified teachers invited to 

participate included those who worked in elementary, middle, and high school 

settings. Participants served students who attend Title I, non-Title I, special entity 

and/or charter schools within the same district.

Selection and Description of Sample

To determine the sample size and selection of the sample, the researcher 

gathered information from the district office personnel regarding any principal 

who has participated in the NSIP. This information included the implementation 

date of the project as well as the number of years the principal served at the 

school. After identification of the principals was completed, the researcher 

selected principals who met the following criteria: 1) Principals who 

implemented the NSIP for at least one year, 2) Principals who worked in the same 

school where the NSIP was implemented two years prior to the implementation of 

the project, and 3) Principals who were not been supervised by the researcher.
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After narrowing the principal sample, the researcher requested a list of the 

teachers who meet the following criteria: 1) Teacher was currently a certified 

teacher in the school district, 2) Teacher worked under the leadership of the 

principal during the NSIP implementation, and 3) Teacher worked with the 

principal for two years prior to the NSEP implementation at the school. This list 

was generated from a staffing database that was utilized by the district to host 

employee employment records.

The total sample size of the population for the study included 514 

kindergarten through grade twelve certified staff members. This number 

represented 354 elementary school teachers, 51 middle school teachers, and 109 

high school teachers. To further disaggregate the data, the sample represented 

439 teachers who work in a Title I school, 75 teachers who work in a non-Title I 

school, no teachers who work in a special entity or a charter school setting. The 

number of participants who participated in the individual interviews was fourteen. 

Two of the participants worked in a non-Title I setting, and twelve of the 

participants served students in a Title-I setting. Additional details regarding the 

participants can be found in Table 3 in Chapter 4.

Research Procedures 

Identification of participants who qualified for the individual interviews 

was based upon a questionnaire included in the invitation for participation. Once 

the teachers were selected for the study, the researcher invited teachers who met 

the criteria for participation and conducted individual interviews at the location
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that was convenient for the participants. These interviews were audio recorded 

and the researcher transcribed, analyzed, and coded the responses from the 

interviews.

According to Creswell (2007) there are multiple sources of data in 

qualitative studies. The four basic types of data sources include: interviews, 

observations, audio visual materials, and documents. In phenomenological 

studies, the primary source of data collection is through in-depth interviews 

(Creswell, 2007). The goal of the interview is to describe an interviewee’s lived 

experience with an occurrence. The advantage to using interviews as a method 

for data collection is because interviews yield the highest response rate and the 

researcher can observe any non-verbal communication during the interview 

(Neuman, 2005). For the purpose of this study, interviews were the most 

appropriate data collection method to answer the research questions.

Creswell (2007) recommends that the researcher in qualitative studies use 

purposeful sampling in order to identify the participants in the study. Prior to 

conducting all interviews, the researcher developed and piloted the interview 

questions with an experienced qualitative researcher to refine the protocol and 

ensure that the questions were relevant (Creswell, 2007; Sampson, 2004; Yin, 

2003). This process was completed during interviews with the first two 

participants who responded to the email to participate in the study. After each of 

the two interviews, the primary and the experienced researcher reviewed the 

protocol and questions verify certain the procedures and questions were clear. As 

a result of the piloting process, the interview questions were refined and used
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during 12 additional interviews. During the individual interviews, the researcher 

asked two broad questions and additional open-ended questions to guide the 

interview (Creswell, 2007). An interview protocol was used to assist the 

researcher with asking specific questions and documenting the responses.

Data Collection and Analysis 

According to Creswell (2006), in phenomenological studies it is 

recommended that the researcher conducts in-depth interviews with as many as 10 

individuals (p. 131), thus the researcher in this study conducted individual 

interviews with certified teachers who volunteered to participate. The researcher 

developed and followed the interview protocol and took notes to help organize the 

interviewee’s responses for analysis at a later time. Creswell (2006) recommends 

that the researcher leave space on the protocol form to take descriptive and 

reflective notes during and after the one-on-one interviews. At the closing of the 

interview, the researcher should end with prepared comments and request follow- 

up information from the participants (Creswell, 2006).

Analysis of the data included identifying themes, developing a deeper 

understanding of the data, and making interpretations about the participants 

experience with the phenomenon. According to Creswell (2007) and Rallis and 

Rossman (1998), data analysis is an ongoing process that involves reflection, 

asking questions that assist with analyzing the responses, and the use of open- 

ended data to help to identify themes and clarify responses provided by the 

participants. Creswell (2013) recommends that a qualitative researcher employ 

the following steps when analyzing data (p. 281 -  222).
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Stepl: Organize and prepare the data for analysis. Transcribing 

interviews, typing notes, and sorting and arranging data types are included in this 

step.

Step 2: Read through all of the data. During this step, the researcher 

reads through the data collected during the interviews in order to get a general 

synopsis of the participants’ ideas. Reviewing the data may also include the 

researcher making notes that reflect general thoughts about the information at this 

time.

Step 3: Begin detailed analysis with a coding process. Coding involves 

the researcher identifying overarching themes that arise from the collected data. 

Specifically, in this step, the researcher will group information into categories 

using specific terms by the participant.

Step 4: Use a coding process to generate a description of the setting or 

people as well as categories or themes for analysis. At this point in the study, the 

researcher begins to code the themes to assist with organizing the information into 

five to seven major categories. These coded themes should represent multiple 

perspectives that are supported by specific evidence from the data.

Step 3: Advance how the description and themes will be presented in the 

qualitative narrative. The researcher will determine how the coded data will be 

translated into narrative form during this step. This could include the researcher 

presenting a chronological report, figures or tables, or discuss the connecting 

themes that arose.
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Step 6: Make an interpretation or meaning of the data. The final step 

involves the researcher capturing the essence of the information presented in the 

data and determining what was learned from this study. Comparison of the 

findings from the literature, connecting the theoretical framework, or suggestions 

for further research could be included in step six.

As recommended above, the researcher arranged for data analysis by 

preparing a protocol and recording the individual interviews with the participants. 

The researcher then transcribed the interviews and arranged the information for 

coding purposes. Hie researcher used the eclectic coding process to explore the 

categories and themes that were extracted from the data. This process was 

recommended by Saldana (2013) as a first and second level coding process to 

discern a variety of phenomena from the data. The eclectic coding process was 

repeated a second time and followed by structural coding to further disaggregate 

the data. To assist with refining the categories and identification of themes, the 

researcher used an auditor to assist with identifying and calibrating the codes and 

themes identified in the participant responses. After a thorough review of the data 

was completed by the researcher, themes and overall thoughts about the 

information were disaggregated and coded into broad topics. Before proceeding 

to the actual coding process, Creswell (2007) recommends getting a sense of the 

big picture from the interviews and ask specific questions to refine the thoughts 

and themes that arise through the information. Finally, the researcher determined 

how to present this information in narrative form and made some deductions 

about the data collected during the interviews.
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/  Primary \  
/  Criteria \
Integrity Authenticity 

Credibility Critically

Secondary Criteria \
Explicitness Thoroughness \

Creativity Congruence \
Vividness \

Techniques
Reprinted with permission from SAGE Publications

Figure 1. Adaptation o f the Contemporary Synthesis o f Validity Criteria in 
Qualitative Research (Whittemore, Chase, & Mandle, 2001, p. 330)

In qualitative research, the researcher is more fascinated by authentic 

responses rather than the participants responding in the same manner regarding 

their experiences (Neuman, 2005). To have authentic responses, the participants 

must provide an honest account of their experiences that include specific details 

that could not be obtained through a single survey or questionnaire. To ensure 

validity of the study, Whittemore et al. (2001, p. 530) suggests distinguishing 

between the criteria and the techniques (Figure 1). The criteria, standards that are 

upheld by the ideals, are divided into primary and secondary standards. The



64

primary criteria include credibility, authenticity, criticality, and integrity. The 

secondary criteria in the study include explicitness, vividness, creativity, 

thoroughness, congruence, and sensitivity. Whittemore et al. (2001) defines the 

techniques as the methods used to minimize any potential threats to the validity of 

the study.

The primary criteria include the following: credibility, authenticity, 

criticality, and integrity (Wittemore et al., 2001, p. 530). Credibility refers to the 

accurate interpretation of the meaning and authenticity is the truthful reflection of 

the lived experiences shared by the participants. When conducting research, it is 

imperative that the researcher minimizes any assumptions that could potentially 

influence the research. Criticality and integrity are important aspects in 

diminishing the knowledge and background of the researcher that may influence 

the study.

The secondary criteria involve the following: explicitness, vividness, 

creativity, thoroughness, congruence, and sensitivity (Wittemore et al., 2001, p. 

534). Explicitness requires the researcher to document each step in the research 

process. This includes presenting the results and conclusion o f the study with 

supporting documents and quotes from the participants. Vividness refers to the 

reporting the data by presenting the themes in such a way that is not 

overwhelming to the reader. Creativity and thoroughness refer to the researcher’s 

ability to focus on the research questions with flexibility into the inquiry process. 

Analyzing the data meticulously is also part of being creative and thorough during 

the research process. The data collected during the interviews should align with
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the research question, method, and findings. This will assist the researcher with 

conducting a congruent study. Sensitivity as a source of validity in a study 

ensures that the researcher is sensitive to and reports multiple voices from the 

participants in the study (see Table 2).

The nature of a qualitative study requires the researcher explore the 

participants experience with a construct through interviews that require a great 

deal of flexibility. By following the recommendations by Whittemore et al.

(2001) the researcher avoided distorted accounts o f the participants’ experiences. 

The researcher used triangulation to sort through the data by identifying common 

themes that overlap (Creswell & Miller, 2010). Each overall theme identified was 

supported with specific evidence from interviews with the participants. The 

researcher employed member checking to validate the participants’ responses by 

summarizing what was shared during the interviews so that the participants can 

make corrections or clarifications if necessary (Creswell & Miller, 2010).
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Table 2

Assessment o f Primary and Secondary Criteria o f Validity*

Criteria Assessment

Primary Criteria

Credibility Do the results of the research reflect the experience of participants ( 
context in a believable way?

Authenticity Does a representation of the emic perspective exhibit awareness
to the subtle differences in the voices of all participants?

Criticality Does the research process demonstrate evidence of critical 
appraisal?

Integrity Does the research reflect recursive and repetitive checks of 
validity as well as a humble presentation of findings?

Secondary Criteria

Explicitness Have methodological decisions, interpretations, and investigator 
biases been addressed?

Vividness Have thick and faithful descriptions been portrayed with 
artfulness and clarity?

Creativity Have imaginativeways of organizing, presenting, and analyzing 
data been incorporated?

Thoroughness Do the findings covincingly address the questions posed through 
completeness and saturation?

Congruence Are the process and the findings congruent? Do all the themes fit 
together? Do findgings fit into a context outside the study 
situation?

Sensitivity Has the investigation been implemented in ways that are sensitive 
to the nature of human, cultural, and social contexts?

Reprinted with penntsskm from SAGE Publication!

* Whittemore et al., 2001, p. 534



67

Role of Researcher

In qualitative studies, the researcher views the study through the lens of 

the people who participate in, read or review a study (Creswell & Miller, 2010). 

The researcher must be certain that the study conducted remains free from biases 

and subjectivity. At the time this study was conducted, the researcher was 

employed as an assistant superintendent in a large urban school district in 

Georgia. The researcher has earned a bachelor’s degree in Heath Services 

Administration, a master’s degree in Elementary Education, and a specialist’s 

degree in Educational Leadership. The researcher is currently a doctoral student 

who has worked in the field of education for 19 years. She has served as a 

teacher, assistant principal, principal, and assistant superintendent in the same 

district. Additionally, as a principal, the researcher participated in the NSIP for 

less than one calendar year.

In phenomenological research, Moustaka (1994) recommends using 

Husserl’s concept of epoche. Epoche or bracketing, is defined as researchers 

removing their experiences with the concept or phenomenon in order to view this 

experience through a fresh perspective (Creswell, 2007). This is accomplished 

when the researcher describes personal experiences related to the phenomenon 

and remove subjective views before proceeding with exploring the experiences of 

others. The researcher accounted for epoche during this study by refraining from 

making personal judgments or implications that are not clearly defined by the
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participants. Additionally, during the interviews the researcher abstained from 

making personal references or accounts about the experience with the NSIP.

The researcher’s position as an assistant superintendent and a previous 

participant in the NSIP has the potential to impose bias and subjectivity in the 

study. To assist the researcher with not having any direct influence on the 

participant’s responses, the researcher invited certified teachers from schools in 

which the researcher does not directly supervise the principal. Additionally, the 

participants were assigned an alias and were assured that no information in the 

study will reveal the identity of those who participate. Finally, the researcher 

reduced the potential for bias by strictly following the interview protocol and only 

engaging in conversations that were related the study.

Summary

A phenomenological study was an appropriate method to use to explore 

the instructional focus of the principal, as perceived by the teachers, after the 

implementation of the NSIP. Using semi-structured interviews was the most 

effective way to gather data that will be used the address the problem and answer 

the research questions. The teacher interviews were recorded, transcribed, and 

analyzed to identify common categories and themes. This chapter provided 

details regarding the methodology, research problem, research questions, research 

design, and data collection procedures. The following chapter provided a 

detailed analysis of the data and presentation of the findings.



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS

The purpose of this qualitative study was to investigate the instructional focus of 

the principal, as perceived by the teachers, after the implementation of the NSIP. 

Additionally, the researcher investigated the affect the principals’ focus on instruction 

had on teacher instructional practices in the classroom. Chapter 4 presents the results of 

this study in detail. A detailed description of the participants, analyzed data and themes, 

and a summary of the findings are presented in this chapter.

A phenomenological qualitative approach was utilized to identify major themes 

regarding the teacher’s perception of their principal after the implementation of the NSIP. 

Eclectic and structural coding processes were employed to generate categories and 

themes that arose during the semi-structured interviews. The responses from the 

participants were aligned with the two research questions:

1. What are the teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ focus on instructional tasks 

after the implementation of the NSIP?

2. How did the teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ focus on instruction, after the 

implementation of the NSIP, change the instructional practices in the classroom?

69
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Participants

Certified teachers who work with the principal two years before and during the 

implementation of the NSIP were invited to participate in this study. The researcher 

invited 434 certified teachers from 1 high school, 1 middle school, and 7 elementary 

schools to participate in in-person, semi-structured interviews. These schools included 

Title I and non-Title I schools with student populations ranging from 560 to over 3,000 

students. The data regarding teachers who qualified for the study was provided by the 

school district selected for the study. Fourteen certified teachers volunteered to 

participate (see Table 3). To protect the anonymity of the participants and the district 

involved in the study, the participants were given fictitious names and the schools are 

identified by the level and a letter of the alphabet (High School A, Middle School B, 

Elementary School C, as shown in Table 4). Detailed descriptions of each participant and 

the school sites are included in the next section.
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Table 3

Participant Demographics

Name School Site Total Yrs. # of Yrs. at Level of Grade
Experience current site Education level

taught
Julian High School A 15 7 Specialist’s 10
Angie High School A 12.5 8 Master’s 12
Christopher Middle School B 6.62 6.62 Bachelor’s 7
Jordan Middle School B 18 18 Master’s 6
Sharon Middle School B 13 12 Specialist’s 8
Pam Elementary School C 13 13 Master's 5

Ronnett Elementary School C 7 7 Master’s K-5
coach

Mary Ann Elementary School D 22 8 Specialist’s K-5
coach

Donya Elementary School E 30 3 Specialist’s K-5 - 
counselor

Holly Elementary School E 6 4 Master’s K-5 —
math
coach

Camryn Elementary School F 14 14 Specialist’s 4
Lance Elementary School G 6 5 Master’s 4
Chelsea Elementary School H 17 12 Master’s 4
Kristina Elementary School H 32 14 Master’s 2
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Table 4

School Demographics

School Level Title I 
Status

Student
Pop.

Asian Black Hispanic Multi White

A HS Title I 3090 9 27 58 2 4

B MS Title I 1890 10 32 49 3 6

C ES Title I 737 5 48 36 3 8

D ES Non-Title I 560 10 14 16 5 55

E ES Title I 726 1 68 17 5 8

F ES Title I 572 2 61 28 3 5

G ES Non-Title I 748 6 11 12 4 67

H ES Title I 690 5 63 14 5 13

Julian and Angie, worked at High School A in a large urban district in Georgia. 

The school serves over 3,000 students in grades nine through twelve. The largest 

ethnicity of the student population is Hispanic. Approximately 60% of the student 

population is of Hispanic heritage and the next largest population is Black (27%). High 

School A is a Title I school with 89% of the students receiving free and reduced lunch. 

The school also serves 16% Limited English Proficient Students (LEP), 10% Special 

Education Students, and 8% Gifted Students.
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Julian

Julian had fifteen years of teaching experience in the high school setting. He 

worked at his current site for seven years and his highest degree earned is a Specialist 

degree. Julian was employed at High School A through several administrations. He 

worked under the leadership of the current principal for seven years. Three of the years 

the current principal served as an assistant principal at High School A. Julian shared 

during the interview that his current principal interviewed and hired him for his current 

position at the school.

High School A is a Title I school in a large urban school district. The school site 

was described by Julian as a large school as it houses over 3,000 students. When 

describing his experiences with his current principal, Julian hailed his principal as a “hard 

worker” that is “in-touch” with what happens in the classroom. These descriptions were 

supported by Julian describing how the principal is visible at school events and works 

most weekends. Additionally, Julian explained that the principal has positive 

relationships with the staff by describing him as “not only the instructional leader but 

teachers come to him with their personal problems.”

Angie

Angie was twelfth grade teacher at High School A. She had twelve and a half 

years teaching experience with eight of the years at her current school site. Angie’s 

teaching experience includes High School A and several years outside of Georgia. Her 

highest degree level earned is a Master’s degree. Angie has also worked at the current 

school site under several administrative changes. She too has worked with the current 

leader who served as an assistant principal prior to becoming the principal of the school.
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When describing her experiences with the current principal, Angie stated that as 

an instructional leader her principal was developing the first few years. The initial focus 

was to communicate a vision for the school before directly addressing the instructional 

practices in the classroom. Angie expressed that in the past two years, she noticed the 

principal being more specific about communicating with the staff regarding instructional 

practices. She provided specific examples that indicated to her that the principal 

“owned” the role as the instructional leader of the school. Angie also provided specific 

details about how the principal influenced the instructional practices in her current 

classroom.

The next three participants currently worked at Middle School B in the district 

selected for the study. The school serves over 1,800 students from the community. The 

school population included students of Black, Hispanic, Asian, and Multi-racial heritage. 

The largest ethnicity in the school was Hispanic (50%) and the next largest was Black 

(30%). Middle School B is a Title I school with 90% of the student population 

participating in the subsidized lunch program. The LEP student population was 17%, the 

Special Education population was 13%, and the Gifted population was 11%.

Christopher

As a second career teacher, Christopher retired from the military several years 

ago. He has worked at Middle School B for over six and a half years. All of his teaching 

experiences have been at the current school as a seventh grade teacher. Christopher has 

earned his Bachelor’s degree and worked in other states before moving to Georgia. 

Christopher has worked under the same leader at the current middle school since he
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began his teaching career. While there have been some changes in the administrative 

team at the school, the principal has lead the school for over six years.

Christopher described the school as large as the student population includes over 

1,800 students. He referred to the size of the school as a reason that he did not see his 

principal often. He stated that “we’re a very large school so I probably don’t see the 

principal that much. I’m a long distance away.” Christopher also mentioned that trying 

new things is a constant at the school. While he hypothesized that these changes were 

due to the principal trying to “keep everyone moving” and “trying to find something to 

work for our type of students”, he did not provide any definitive reasons for the changes. 

When discussing the principal as an instructional leader, Christopher expressed that he 

felt the principal should be more focused on managing the school and leave the 

instructional concerns to the teachers who he considered the “experts” in the building. Of 

all the interviews conducted, Christopher’s responses were very clear that the teachers 

should be focused and trained on best instructional practices and that the job of the 

principal should be more management focused. Christopher was the only participant who 

expressed these views openly during the interview.

Jordan

Jordan was sixth grade language arts teacher at Middle School B. She had 

eighteen years of teaching experience all of which have been at the current school site. 

Jordan has served under a number of administrative teams in her eighteen years at the 

school. She has earned her Master’s degree from a large university.

Jordan was vaguely familiar with the NSIP. She knew that her principal was 

participating in the program to help provide more organization support for the principal.
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She was also aware that the principal participated in a “shadowing” event during initial 

implementation. Although Jordan had some understanding of the program, she felt the 

principal was already organized and didn’t need any assistant with that skill.

When describing her experience with the principal, Jordan explained that the 

principal has always had an open-door policy and “You can talk to her about anything, 

though she will very bluntly tell you the answer.” Jordan supported her principal’s 

ability to be specific and offered examples of how the principal regularly garnered 

feedback from the teachers regarding the school initiatives. When reflecting on the 

principal’s implementation of the NSIP, Jordan explained that it did not affect the 

instructional practices in her classroom.

Sharon

Sharon was in her thirteenth year as a certified teacher. She has served twelve 

years as a teacher and an instructional coach at Middle School B. Her highest degree 

level earned is a Specialist degree. Sharon has served under several school administrative 

teams in her thirteen years at Middle School B. During the interview, Sharon expressed 

her plans to possibly retire in the near future although she likes working at the school and 

with the students.

Sharon’s responses to the interview questions were based upon her observations 

as an instructional coach who supports teachers and students in grades six, seventh, and 

eighth grades. While Sharon responded that the principal’s instructional focus did not 

have any effect on her instructional practices, she cited examples of the changes she 

observed with instructional practices in her colleagues classrooms. Detailed examples of
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how the principal has improved as an instructional leader were also shared during the 

interview.

Pam and Ronnett, the next two participants, worked at Elementary School C in 

the school district. This Title I school served a student population of approximately 750 

students. Over 88% of the student population qualified free or reduced lunch prices. The 

majority of the student population was minority (87%) with the largest ethnic group 

identifying as Black (50%). The LEP population was the highest among the school sites 

used in the study at 33%.

Pam

Pam was a fifth grade teacher at Elementary School C. She has taught for thirteen 

years at the current school and has earned her Master’s degree. Before becoming a fifth 

grade teacher, Pam served as a paraprofessional in the district. She has served at the 

school under two building leaders in her time at Elementary School C. The previous 

principal retired several years ago after serving at the school for over 10 years. The 

current principal’s tenure began at Elementary School C over four years ago.

Pam’s description of the NSIP was narrow. She described the program as helping 

the principal be more involved with the classroom, students, and teachers. The personal 

experiences with the NSIP involved descriptions about the principal’s personality and the 

principal being visible in the classroom.

When describing her principal, Pam pointed out a number of observations 

regarding the ability to build relationships with the staff. “Her personal behaviors, she 

has always been a happy, bubbly person, always interested in your outside interests.”

Pam further described her principal as being visible during arrival and dismissal.
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Ronnett

Ronnett was an instructional coach at Elementary School C where she has worked 

for seven years. Prior to teaching and becoming an instructional coach, Ronnett served as 

a substitute teacher and classroom teacher in a non-Title I elementary school in the 

district. The highest level of education earned by Ronnett is a Master’s degree.

The description Ronnett provided regarding the NSIP was limited but indicated a 

big picture view. Her perception of the goal of the program included helping the 

principal with time management to increase availability within the school building. She 

referenced the need for the principal to be more in the classrooms and also noted that the 

program provided an opportunity for the principal to be “watched.”

Ronnett’s interview was one of the shortest of the fifteen participants. She 

described her principal as always being an instructional leader. “She’s always in the 

classrooms and made her expectations very known. She is very knowledgeable about 

instruction and curriculum and the best practices.” While Ronnett did not see a 

significant change in her principal’s instructional leadership practices, she did reference a 

number of instructional practices that she has implemented as a result of her interactions 

with the principal.

We talked about guided reading. We talked about the different comprehension 
strategies we could use with certain students. Last year, we did CQI. The thirty 
minutes was for math. We’ll just find the skills that they all were struggling with, 
that has already been taught, and take ten minutes before you give it to teach that 
one skill to ensure all the students understand. And so we did that and the 
students did really well.
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Mary Ann

As a twenty-two year veteran educator, Mary Ann has worked at Elementary 

School D for eight years. Her experience includes teaching, serving as an assistant 

principal and an instructional coach at the elementary school level. She worked as an 

instructional coach, gifted teacher, and ESL teacher for kindergarten through fifth grade 

students and teachers in a non-Title I elementary school. Mary Ann was the only 

participant that had previously served as an administrator in the district. Elementary 

School D served approximately SSO students and the free and reduced lunch rate was 

36%. The largest student ethnic group was White at 33%. The Black and Hispanic 

populations were similar at 14% and 16%. The Asian population was at 10%, one of the 

highest among the school sites included in the study.

Mary Ann provided one of the most accurate and detailed descriptions of the 

NSIP of all of the participants. There were several others that were familiar with the 

project but they did not provide considerable details about the goal of the program and 

the principars communication with the staff. Specifically, Mary Ann was the only 

participant that delineated the principal responsibilities as managerial and instructional in 

nature. The managerial responsibilities were defined as tasks that would keep the leader 

from being focused.

She might make plans to be at a staff development and then something else might 
come up or she might make plans to model instruction in the classroom and then a 
phone call might come or a parent might walk in the door.

Mary Ann described her principal’s focus on instruction after the implementation 

of the NSIP as unchanged. However, she did indicate the principal has become steadfast
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about not allowing “distractions” to take her away from preplanned tasks that were 

mentioned in the quote above.

I saw her being comfortable and confident in saying, “I will have to get back to 
you or I will handle that later” versus maybe feeling like that other thing should 
become her first priority.

When asked to describe how her principal’s actions have influenced her 

instructional delivery, Mary Ann responded that in her role as a coach, she could be 

distracted easily from her scheduled lessons for die teachers and the students. Now, she 

feels comfortable saying no to distractions that will pull her away from her instructional 

responsibilities.

If my principal can say no to a county telephone call then I should say not to a 
phone call and say “I’ll get back to you” and keep on task, on focus, purposeful in 
what I was planning and not allowing other things to get in the way of helping me 
coach teachers, of being with students in my role as a teacher, and feeling 
confident and comfortable with that saying no to distractions.

Finally, Mary Ann was the only participant who questioned if there was a NSIP

for educators who are not serving in an administrative role. She wondered if there was

such a program to help support teachers who are not in the classroom. Mary Ann felt

this would to help evaluate her time and support being more focused on instruction.

The next two participants worked at Elementary School E. Donya and Holly

serves as counselor and math coach at this Title I elementary school. Elementary School

E served approximately 750 students with 77% of the families receiving free or reduced

lunch. The minority population was over 85%. Sixty-eight percent of the student

population is Black students. Hispanic heritage was the next largest population at 17%.

The school provided LEP services to 17% of the student population, special education
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services are provided for 8% of the student population and gifted instruction were 

provided for 6% of the student population. The principal has served in the school since 

2011, after a difficult transition with the previous administrative team at the school.

Donya

Donya served as a counselor at Elementary School E. Of all the participants,

Donya had the second longest tenure as an educator with thirty years of experience. The

last three years have been serving the kindergarten through fifth grade students at

Elementary School E. She held a Specialist degree in counseling and a teaching

certificate in the state of Georgia.

Donya was one of a number of participants who were not familiar with the NSIP

being implemented at the school. She noted no personal experiences with the program

and was not familiar with the goals of the program. When describing her principal as an

instructional leader, Donya used terms such as “hands-on”, “a very good leader,” “has a

heart for the kids,” and “very direct.”

I think my perception has not changed even when faced with controversy or when 
the teachers don’t like something. She still implements the things that either the 
county requires or that she feels are in the best interest of the students. I think she 
is very direct in a way that does not allow her to be taken advantage of by parents, 
members of the community or teachers. So, she’s not one that you can easily take 
advantage of, but I do think she is fair.

Donya termed her principal’s leadership style as very direct and described her as 

doing things with determination. She described the principal as being more focused on 

instruction and moving away from a very busy environment. When asked how her 

instruction changed as a result of the interaction with her principal, Donya mentioned that 

her practices have not changed. Donya did note, from her observations and from working
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in every classroom in the building, she has noticed a change in the instructional practices 

in the classrooms.

I would say that from going in and out of classrooms, I do have the advantage of 
seeing all of the classrooms. So, I go in and do classroom guidance in every 
single classroom and the only observable difference I can see right now is there 
are more hands-on activities, more group activities, more opportunities for 
students to sit on the floor. There seems to be a shift from that traditional front 
and center approach to kind of you know, kids are like all over but in a structured 
way.

While Donya acknowledged that her instructional practices have not changed, she 

did mention that she now uses more research-based curriculum.

I think in my first year, I was going in with literature and pretty much just wing it. 
And now, I have a curriculum that I use and CDs and career education and 
personal safety lessons. But everything I do now has some kind of research, data 
collected to show that it is a proven method.

Holly

Holly worked as a math instructional coach at Elementary School E. She had a 

total of six years teaching experience with four of those years at her current school site. 

Holly’s highest degree earned was a Master’s degree. She desires to eventually go back 

to school to earn a Specialist degree after starting a family.

Holly’s understanding of the NSIP was that the goal was to help support the 

principal with managing time during the school day. She shared that the principal had to 

be followed around when the program was initially implemented. Holly was the only 

participant that identified that through NSIP, the principal and the SAM can run reports 

to disaggregate how the principal’s time was spent during specific time ranges.
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When describing her principal as an instructional leader before the 

implementation of the NSEP, Holly indicated that her principal understood the curriculum 

and best practices. However, in the first year as principal, there were a lot of discipline 

referrals that Holly described as distractions.

She dealt with discipline. We have had a lot of disciplinary referrals when [the 
principal] took over our school. We were trying to manage that. She would sit in 
on our collaborative meetings and our grade level meetings. We didn’t really see 
her walk through classrooms as much as I’ve seen in the past.

Holly noted that after the implementation of the NSIP, she noticed some changes 

in the principal’s conversations and she became more visible in the school.

When we sat in on collaborative planning and on our grade level meetings, she 
was very much focusing a lot of conversations on how can we reach all of our 
students and providing us with ways to reach our students, whether it be 
proximity, small group instruction, differentiated instruction, she really spoke to 
those to kin of guide our conversations and lessons. She always talked about 
engagement.

Holly also noted that the administrator made more concerted efforts to get into the 

classrooms. The visibility of the principal increased such that the students “knew her as 

more than just the woman on TV, but the one who’s in the classroom and being an 

instructional support for teachers”. The implementation of collaboration meetings twice 

per week with teachers and the use of common assessments were additional instructional 

changes that the principal implemented.

When responding to the interview question regarding how the interactions with 

the principal affected her implementation of instruction in the classroom, Holly 

responded the following way:
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Well, you know, everybody is on point because if you know someone’s coming in 
at any time, even though we know that’s what we should be doing anyway, if you 
know someone’s going to walk in, you kind of up your game.

Holly also responded that her instruction is more differentiated and focused on the needs

of the individual child, not just the entire group of students. Setting achievable goals and

working with students based upon their individual needs is also something she has

implemented as a result of instructional interactions with the principal.

Camryn

Camryn served as a fourth grade teacher at Elementary School F. This school 

served approximately 600 students in the community. The student population is mostly 

minority, Black (61%) and Hispanic (28%). Twenty-five percent of the student 

population receives LEP services, 8% special education, and 6% gifted. Since the 

percentage of students who qualify for subsidized lunch is 82%, Elementary School F is 

identified as a Title I school.

Camryn had fourteen years of teaching experience all of which have been at 

Elementary School F. Camryn, a fourth grade teacher, has earned her Specialist degree. 

She has served the students at Elementary School F through several administrations. The 

current principal has led the school for approximately four years.

During the interview, Camryn had limited background knowledge about the 

NSIP. She understood that the goal of the program was to “get the principals into the 

classrooms to be more service instructional leaders as opposed to doing a lot of 

administrative tasks.” She also identified that her principal participated in a data 

collection process as part of the NSIP. After the implementation of the project, Camryn 

noted that the number of visits to the classrooms increased and the initiatives
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implemented at the school were more instructionally focused. Examples provided

included the implementation of the district technology initiative, common planning, and

common assessment at the school.

Camryn was the only participant that shared her definition of instructional

leadership during the interview. Her perception of the principal as an instructional leader

is one that would “help her perfect her craft.” She also provided a number o f examples of

how her principal has improved student instruction by hiring a math coach and providing

the teachers with additional resources needed to be effective instructors in the classroom.

The unique reflection shared during Camryn’s interview was her perception of her

principal conducting more classroom visits. She perceived the additional visits to the

classroom as being watched. Camryn indicated that the increased number of visits to the

classroom did not improve her instructional practices in the classroom.

I personally don’t necessarily like being watched. And I feel as if I was being 
watched. It does not improve my performance personally. To be honest with 
you, I get anxious, I get nervous. I’m wondering am I doing this right? It really 
makes me not natural. The flow is not as natural because I know you’re.. .1 feel 
like I’m always being watched. And so it does affect your teaching. It has 
affected mine. I know that to be a face. And I’m not as free. I’m more scripted.

Lance

Lance was fourth grade teacher at Elementary School G. The school served 

approximately 750 students. The student population included 67% White, 12% Hispanic, 

and 11% Black students. The percentage of students served in the LEP, Gifted, and 

Special Education programs was 9%. Elementary School G was a non-Title I school with 

a free or reduced lunch population of about 25%.
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Lance has six years of experience with five of those years serving the students at 

Elementary School G. He currently has his Master’s degree from a local university and 

he desires to earn an advanced degree in the future. Lance also expressed a desire to 

become an assistant principal in the near future. He noted that his principal has provided 

him with leadership opportunities to help him develop as a leader. He is currently part of 

the fourth and fifth grade team that is focused on science, technology, and math inquiry 

in fourth and fifth grade students. This initiative is aligned with similar programs at the 

middle and high schools. He described a number of projects the students create and how 

the teachers on this team work to create lesson plans and projects for the students.

When asked to share his knowledge about NSIP, Lance could only recollect that 

his principal was involved with that program and that someone shadowed the principal 

for a few days. He also specifically named the person operating as the SAM and noted 

that this duty was perfect as she could hold the principal to her scheduled calendar 

throughout the day. The changes noted in the principal’s focus on instruction included 

garnering more input from the staff and the implementation of a Leadership Team that 

assists with planning lessons and vertical alignment with the middle and high schools. 

Nick also noted that the principal has implemented the workshop model in reading and 

math but the school is now focused more on inquiry learning.

Lance described his principal as being more visible in the classroom. He was not 

sure if this increase in visibility was a result of the principal being involved in the NSIP 

or the new evaluation system that is being implemented in the district. He did note that 

the principal visits may not only include observations but also discussions with the 

students about what they are learning.
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The final two participants, Chelsea and Kristina, were both teachers at Elementary 

School H. The school served approximately 700 students in grades pre-kindergarten 

through fifth grades. The student population includes 63% Black, 13% White, 14% 

Hispanic, 5% Asian, and 5% Multi-racial. Elementary School H was identified as a Title 

I school as 70% of the student population receives free or reduced lunch. This school 

provided services for LEP (14%), Special Education (11%), and Gifted (8%) students. 

Chelsea

Chelsea, a fourth grade teacher, who has earned a Master’s degree. She had a 

total of seventeen years of experience in the teaching field. Twelve of those years have 

been spent serving the students at Elementary School H. She has worked with three 

different principals in her twelve years at this school. Chelsea was familiar with the 

NSIP. She expressed that the program goal was to assist principals with spending more 

time in the classroom. She also expressed knowledge regarding the shadowing and data 

collection process that her principal participated when the program began.

As a fourth grade teacher, Chelsea recognized that her principal increased the 

focus on instruction by being more visible in the classrooms, dealing with fewer 

discipline problems, and the implementation of initiatives that were more focused on 

instruction rather than social projects. When responding to the interview question 

regarding the changes in instructional practices in her classroom, Chelsea did not 

perceive that the increased interactions with the principal resulted in instructional 

changes implemented in her classroom.

1 guess, we were aware that the principal was going to be coming around and so
you were always on your toes a little bit more. So, being prepared for an
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administrator to pop in whenever, warning the kids too. You are going to see the
principal more in the classroom. Just be aware.

Kristina

Kristina was the most veteran participant with thirty-two years of teaching 

experience in the county. Fourteen of those years have been at Elementary School H 

teaching second grade students. She has earned a Master’s degree and was very 

passionate about her job as a teacher. Kristina was proud to highlight changes she has 

made in her classroom and the items that her husband has built to support the work she 

does with the students. She stated a number of times that she loves her job and 

supporting the students in the school.

When asked to share her experience with the NSIP, Kristina noted that the 

program was a time study of how the principal uses each segment of the day. She 

defined the goal as helping the principal become more efficient with time usage. She 

supported this knowledge with a discussion regarding her observations of the person 

shadowing her principal during the data collection process.

When describing her principal as an instructional leader, Kristina was the only 

participant who referenced the school where the principal served as an assistant principal 

as evidence to support the principal’s knowledge o f instruction. Additionally, she 

included information regarding the principal having small children to help support her 

perception about the principals increased knowledge about instructional best practices.

Kristina noted that her principal was always visible in the school. She provided a 

few examples that included attending grade level meetings, walking the halls, and 

greeting students during arrival and dismissal. She also shared that she perceived her
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principal to be strong at listening and evaluating all aspects o f a problem before making a 

decisions. When reflecting on the instructional practices in her classroom, Kristina noted 

that the principal recognized her good work, complimented her and the staff. She felt this 

was a necessary part of the job of the principal to provide “pats on the back” for the hard 

woik that the teachers do every day.

Findings

Saldana (2013) defines coding as a systematic way to arrange data in order to 

categorize the information. To code, categorize, and identify themes, the researcher 

began with a line-by-line coding of the fourteen participants transcribed interviews. To 

further disaggregate the data, the researcher employed the eclectic coding process to 

identify codes and categorize the responses into themes. To answer the fust research 

question, the researcher identified ten codes that were grouped into five themes. These 

themes represented the teacher’s perception of the principal’s focus on instruction after 

the implementation of the NSIP. To address the second research question, the research 

extracted eight codes that were grouped into five themes and two divergent perceptions 

regarding the teachers’ perception of the principals’ increased focus and effect on 

instruction in their classroom. The research questions, themes, and categories are 

displayed in Table 5.
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Table 5

Research Themes

Themes: Research Question 1 Themes: Research Question 2

Classroom Visits/Visibility No Changes
Professional Development and Instructional Delivery
Collaborative Planning

Instructional Leadership Planning and Collaboration
Focus on Instruction Perceived Heightened Observational

Awareness
Data/Accountability Differences

The researcher asked eight questions during each of the individual interviews. 

Before asking specific questions to address the research questions, the researcher asked 

each participant to describe their understanding of the NSIP. The goal of this question 

was to provide the researcher with data regarding the participants understanding of the 

program. The results revealed four categories of understanding. Nine participants 

indicated that the program was specifically for principals. Seven participants revealed 

information regarding the process involved in participating in the NSIP. Eight 

participants discussed that the program involved evaluation of how the principal made 

use of their time and four participants revealed that they had no understanding or 

experience with the program.

Research Question 1

What are the teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ focus on instructional tasks after the 

implementation of the NSIP?
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The above research question was addressed through specific questions during the 

participant interviews. In order to thoroughly address research question 1, the researcher 

asked the participants to reflect on the principals instructional leadership behaviors a 

priori, before the implementation of the program and a posteriori, after the 

implementation of the NSIP. The data revealed five themes that included classroom 

visits and visibility, professional development and collaborative planning, effective 

leadership, focus on instruction, and data and accountability. These themes reflect the 

teachers’ perception of the principals’ focus on instruction after the project was 

implemented.

Classroom Visits and Visibility

The references to the increase in the number of classroom visits and visibility of 

the principal were the most common made during the interview. The teachers viewed the 

principal as highly visible if the principals walked the halls regularly, conducted walk

throughs in the classrooms and assisted during arrival and dismissal. Classroom visits 

included the principal monitoring the classrooms as well as formally and informally 

conducting evaluations.

Pam reflected about the visibility of the principal and her perception of how the 

teachers responded to this increase in visibility.

She is in classrooms more. She is walking around the schools more. She has 
always had an open door, always available but even more so now. She’s visible 
to everyone which is real nice. She’s at bus call every day, every morning, every 
afternoon. So the kids in the school know her.

She’s in my room because she’s not just my formal observer but she wants to see 
what’s going on in the school and that’s really important to make sure everything 
that’s supposed to be happening is happening. She’s made it more teachers, not 
just myself, but just more comfortable when she is in your classroom whether it’s
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her, any of the other assistant principals or any of the coaches or whoever is 
coming to observe you. We’re more comfortable because we see them more often 
in our rooms.

When reflecting on her perception of the principal being visible in the school, 

Sharon discussed her principal as an evaluator, conducting walk-throughs in the 

classrooms, and observing the entire school.

She has always done her job which is to walk through the classrooms, and see 
instructions. She’s always occasionally done an observation and I believed, she 
probably has always observed every teacher at some point. But what I really 
liked now is how I’m seeing her on a regular basis, getting out of her office and 
walking through those classrooms, just a fast walkthrough to see what’s going on 
everywhere in the school.

Holly included the principal and the assistant principal’s behaviors in her 

response regarding increased classroom visits and visibility of the principal at 

collaborative planning meetings. She is the only participant who included the entire 

administrative team in her discussion.

I know that our administrators have made a very concerted effort to get in the 
classrooms. I know that they have checklists trying to reach everybody. I know 
that it one of umm the things that she’s really working on is trying to get out of 
the office and getting into the classrooms.

The response that Lance provided included the principal having discussions with 

students regarding their learning during walk-throughs.

She was always in the classrooms a lot. Maybe she doesn’t even talk to me, but 
maybe she’s talking with some of the other students in the class and kind of 
walking around as they’re working on their group projects and everything and 
conferencing with them, meeting with them.

Jordan’s response includes the principal providing feedback during informal 

observations.

She comes into our classrooms all the time and watches us or gives us... you 
know, tells us what’s good and you know what we can improve on or something.
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Professional Development and Collaborative Planning

Professional development and collaborative planning were used interchangeably

by the participants. When discussing either of the themes, the nine participants referred

to lesson planning, modeling instruction, and sharing instructional strategies with their

colleagues. The participants referenced these themes as the principal making

instructional improvements in the school. Specific examples regarding these themes

included the principal requiring collaborative planning two days per week, providing

training in reading and writing workshop, as well as scheduling the instructional coaches

time to allow time for modeling and supporting instruction.

Ronnett stated that her principal is now “making sure the staff development that

we do is appropriate for our instructional practices and making sure that we’re growing.”

Camryn referenced specific training she received this year related to the technology

initiative in the school and her principal’s focus on providing training relevant to the

teachers’ instructional responsibilities classroom. Angie noted specific training that the

principal provided to improve instruction in the classroom.

Giving us clear instruction on how to set up our classroom, how to do lesson 
plans. He actually models his meetings like a lesson. How a lesson would look in 
our regular classroom. He has been a big part of that and making sure that we are 
perfecting our lesson plans and how we do our lessons.

Instructional leadership

The theme above includes the participants’ perception of the principals’ abilities 

related to instructional leadership. The research on effective leadership includes the 

principals’ ability to improve student achievement by being involve with curriculum, 

instruction, assessment, communicating effectively, building relationships, and being
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clear about the vision, mission, and goals of the school (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 

2005). The participants shared specific examples of the principal communicating the 

vision, modeling high expectations, building relationships and trust, delegating 

responsibilities, and celebrating success.

References to effective leadership were made by ten of the fourteen participants. 

Building relationships was discussed by six of the participants while being an effective 

leader and communicating expectations were mentioned by four of the participants.

Angie noted that her principal was focused on communicating a school-wide vision and 

his written and oral communication became more detailed after the implementation of the 

NSDP. Mary Ann stated that her principal was always an instructional leader. Being an 

instructional leader has been “at heart her first and primary goal. That’s where all her 

conversations always were.” Holly described her principal as “one who’s in the 

classroom and being an instructional support for teachers.”

Julian describes his principal as supporting teachers with personal and 

professional problems.

He’s the instructional leader but teachers come to him with their personal 
problems. And so, he has to be of the mindset, “If I don’t address this teacher’s 
personal problem in a good manner then it’s gonna impact students in the 
classroom. If it impacts the students in the classroom, then it’s gonna impact, the 
end of course test. It’s gonna impact the way that they they perform in the 
classroom.”

Kristina discussed the importance of trust and support o f teachers.

I think that trust level, you have to have that trust level. And I think that is very 
important.

My principal is very good in helping support the teachers and the rest of the 
administrators in making sure that we are on top of things, with our instruction.



95

He’s a listener. He considers things and takes things in consideration that’s going
to impact instruction.

Ronnett supported this sentiment regarding her principal’s instructional leadership 

abilities. She specifically noted that her principal clearly communicated her expectations 

and was always “willing to share ideas on instructional practices to help students 

achieve.”

Focus on Instruction

The principal specifically increasing the focus on instruction was noted by five of 

the participants interviewed. Other participants made references to this theme when 

discussing the improvements in the principal’s focus on instruction after the 

implementation of the NSIP. These discussions included related topics such as student 

engagement, knowledge of curriculum and instructional practices, and using technology 

to enhance learning.

According to Mary Ann, her principal was always knowledgeable about effective 

instructional practices. Instructional delivery in the classroom has always been focus of 

the principal of Elementary School D. Kristina echoed the same views about her 

principal knowledge. The principal of Elementary School H “had a very good 

background knowledge of that and when he came here, we shortly, thereafter, went into 

the common core.” Kristina indicated that the addition of the new curriculum was 

seamless due to her principal’s instructional leadership.

Holly reflected positively on her principal’s instructional practices and 

knowledge.
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I knew that the principal had an understanding of the curriculum and best 
practices. She always talked about engagement. Knowing that she is the 
instructional leader, that she does have a lot of background knowledge in 
instruction, and she’s not just an administrator that can do the paperwork and can 
deal with the discipline. She knows what quality instruction looks like. She’s 
been very thorough with her observations, and she’s put people on professional 
development plans, so she’s very aware of what good instruction looks like and 
isn’t just sweeping the others under the rug, kind of thing, that I’ve seen before in 
the past. So, she is really focusing a lot of attention on instruction, what’s best for 
students, trying to implement the before school program, after school program, 
technology programs, these things to help fill those gaps.

Ronnett and Lance also echoed that the principals leading the schools are more skilled

instructional leaders. Lance specifically stated that his principal is now improving the

instructional delivery models by providing training for the staff in inquiry based learning.

Data and Accountability

While the research supports that principals are required to be more accountable

and use data to drive instructional decisions, this theme was only mentioned by three

participants. Donya referenced the principal requiring her to use data to support the

research based lessons taught in the classroom. Jordan stated, “she’s always, you know,

giving us different data to compare at faculty meetings.” Holly also referenced her

principal being accountable for student performance by focusing on instruction,

reviewing data, and identifying students who need support to help fill the gaps in

learning.

Research Question 2 

How did the teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ focus on instruction, after the 

implementation of the NSIP, change the instructional practices in the classroom?

Research question 2 was addressed through a specific question during the 

interviews with the participants. The participants reflected on the principal’s actions and
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shared how the leader’s focus on instruction changed the instructional practices 

implemented in their classrooms a posteriori, after the implementation of the NSIP. The 

data revealed five themes that included no changes in instructional practice, and 

improvements made in instructional delivery, planning and collaboration, and perceived 

heightened observational awareness. Additionally, there were three perceptions were in 

conflict with the other participants views.

No Changes

There were four participants who noted that the principal’s increased focus on 

instruction did not affect their instructional practices. While no affect was mentioned, 

two of the participants, Donya and Pam, explained changes they have implemented in 

their classrooms or that they have observed in other classrooms. This contradicted the 

above statement.

When was asked how her experiences with the principal, after the implementation

of the NSEP, affected the instructional practices in her classroom, Pam’s response was “I

haven’t changed my practices.” However, Pam went on to explain that she is now

implementing a new project for LEP students in her classroom. This project, supported

by one of the local universities, is new to the school and the district. Pam went on to

share additional observations regarding changes as a result o f her principal’s focus.

...new ideas, new ways of thinking, new strategies and making sure that we’re 
just doing the best for these kids. So, she’s making sure we do the correct 
models. The reading workshop model and the writing workshop model. That’s 
what I love about her. She’s making sure that that’s happening on all the 
classrooms because we’d see gaps sometimes once they get to fifth grade.
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Donya responded similarly to Pam regarding the question about the changes in

her instructional practices. However, Donya noted personal improvements and changes

she has observed with her colleagues instructional practices.

I would say that from going in and out of classrooms, I do have the advantage of 
seeing all of the classrooms. So, I go in and do classroom guidance in every 
single classroom. The only observable difference I can see right now is there are 
more hands-on activities, more group activities, more opportunities for students to 
sit on the floor if you will. They can be reading a book or doing centers. I mean, 
this is just my observation. There seems to be a shift from that traditional front 
and center approach to just kind of you know, kids are like all over but in a 
structured way if that makes sense.

I make sure that my curriculum that I bring into the classroom is research-based 
and it’s not just something that, I think my first year, I was going in with 
Literature and pretty much just wing it. And now, you know, I do have a 
curriculum that I use and CDs. But everything I do now has some kind of 
research data collected to show that it is a proven method. I do present my ideas 
with literature or with posters or books or things that support.

Christopher was very definitive regarding changes implemented in his classroom. 

He stated that his practices have changed “very little because I do most of what she 

wants.” His perception was that the principal was pleased with his instructional delivery 

because he implements all of the components of a lesson that she expects. When asked 

the same question as the other participants, Jordan responded, “Well, I didn’t know it was 

supposed to affect that. I thought it was just kind of following her and seeing how she 

was organized and it hasn’t really affected me. I’m sorry, I don’t have a better answer.” 

Instructional Delivery

The second theme, instructional delivery, was mentioned specifically by nine of 

the participants. The other participants made some references to instructional delivery of 

lessons, however, those references were not related to the changes they have made in the 

classroom. The instructional delivery theme included participants’ references regarding
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small group instruction, hands-on learning, workshop models for reading, writing, and 

math, project based learning, inquiry learning, and culturally responsive lessons.

Camryn specifically mentioned receiving professional development to improve 

writing instruction in her classroom.

I think going to more workshops and being more focused on instruction as in... 
last within this was writing. We put a lot of emphasis on writing. A professional 
developer come out and showed us how to do the writing. To me, that helped me 
to be a better writing teacher.

Angie specifically referenced how the interaction with the principal helped her to stretch 

herself instructionally.

Attending professional development sessions and just making sure that I can push 
myself especially. I know that he is big on technology, and bringing technology 
into the classroom. It has pushed me to figure out ways to do that, bring 
technology into the classroom and again just crafting lessons around that. Again 
just in my lesson plans, looking at my lesson plans really makes me think about 
what I am doing on a daily basis. So, I really feel like I’m really finally coming 
together this year. When you think after so many years you think, Oh I’m really 
good at this, and no you’re not. You realize that you’re really not that good. So 
yes, umm it’s a big influence over me, on my instruction.

Regarding instructional delivery, Ronnett, and Lance noted that they have 

improved the implementation of instructional models as a result of their principal’s focus 

on instruction. Additionally, Ronnett reflected that the implementation of an 

instructional program to help students master high yield skills has helped her to better 

support the students learning in her classroom. Lance articulated his new experience with 

project-based learning at the school. During this discussion, Lance mentioned that the 

principal assists them with planning lessons and frequently monitors the lesson 

implementation in the classroom.
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Julian referenced how he has learned to implement more culturally responsive 

lessons in his classroom as a result of his principal’s instructional focus. Julian was the 

only participant who mentioned culturally responsive teaching and learning.

One example would have been, finding a way to incorporate the student’s culture 
or their personal experience into the lesson, because I didn’t... I didn’t always 
um, I didn’t always do that. One specific example of that would be an 
assignment. The initials are reap, R-E-A-P. So ‘R’ is where you put the title of 
whatever it is the student is reading. ‘E’ is where you put the main idea of what 
the student is... What the student puts the main idea of what it is they’ve read.
‘A’ is where they put the supporting details of what it is they’ve read and then ‘P’ 
is where they put how would they have read, relates some ways, somehow to their 
personal life with their culture, and so that opens up die classroom for students to 
be willing to take chances.

Planning and Collaboration

Planning and collaboration was referenced by a number of participants. Four 

participants referenced planning. Some of those have been discussed in previous sections 

as the information shared crossed a number of themes. Collaboration was also 

specifically mentioned as a vehicle for improving the delivery of quality lessons. This 

section includes discussions about resources, research-based lessons, unit planning and 

sharing best practices with their colleagues.

Julian related improvements in this area to a book that his principal shared. “The 

principal has made available to teachers from the library a book called The Core Six 

Strategies. Which are six strategies I find very applicable strategies that you could use in 

the classroom.”

As an instructional coach, Sharon has improved with planning and collaborating 

with her colleagues.
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She has worked very hard on relationships and a schedule so that I am doing 
much more collaborating and spreading those practices out to other teachers. The 
whole planning cycle, has been implemented in a more effective, efficient way. 
She’s softened as far as putting together a reasonable schedule of collaboration.

Angie reflected on how her planning has improved instruction in the classroom. 
It’s pretty much a requirement that I model my lessons after the principal. Of 
course that was a school-wide initiative that took place that really influenced a lot 
of us. It really made me go back into my lesson plans and look at what I am. So 
it made me reflect on that and yes I’ve been doing that a lot more. I’ve been 
checking myself on that one.

When reflecting on the newly implemented project-based learning at the school, 

Lance indicated that the principal is involved in the planning at the local school and 

across levels. The principal is involved with and plans time for the fourth and fifth grade 

team to write effective lessons that engage the students thinking. “We meet, to just sort 

of plan, sort of us like a half day planning to plan our next unit out and you know, kind of 

strategically think about where the program is going.

Holly’s principal implemented collaborative planning meetings two times per 

week to provide teachers with the opportunity to share best practices and plan quality 

lessons.

She implemented collaborative planning. So, now we do collaborative planning 
twice a week. We do Math one day, and we do Language Arts another day. 
Because she really wants that focus to be on what’s best for students and really 
focusing on instruction, she has our Math and Science specials collab with the 
grade levels as well. That’s been a non-negotiable, but she really wants us to be 
using our time more effectively. All the plans need to be sent to the coaches, the 
administrators, just so that the instruction can be monitored just on the lesson 
planning, on the frontend.

Perceived Heightened Observational Awareness

Heighted observations awareness refers to the teachers’ response to the increased

visibility of the principal. Three participants specifically noted how they improve their
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practices and prepare the students for the principal and/or someone from the

administrative team to make more frequent, unannounced visits in the classroom. Holly

specifically noted that “Everybody is on point. Because if you know someone’s coming

in at any time, even though we know that’s what we should be doing anyway, if you

know someone’s going walk in, you kind of up your game.”

Camryn indicated that the increased in the number of visits to her classroom, by

the principal, has a negative effect on how she teaches.

I personally don’t necessarily like being watched. And I feel as if I was being 
watched. And it does not improve my performance personally. To be honest with 
you, I get anxious. I get nervous. I’m wondering, am I doing this right? It really 
makes me not natural. The flow is not as natural because I feel like I’m always 
being watched. And so you kind of... and I... it does affect your teaching. It 
affected mine. I know that to be a fact. And I’m not as free. I’m more scripted. 
When he walks in it’s like I feel I have to do these things and so I stop and I make 
sure my essential questions is on the board, which it always is. But I kind of 
change what I was doing to make it more focused. We don’t have theses free 
discussions with the students, talk and explore things. I don’t. I stop and I focus 
more on topic. I get the kids back together and I kind of focus more.

Chelsea noted that she verbally instructs the kids on what to do when someone 

comes into the classroom. She views the increased visibility as checking up on the 

teachers.

We were aware that he was going to be coming around and so, you’re always on 
your toes a little bit more. So being prepared for an administrator to pop in 
whenever, warning the kids, too. Telling them “You’re going to see the principals 
more.” They’re there in the classroom. Just be aware. Those are just normal 
things that I would always say to my children.

Differences

There were distinct differences in the perceptions of three participants that were 

significant enough to be noted in the data. One of the differences was noted above with 

the quote from Camryn. She felt as if the increased visibility o f the principal caused her
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to be unnatural with her techniques, more scripted with her discussions with the students,

and viewed these actions as distractions. Additionally, Chelsea’s response regarding how

the students were prepared in advance for the increased visibility of the principal. She

was the only participant who mentioned that this was a common practice.

Christopher’s perception of the role of the principal was considerably different

from the other participants. He viewed an effective principal as one that is focused on the

management of the school. When asked if he thought the principal should be more

focused on management, Christopher’s response was, “absolutely”.

Because you can’t expect an individual principal to be an expert in all the 
curriculum areas. You identify a math person and not assistant principal, they 
don’t have time. It should be that individual person there that’s a guru that gives 
the additional training. We send administrators to all these conferences, we need 
teachers, right? And they get the latest because translation doesn’t work from this 
person to this person, to this person and finally gets down to the teaching group. I 
mean, everybody’s opinion gets in the way. What happens then is you might get 
a principal and die viewpoint from a teacher would be, “I got a principal and 
they’re saying, ‘I can’t teach well,’ but when is the last time they taught?”

Summary

The purpose of this qualitative was to investigate the instructional focus of the 

principal, as perceived by the teachers, after the implementation of the NSIP. The 

researcher additionally sought to ascertain the affect the principals’ focus on instruction 

had on the teachers’ instructional practices in the classroom. Data regarding the teachers’ 

perspective was gathered through individual interviews. The interview transcripts were 

analyzed using a three-tier process and resulted in ten themes. There were five themes 

identified to address the principals’ focus on instructionally related issues after the 

implementation of the NSIP. The five identified themes were: classroom visits and 

visibility, professional development and collaborative planning, effective leadership,
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focus on instruction, and data and accountability. To address the second research 

question, five themes were identified to address how the increased principals’ focus on 

instruction affected the instructional practices in the classroom. No changes in 

instruction, instructional delivery, planning and collaboration, and perceived heightened 

observational awareness were the themes identified in this section of the study. 

Additionally, the researcher identified extreme differences in opinions shared by the 

participants.

The data in this study revealed that there were specific principal actions that 

teachers’ perceived demonstrated an increased focus on instruction. The themes that 

were noted most often related to classroom visits and visibility and focus on instruction. 

The majority of the participants reflected on the principal being visible in the schools and 

classrooms more often. When discussing the principals’ visibility, the participants 

refereed to walk-throughs, observations, and supporting morning and afternoon duty as 

being visible. They did not distinguish the difference between walk-throughs, 

observations, and duty support when describing the principals’ high level of visibility.

When reflecting on the professional development and collaborative planning 

themes, the participants used these words interchangeably. They would describe 

professional development and collaborative planning as one in the same. The root of this 

alignment in terms could be that the participants both professional development and 

collaborative planning as opportunities to grow and improve.

Instructional delivery and instructional focus were also two highly noted themes 

that were distracted from the data. The participants noted specific instructional practices,
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strategies, and expectations from the principal during the interviews. Guided reading and 

writing, workshop model, small group instruction, and cultural awareness were all 

mentioned a number of times during the interviews.

Chapter 4 presented the results of the data collected in this qualitative study. 

Detailed descriptions of the participants and the study sites were provided. Participants 

disaggregate data from the individual, in-person interviews were also presented in 

Chapter 4. The final chapter includes a summary of the study, discussion regarding the 

findings, conclusions, implications of the study and recommendations for further 

research.



CHAPTER 5

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the instructional focus of the 

principal, as perceived by the teachers, after the implementation of the NSIP. The 

researcher also investigated the affect the principals’ actions had on the teachers’ 

instructional focus in the classroom. Chapter 5 includes a summary and the major 

findings of this study. Also, included in this chapter is a discussion of the major 

findings that includes the categories and themes identified in the study. After the 

researcher presents the connection to the theoretical framework, implications of the 

study and recommendations for further research will be provided. Finally, chapter 5 

concludes with a summary of the information presented in the study.

Summary of the Study 

The role of the principal has evolved over time. Brooks, et al. (2007) contend 

that the role of the school leader experienced the most drastic changes with the 

emergence of the effective school movement over three decades ago. In order to support 

student learning and meet the increasing demands of the job, principals much focus their 

time and efforts on instructional improvements in local school (Duikovic, 2008). 

Principals are spending more time at work but less time on instructionally related tasks 

according to the teachers (Durkovic, 2008; Eisner, 2002; Kellogg, 2005; MetLife, 2003;

106
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Walker, 2009). The problem investigated in this study was the lack of time spent by 

principals on instructionally related tasks through the lens of the teachers.

According to research, the principal is regarded as one of the most influential 

factors in increasing student achievement and implementing successful school reform 

(MetLife, 2003). The school leader is considered second to teachers in directly 

influencing student learning in the classroom (Strange & Tucker, 2000). A number of 

studies support the correlation between the teachers’ perception of the working 

conditions and the principals’ actions (Hoy & Clover, 1986; Price, 2012; Gallagher, 

2012). The teachers’ perception of the principal has a profound effect on the teachers’ 

ability to be effective instructors and to be positive and satisfied with the work 

environment (Chan, et al., 2000). However, there is a discrepancy between the 

principals’ perception of the work and the teachers’ perception of job and focus of the 

principal (MetLife, 2003).

As a school improvement model, the goal o f the NSIP model was to address the 

amount of time the principals’ spent on instructionally related tasks (Walker, 2009). The 

program evaluations noted that project was successful at achieving goal of increasing the 

time the principal spent on instructionally focused tasks. However, the teachers’ 

perception of the principals’ focus was not evaluated. The purpose of this qualitative 

study was to investigate the instruction focus of the principal, as perceived by the 

teachers, after the implementation of the NSIP.

In this qualitative phenomenological study, the researcher conducted individual 

interviews with fourteen certified teachers in a large urban school district in Georgia.
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The teachers invited to participate in the study included those who met the following 

criteria: 1) Teacher is currently a certified teacher in the school district, 2) Teacher has 

worked under the leadership of the principal during the NSIP implementation, and 3) 

Teacher has worked with the principal for two years prior to the NSEP implementation at 

the school. The researcher asked eight interview questions during participant interviews. 

The interviews were recorded, transcribed, and disaggregated to identify categories and 

themes in the data. After analyzing the data, the researcher extracted five themes related 

to the teachers’ perception of the principals’ focus on instruction after the 

implementation of the NSIP and five themes related to the teachers’ perception this 

increased focus had on instruction in the classroom.

Summary of Major Findings

This study investigated the following research questions:

1. What are the teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ focus on instructional 

after the implementation of the NSIP?

2. How did the teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ focus on instruction, 

after the implementation of the NSIP, change the instructional practices in 

the classroom?

To determine the teachers’ perception of the principals’ focus on instruction, the 

researcher asked the participants to reflect on the principals’ actions a priori and a 

posteriori the NSIP to address research question one. The specific questions from the 

interview that required the teachers to reflect in these two areas were questions number 

three, four, five and six. Question number seven was asked to address research question
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two. The researcher also used data presented throughout the interview to identify 

categories and themes that arose during interviews.

Analysis of the data yielded a total of ten themes. There were five themes 

identified regarding the principals’ focus on instruction after the implementation of the 

NSIP, research question 1. Five themes were also identified to address research question

2. These themes are related to the teachers’ perception of the principals’ focus on 

instruction and the change in their instructional practices in the classroom. A summary 

of the themes, related categories, and connection to research are included in Tables 6 

and 7.



110

Table 6

Summary o f Themes and Related Research Connection, Research Question 1

Research Question 1: What are the teachers’ perceptions of the principals’ focus on 
instructional tasks after the implementation of the NSIP?

Theme Related Category Research Connection

Classroom Visits/Visibility Observations, walk
throughs, supporting with 
morning and afternoon duty

Sagor, 1992; Stronge, 
Richard, & Catano, 2008; 
Leithwood, et al, 2004

Professional
Development/Collaborative
Planning

Staff development, planning 
lessons, sharing lessons

Yuvaz and Bas, 2010; 
Glickman, 1989

Instructional Leadership Communication, 
relationship building, 
knowing strengths of team, 
high expectations, 
delegating, celebration, trust

Nettles & Herrington, 
2007; Eyal & Roth, 2011

Focus on Instruction
Student engagement, 
knowledge of the 
curriculum and instructional 
practices, technology usage, 
research based strategies

Marzano, Waters, & 
McNulty, 2005; Quinn, 
2002

Data/Accountability Data reviews, assessment Yavuz and Bas, 2010; 
Glickman, 1989; 
Robinson, et al., 2008
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Table 7

Summary o f Themes and Related Research Connection, Research Question 2

Research Question 2: How did the teachers’ perception of the principals’ focus on 
instruction, after the implementation of the NSIP, change the instructional practices in 
the classroom?

Theme Related Category Research Connection

No Changes No changes personally, 
observed changes in 
colleagues that included 
instructional delivery 
models, interactions with 
the principal

Dawley, Andrews, & 
Bucklew, 2010

Instructional Delivery Instructional models, non- 
negotiable practices,

Lezotte, 1991; 
Marzano et at, 2005

Planning and Collaboration Staff development, 
resources, lesson planning, 
sharing best practices

Price, 2008

Perceived Heightened 
Observational Awareness

Preparing the students prior 
to classroom visits

Price, 2008

Differences Preparing students, 
principal as a manager, 
negative effect on 
instructional practices

Soehner & Ryan, 2011; 
Calik, et al., 2012

Discussion of Findings 

The findings of this study yielded evidence that supports effective instructional

leadership practices and the importance of exploring teacher perception regarding the

principal and instructional improvements implemented at the school. The data also
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revealed perceptions from participants that contradicted the literature regarding the 

principal as the instructional leader of the school. This section will discuss the themes 

identified and make a connection to the research.

An important component of the study included the researcher distinguishing the 

level of understanding each participant possessed about the NSIP. “Describe your 

understanding of the National SAM Innovation Project” was the first question the 

researcher asked during the interview. Data from the transcripts exposed four themes 

related to this question. Over half of the participants understood the program was 

designed to enhance the principals’ ability to manage their time on a daily basis. Seven 

participants shared specific details regarding the implementation phase of the NSIP.

One participant mentioned the use of reports and data reviews as an integral part of the 

program. Finally, there were four participants who disclosed that they had no 

understanding or experience with the program.

The data analysis revealed five themes regarding the teachers’ perception of the 

principals’ focus after the implementation of the NSIP. The themes identified from the 

transcripts included visits and visibility, professional development and collaborative 

planning, instructional leadership, focus on instruction, and data and accountability. The 

participant perceptions identified principal visibility in the school and visits to the 

classrooms as the most noted changes in the principals’ instructional focus after the 

implementation of the NSEP. Increased visibility and classroom visits by the principal 

are noted by a number of participants as directly related to the teachers’ perception of 

the leader. Specifically, several researchers noted that teachers’ perception of the
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principal was higher when the leader spent more time visiting classrooms (Sagor, 1992; 

Stronge, Richard, & Catano, 2008; Leithwood et al., 2004).

The principal providing more focused professional development and 

collaborative planning to improve teacher effectiveness in the classroom was also highly 

noted by the participants. The participants used the terms professional development and 

collaborative planning interchangeably. These terms were considered the same or 

similar when referenced by the participants. Collaboration between the principal and 

teacher on topics such as curriculum, instruction, and assessment assists the principal 

with eliciting the expertise of the teachers (Yuvaz & Bas, 2010; Glickman, 1989). These 

specific instructionally focused actions assist the principal with setting the direction and 

climate for quality teaching in the building (Sanzo et al., 2010).

Research on effective instructional leadership includes the ability of the leader to 

motivate others to devote their skill and resources to meet a goal (Eyal & Roth, 2011). 

Instructional leadership was a theme that was prevalent throughout the interviews. The 

participants referenced the principals’ emotional intelligence and the ability to develop 

relationships and trust as characteristics of instructional leadership. Additionally, the 

principals’ ability to communicate effectively, knowing the strengths of the teachers, and 

celebrating success were noted as effective instructional leadership skills of the 

principal.

The principals increased focus on instruction, reviewing data, and being 

accountable were also themes that were identified in the data. The participants noted 

specific instructional strategies and models that were identified as school-wide 

instructional expectations communicated by the principal. Reviewing student data and
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holding the staff accountable for increasing student achievement were also noted in the 

analysis of the data. Collaboration with teachers regarding assessment and instructional 

implementation provides the principal with the knowledge needed to assist teachers with 

making sound instructional decisions in the classroom (Yavuz & Bas, 2010; Glickman, 

1989).

Analysis of the data regarding the how the principals’ instructional focus 

changed the instructional practices in the classroom revealed five themes. These themes 

included: no changes in instruction, improvements made in instructional delivery, 

planning and collaboration, and perceived heightened observational awareness and 

differences in instructional opinions. Of the fourteen participants, four revealed that the 

principals’ actions did not affect their instructional practices. Two of those participants 

noted no changes in their instruction however, examples of changes that have been 

observed in other classrooms and that they have implemented were noted in the 

interviews. These two participants’ data contradicted the statement regarding the effect 

the principals’ focus had on the instructional practices implemented in the classroom.

Research has indicated that the principals’ influence is a critical component in 

establishing and promoting improvement in schools (Lezotte, 1991; Marzano et al., 

2005). This research is supported by the references the participants made regarding 

instructional delivery throughout the interviews. This theme was mentioned by nine of 

the fourteen participants. The six remaining participants mentioned instructional 

delivery in other questions throughout the interview. Specific references in this theme 

included small group instruction, hands-on learning, workshop model for reading,
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writing, and math, project based and inquiry learning, and including culturally 

responsive aspects to the lessons.

Planning and collaboration were prevalent themes that arose during the teachers’ 

reflection of the principals’ instructional focus and the effect on instructional delivery in 

the classroom. Collaboration and instructional planning were referenced as one in the 

same by the teachers interviewed. The theme included discussing regarding research- 

based lessons, unit planning, sharing best practices, and resources provided available as 

vehicles for improving the delivery of quality lessons. Research by Price (2008) 

supports the belief that when principals model an increased focus on instruction through 

collaboration and planning, the principals gain increased knowledge of classroom 

practices, a clearer understanding of the problems, and a better picture of the 

professional development needed to align the work in the classroom.

Perceived heightened observational awareness was a theme that was identified to 

support research question two. This theme refers to the participants’ references to the 

increased visibility of the principal after the implementation o f the NSDP. Three of the 

fourteen participants noted how they prepare the students for the principals increased 

visibility and visits to the classroom. While this exact theme was not noted in the 

research, Price (2008) does support the alignment of the increase in the leader’s focus 

with increased engagement of the students. Sharing that the principal will be more 

visible in the classroom and specifically coaching the students will increase the 

likelihood that the students will appear engaged during principal visits to the classroom.

Three participant interviews yielded perceptions that were distinctly different 

from eleven participants. One participant specifically noted that the increase visibility
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had a negative effect on her performance. She supported this assertion with a reflection 

about how her instruction is more rigid and how she doesn’t take advantage of teachable 

moments when the principal is in the room conducting evaluations or walk-throughs. A 

second participant noted that she prepared the students by reiterating how to behave 

when the principal entered the classroom, as noted in the above paragraph. Finally, one 

of the participants noted that he felt the principals’ focus should be on the management 

of the school and not instruction. Specifically, the teacher noted that the instructional 

experts should be left to the teachers and department chairs who work with students on a 

daily basis. It is the principals’ responsibility, as referenced by this participant, to make 

sure that everything is running efficiently in the school. The teacher instructional 

experts, not administrators, should be sent to training and return to redeliver best 

practices to colleagues. While Soehner and Ryan (2011) and Calik et al. (2012) assert 

that when principals’ exhibit increased instructional leadership focus the entire 

organization benefits and teacher self-efficacy is improved, these participants’ 

perceptions are in direct conflict with the research.

Relationship to Theoretical Framework 

Social exchange theory (SET) was the framework selected to guide the study, 

and analyze the data and findings. Homans (1958) theory of SET is supported by the 

premise that relationships in an organization are a series of bargaining processes that 

ultimately reflect the interdependence of people (Blau, 1964; Emerson, 1976; Homans, 

1958). The goal of these interactions is to increase productivity of the individuals and 

the organization (Dawley et al., 2010). Over time, the results provide the employees and
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employers with high quality relationships that are mutually rewarding and support the 

goal of the organization (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).

In the workplace, SET is rooted in interactions between supervisors, co-workers, 

suppliers, and customers that influence behavior, commitment, and productivity (Price, 

2008). This theory is supported in the school setting when principals provide 

opportunities for interactions that are centered around a common problem and providing 

development opportunities that cause staff to transform their practice (Knapp, 2008). As 

a result, SET supports that teachers and principals experience increased self-esteem, 

increased self-efficacy, respect from co-workers, improved reputation, and increased 

collaborative support (Cyr & Choo, 2010).

Research indicates that the principals’ influence is essential to promoting 

improvement in schools (Lezotte, 1991; Marzano et al., 2005). Since the school leader 

does not teach students, the influence must be accomplished through working with the 

teaching staff (Quinn, 2002). Leaders must create conditions that support the teachers’ 

ability to teach by reforming attitudes, developing buy-in, and taking ownership of 

reform practices (Knapp, 2008; Hallinger and Heck, 1996). The teachers’ perception of 

their principal in the role of an instructional leader will influence the success or failure 

of the school (McKinney, 2009). SET provided a solid foundation for the research on 

the teachers’ perception of the principal and how this perception influenced instruction 

in the classroom.

Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to investigate the instructional focus of the 

principal, as perceived by the teachers, after the implementation of the NSIP. This study
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qualitative, phenomenological study was conduct using individual, face to face 

interviews regarding the principals focus instruction. The data from the interviews was 

used to identify the actions or behaviors the principals’ exhibited that the teachers 

perceived and instructionally focused. Additional, these data identified principal actions 

that influenced instructional implementation in the classroom.

Using data from the interviews, the researcher was able to identify ten themes 

that were considered instructionally focused from the perception of the teacher. 

Responses were specifically analyzed using eclectic and structural coding. The data 

were reviewed by a secondary researcher to help validate the categories and themes 

identified from the interviews. Based on the responses from the participants, specific 

instructional leadership behaviors and changes in instructional practices in the classroom 

were identified.

Implications

The significance of this study has implications for educational leaders, 

educational preparation programs, leader professional development, as well as district 

leadership planning and budgeting processes. The significance of the study will provide 

districts with empirical information about teacher perception of the principal’s focus on 

instruction before and after the implementation of the NSIP. The district can benefit 

from this study as it examines the perception of the teachers whose principal has 

implemented the NSIP. Since specific instructional leadership behaviors that improve 

instructional practices in the classroom are identified, this study can support the district’s 

efforts with leadership development. The results of this study will also assist districts 

with determining if the NSIP should be implemented as a school improvement model if
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the goals are being met, which components are most effective, and how to proceed with 

improvement in this area.

The principal as the instructional leader of a school has become an expectation 

across the country. This is evidenced by states and districts including this language in 

the principal job descriptions. If principals are required to be instructional leaders, they 

must be trained to be effective instructional leadership. This study can provide the 

district with information regarding the teachers’ perception of the principal as an 

instructional leader and the behaviors that are identified by teachers as effective 

instructional leadership behaviors by the principal. Information from this study can 

support the district work with developing instructional leadership in current and future 

principals and plan professional development to support skill development in this area.

The district can benefit from this study as it examines the perception of the 

teachers whose principal has implemented the NSIP. The participants identified specific 

instructional leadership behaviors that influenced instructional practices in the 

classrooms; therefore, this study can support the district’s efforts with leadership 

development. The responses from the teachers can provide more insight on effective 

principal practices that effect school climate, employee engagement, student 

engagement, and student achievement. This could have a direct impact on the 

professional development and training offered to principals and aspiring leaders in the 

district.
Recommendations for Future Research
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Research regarding the role of the principal and the time principals spend on 

particular tasks to meet the demands of the job has been in existence for many years. 

However, there is limited to no research on the teachers’ perception of the principal as 

an instructional leader and how this perception influences the teachers’ instructional 

delivery in the classroom. To further explore this study, the researcher recommends:

1. This study should be replicated by administering pre and post surveys of the 

teacher’s perception of their principal before the implementation of the NSIP. 

The results should be compared with diverse school populations.

2. The study should be replicated by comparing student assessment results after 

the implementation of the NSIP and compare Title I and non-Title I school 

performance gains.

3. This study should be replicated by including interviews with the principal to 

ascertain personal perceptions of as instructional leaders and compare this 

data with the teachers’ responses.

Summary

The teacher is considered to have the greatest impact on increasing student 

achievement in the classroom (Metzler & Woessman, 2012; Stronge & Tucker, 2000).

As the school instructional leader, the principal has the capacity to influence teacher 

performance by building trust and respect, and creating an environment where teachers 

can collaborate and work together to accomplish the common goal of increasing student 

achievement (Barnett, et al., 2001). The teachers’ perception of the principals’ role as 

an instructional leader is critical to the success of the school (McKinney, 2009). This 

study explored the principal as an instructional leader after the implementation of the
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NSIP through the lens of the teachers. The researcher also explored how the teachers’ 

perception of the principal influenced the delivery of instruction in the classroom.

The results of the study yielded several themes, from the teachers’ perspective, 

that have implications on how the principals actions influence instruction in the 

classroom. Specific actions and behaviors, as identified by teachers, resulted in a total of 

ten themes that can assist districts and principals with impacting instruction in the 

classroom and raising student test scores. The study contributes to literature related to 

effective instructional leadership and teachers’ perception of the leadership behaviors 

that impact how they view their job and deliver instruction in the classroom.
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Name____________________________ (this information will be kept confidential)

1. Are you currently a Gwinnet County Public Schools employee? (this 

information will be kept confidential)

a. Yes

b. No

2. What is the name of your school? Please identify if this is an elementary, 

middle, or high school, (this information will be kept confidential)

3. Which of the following best describes your school?

a. Charter school

b. Non-Title I school

c. Special Entity school

d. Title I school

4. Number of years of teaching experience:

a. Total number of years______________

b. Total number of years at the current school site (including the current 

school year)______________

5. What grade level do you currently teach?_______________

6. Approximately what year did your principal begin implementation of the 

National SAM Innovation Project? _________________

7. Were you employed at the school before and during the implementation of the 

National SAM Innovation Project? _________ (Yes or No). If you
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indicated yes, please circle which of the following statements identifies your 

status.

a. Employed at the school one year before and during implementation?

b. Employed at the school two or more years before and during 

implementation?
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1. Describe your understanding of the National SAM Innovation Project (SAM 

Project).

2. Tell me about your personal experiences with the SAM Project.

3. Before the implementation of the SAM Project, what was your perception of your 

current principal as an instructional leader?

4. Prior to the implementation of the SAM Project, what instructional leadership 

behaviors did your current principal exhibit to influence this perception?

3. Has your perception about your principal’s instructional focus changed since the 

implementation of the SAM Project? If yes, how so?

6. After the implementation of the SAM Project, what instructional leadership 

behaviors did the principal exhibit that influenced your perception?

7. After the implementation of the SAM Project, how did your experiences with the 

principal affect the instructional practices in your classroom?

8. What are some examples of those instructional practices that you implemented as 

a result of your interactions with the principal?
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Mercer University 
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Dear Ms. McCain:
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the survey, click on the following link:
http://https://www.survevmonkev.com/s/K7CrT8R

Member
Intuitional Review Board
Mercer University IRB & Office of Research Compliance 
Phone (478) 301-4101 Fax (478) 301-2329 
ORC_Mercer@Mercer.Edu

Respectfully,

Ava Chambliss-Richardson, M.Ed., CIP, CIM
Associate Director of Human Research Protection Programs (HRPP)

http://https://www.survevmonkev.com/s/K7CrT8R
mailto:ORC_Mercer@Mercer.Edu
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Title of Study: Teachers’ Perception of the Principals’ Time on Instructional Tasks 
Through the Lens of the School Administration Manager Innovation Project

Principal Researcher:
Kelli McCain 
Mercer University 
Educational Leadership Ph.D.
3001 Mercer University Drive 
Atlanta, GA 30341 
678-547-6330 
km6103@gniail.com

Dear Participant,

You are being invited to take part in a research study. You were selected as a 
possible participant in this study because you are a certified teacher whose principal 
has participated in the National SAM Innovation Project for at least one year. Before 
you decide to participate in this study, it is important that you understand why the 
research is being done and what it will involve. Please take the time to read the 
following information carefully. Please ask the researcher if there is anything that is 
not clear or if you need further information.

The purpose of this qualitative study it to explore the behaviors that principals exhibit 
when focused on instructional tasks in the school building through the lens of the 
teachers. Additionally, the researcher seeks to determine if the behaviors exhibited 
by the principal helped to improve instructional practices in the classroom. This 
study addresses the following problem: The problem to be investigated is the lack of 
time spent by principals on instructional tasks. Principals are spending less than 30% 
of the workweek focused on instructional tasks as perceived by teachers and leaders 
(Eisner, 2002; Kellogg, 2005; Walker, 2009).

Study Procedure:
The researcher will schedule a one-time interview with you at your school site or a 
site that is convenient for you. Your expected time commitment for this study is 45 
minutes. There is no monetary compensation for your time spent as a participant in 
this study. The interview will include 8 open-ended questions designed and piloted 
by the researcher. All questions will be focused on specific behaviors the principal 
exhibited when focused on instruction after the implementation of the NSIP for at

mailto:km6103@gniail.com
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least one year. Questions and answers will be given orally and recorded with a digital 
audio recording device. The researcher will later script, code, and analyze answers 
from all participants looking for consistent themes.

Risks/Benefits:
Participation in this study is completely voluntary. Participation requires no unusual 
risks nor expected discomfort to the participant. There is no cost to you for your 
participation in this study. Refusal to participate will involve no penalty of any kind 
from Mercer University or your school district. If you chose to participate, you may 
decline to answer any or all questions and you may terminate your involvement at any 
time. There is not penalty for withdrawal from participation. There will be no direct 
benefit to you for your participation in this study. However, the information learned 
from this study might inform leadership training and development within your school 
district which may have a positive impact on the students in your school.

Confidentiality:
During the interview, the researcher will ask you not to use any identifiable 
information in your responses. Your responses will be anonymous. There will be no 
identifiable information linked to you in the reported results. Every effort will be 
made by the researcher to preserve your confidentiality including the following:

• Assigning code names (letters) for participants that will used on all 
researcher notes and documents.

• All identifying participant information including but not limited to emails, 
scheduling notes, or other correspondence between you and the researcher 
will be kept in a locked file cabinet in the personal possession of the 
researcher. When no longer necessary for research, all materials of this 
nature will be destroyed.

• Your local school nor the district will be identified in the study.
• Each participant has the opportunity to obtain a transcribed copy of their 

interview. Participants should tell the researcher if  a copy of the interview 
is desired.

Contact Information:
Should you have anyquestion^bouttheresearch or any related matters, please contact 
the researcher at or IHH* I f  y °u have questions about your rights or
are dissatisfied at any time with any part of this study, you can contact, anonymously if 
you wish, the Institutional Review Board by phone at (478) 301-4101 or email at 
ORC_Research @Mercer.edu.

Consent:
By signing this consent form, I confirm that I have read and understood the information 
and have had the opportunity to ask questions. I understand that my participation is 
voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time without penalty. I voluntarily agree 
to take part in this study.
Signature________________________________________  Date________________


