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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to explore the leadership styles and actions of 

elementary school principals observed during implementations of new writing curricula 

designed to increase content and rigor of the curricula in alignment with mandated reforms.  

The multiple-case study included four urban elementary schools affiliated with the Teachers 

College Reading and Writing Project (TCRWP).  Participants included four principals, three 

language arts coaches, and 64 classroom teachers.  Data were collected through observations 

and three tools: the Level of Use interview protocol, the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire, and the Teachers Writing Survey.  Five themes emerged from the analysis: 

(a) principals build writing schemas through acquisition of writing knowledge, (b) principals 

prioritize grade-level team meetings for collaborative learning around writing practices, 

(c) principals construct a culture of trust for teachers to promote risk taking and problem 

solving, (d) principals set writing goals and monitor fidelity of implementation, and 

(e) principals navigate tension among and between principals and teachers.  The significance 

of each theme and its implication for researchers and practitioners are discussed.  The five 

themes were interconnected and the Integrative Leadership Style Model for Curriculum 

Implementation emerged. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

The newly implemented Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and 21st-century 

skills framework were designed to provide American public schools with a clear, focused 

progression of learning from kindergarten to high school to prepare graduates with the 

knowledge and readiness needed for a competitive future in college or career (NGA Center & 

CCSSO, 2010; P21 Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2011).  The previous educational 

reform, known as No Child Left Behind, primarily focused on reading and math (No Child 

Left Behind Act, 2001).  In contrast, the accountability movement of the CCSS places equals 

emphasis on the English language arts (ELA) and literacy standards of writing and reading 

(NGA Center & CCSSO, 2010). 

Once adopted by a given state’s Department of Education, this mandated CCSS 

curricula change have yielded a significant deepening of content and rigor; however, 

implementing the new standards requires skilled leadership and articulated actions to help 

classroom teachers introduce the new writing curricula (Achieve, 2013).  School principals’ 

ability to carry out their multifaceted roles successfully is therefore critical to the success or 

failure of the implementation.  School principals have the important responsibility to support 

teachers to assure that the quality of classroom instruction adheres to the new mandated 

writing curricula developed to align with education reforms.  Fidelity of implementation 

requires that critical components be organized into an effective delivery framework and 

process (Century, Freeman, & Rudnick, 2008).  “Implementation with fidelity is using 

curriculum and instructional practices consistently and accurately, as they were intended to 

be used” (NCRTI, 2010, p.3).  Fidelity of implementation of writing curricula aligned to the 

CCSS increases the likelihood that all students are provided with an equitable education. 
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Rationale  

The expectation of the CCSS is that the standards will equip educators to prepare all 

students in America to be college- and career-ready after graduation from high school (NGA 

Center & CCSSO, 2010).  However, “school leaders have learned a hard truth: College 

eligible does not mean college ready” (Achieve, 2013, p. 2).  There is little doubt that writing 

is a major component of the 21st-century American educational system, and yet the majority 

of students have been unable to meet grade-level writing expectations (The National 

Commission on Writing, 2003).  In fact, according to the 2011 writing assessment from The 

Nation’s Report Card, only 24% of students in grades 8 and 12 had a proficient achievement 

level in writing (National Assessment for Educational Progress, 2011).  The proficient level 

indicates students have achieved the ability to clearly communicate the purpose of their 

writing (NAEP, 2011).  

The CCSS was written starting with the college or career readiness as the desired 

performance and mapped backward to kindergarten curricula (McTighe & Wiggins, 2012).  

There were 10 writing standards that spiraled with each standard building upon the next, 

creating a foundation designed to support the acquisition of the next grade level’s 

performance expectations (Achieve, 2013).  The CCSS set the expectation of three types of 

writing: (a) narrative writing, (b) persuasive writing and (c) informational writing (NGA 

Center & CCSSO, 2010).  

Standards alone will not improve schools and raise student achievement.  In and of 

themselves they do not serve as a curriculum but rather the building blocks upon 

which curricula is written.  It will take implementation of the standards as part of a 

high quality curriculum that is implemented with fidelity by school leaders and 
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teachers to significantly increase the potential to raise student achievement. (Achieve, 

2013, p. 3) 

School change pivots on the foundation of leadership; therefore, principals need the 

mindset of “thinking about and leading complex change more powerfully than ever before” 

(Fullan, 2001, p. 3) to support the changes in writing curricula, also referred to instructional 

shifts in ELA literacy and assure fidelity of implementation.  The purpose of this qualitative 

multiple-case study was to understand participants’ perspectives regarding principals’ 

leadership styles and actions undertaken when building fidelity of implementation in the 

writing curricula aligned to the CCSS ELA and literacy standards.  

Until recently, almost all previous research related to student literacy has focused 

primarily on reading, rather than on writing (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  For example, 

researchers have studied writing curricula in terms of lesson structure, such as the writing 

workshop (Calkins, 2014), as well as instructional writing strategies for the classroom 

teacher (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  Although much has been written about leadership, less 

research has focused on leadership and literacy, and almost nonexistent has been the study of 

the impact of leadership on writing curricula. 

Statement of the Problem 

The school principal has many roles and responsibilities.  “Although much has been 

written about leadership and learning, as well as about literacy and learning, little has been 

written about the crucial interconnection between literacy and leadership for ensuring that all 

students become effective readers and writers” (Routman, 2014, p. 1).  As the transformation 

of writing curricula shifts toward more rigorous expectations, school principals must support 

this complex change and build fidelity of implementation across all grade levels (Achieve, 



 

4 

2013).  Effective curricula implementation is imperative to ensure that students are prepared 

for the next grade level.  Variations from the writing curricula aligned to the ELA/ literacy 

standards or inadequate dedicated time teaching writing may have repercussions on student 

writing (Graham, 2008).  Such repercussions for students may include loss of foundational 

skills as well as loss of opportunities to practice content and receive effective feedback 

(Graham, 2008).  With the onset of new writing standards and skills, the findings of this 

study may benefit current and future principals who face the challenge of building fidelity of 

implementation with regard to changes in writing curricula in their schools.  

Significance and Benefits 

Elementary school principals are often isolated and need support in learning all 

curricula to support the instructional shifts which can take years to implement with fidelity 

(Achieve, 2013).  This study adds to the knowledge base regarding principal leadership and 

actions in the fidelity of implementation of writing curricula.  The multiple-case study 

research design facilitated an exploration of the principal leadership style and the sequence of 

actions principals took to build fidelity of implementation of the ELA and literacy standards 

in writing curricula at four schools in one school district.  The role of elementary school 

principals’ leadership actions as they attempted to build implementation fidelity in a 

complex, mandated change initiative represented a research-worthy topic of interest to 

current and future principals.  In this study, principals had the opportunity to reflect on their 

professional practices and dialogue with colleagues about the important work of supporting 

curricula implementation necessary to meet grade-level expectations. Cohort group 

reflections allowed principals to learn from one another.  The principals shared their 

challenges and their experiences in finding solutions.  
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Definition of Key Terms 

The following terms and definitions used in this study may not be commonly 

understood.  They are defined here for clarity. 

1.  21st-century skills: 21st-century skills are competencies that current students will 

need when they are in the workforce.  Because routine assembly jobs and 

positions requiring low-level thinking have been absorbed by new technologies, 

21st-century core competencies now include collaboration, digital literacy, critical 

thinking, and problem solving (Jerald, 2009). 

2.  Common Core State Standards: Common Core State Standards (CCSS) are 

educational guidelines written to elevate the level of English language arts and 

mathematics standards taught in K-12 schools in order to prepare students for 

college or career in the 21st century (NGA Center & CCSSO, 2010).   

3.  Distributive leadership: Distributive leadership is the style of leadership when the 

leader shares or stretches leadership power to constituents for a particular task, 

situation or period of time (Spillane, 2006).  

4.  English language arts and literacy: The Common Core State Standards of English 

language arts (ELA) and literacy increase the complexity of reading, encourage 

more depth and focus by giving educators more time to achieve standards, and 

give control on how to teach the standards to local educators (NGA Center & 

CCSSO, 2010).   

5.  Fidelity of implementation: Fidelity of implementation is the degree to which the 

teacher or school implements the structure and process of the CCSS innovation 

(Century, Freeman, & Rudnick, 2008). 
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6.  HyperRESEARCH:  HyperRESEARCH is a software tool to help the researcher 

organize and retrieve open-axial codes and themes (Hesse-Biber, Dupuis, & 

Kinder, 1990). 

7.  Learning Leadership: Learning Leadership is the collective endeavor of the 

principal who makes teacher learning and his or her own learning a priority to 

“stimulate ongoing organizational improvement” (Fullan, 2014, p. 58). 

8.  Levels of Use instrument: The Levels of Use interview instrument allows a 

researcher to create eight different behavioral profiles and approaches to using an 

innovation (Hall, Dirksen, & George, 2006, p. 5). 

9.  Teachers College Reading and Writing Project: The Teachers College Reading 

and Writing Project (TCRWP) affiliation includes professional development for 

the principal in weeklong summer institutes and monthly Principals as Curricular 

Leaders Conference days at Teachers College, New York, NY.  Consultants from 

Teachers College Reading and Writing Project are assigned to schools for onsite 

staff development and are in the classrooms modeling with the teachers eight to 

10 times a year.  The TCRWP-affiliated principal participates with the teachers in 

lab-site classrooms, reflective conferences, and supervised observations of 

techniques from the TCRWP coaches (TCRWP Summer Writing Institute, 2015). 

10. Title I funding: Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act provides 

supplemental financial assistance to schools with high percentages of children 

from low-income families to close the achievement gap between low-income and 

other students (U.S. Department of Education, 2015b). 



 

7 

11.  Transformational leadership: Transformational leaders hold positive 

expectations, that inspire, empower and stimulate followers to do their best.  The 

followers feel trust, admiration and loyalty to the extent that they are willing to 

work harder (Bass, 1998). 

Summary 

This chapter began with a discussion of the accountability movement in American 

education.  National test data have indicated that most students are unable to write 

proficiently (The National Commission on Writing, 2003).  The new Common Core State 

Standards have addressed this need by updating the English language literacy standards, 

which now elevate the standards for writing to current standards for reading (The National 

Commission on Writing, 2003).  The new English language literacy standards, with an 

emphasis on the writing component, have resulted in significant changes in writing curricula 

and classroom implementation (Achieve, 2013).  These significant changes are mandated, but 

still require outside leadership and support to implement them effectively.  Thus, classroom 

teachers may need assistance from principals to understand the curricula changes.  It is 

important to review mandated school change through the lens of U.S. educational reform 

efforts in order to understand the challenges of change leadership facing principals as they 

implement new writing curricula (Achieve, 2013).  Thus, this study was designed to explore 

principals’ leadership roles and styles and to investigate their effectiveness regarding 

curricula implementation. 
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The purpose of this literature review is to provide an understanding of related 

research that informed and framed this multiple-case study.  The chapter begins with an 

explanation of how the literature review was conducted.  The second section of this chapter 

concerns the theoretical framework with respect to the historical U.S. educational reform 

movement.  This section details the following reforms: (a) Goals 2000, (b) No Child Left 

Behind, (c) Common Core State Standards, (d) Every Student Succeeds, and (e) 21st-century 

skills.  In the third section of the literature review, change leadership is discussed in the 

context of several theories, including (a) the diffusion of innovation theory, (b) change 

leadership theories, and (c) the role of emotional intelligence in change leadership.  The 

fourth section of the review contains a discussion of (a) transformational leadership, 

(b) instructional leadership, and (c) principal as learning leader.  The final section of the 

literature review focuses on topics related to effective leadership in curricula implementation, 

including (a) leadership and literacy, (b) research on effective writing instruction, and 

(c) leadership fidelity of curricula implementation.  The chapter concludes with a summary 

of related research. 

Review Search Process 

At the start of this research process, a preliminary review of the literature was 

completed for the proposal of this research study.  During the preliminary search, the 

researcher found a closely related research study, “Characteristics of an Effective Literacy 

Principal” (Bongarten, 2006).  The qualitative study connected the principal’s leadership 

with literacy in a case study research, with interviews and observations of a principal and 
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reading curricula (Bongarten, 2006).  This researcher similarly used interviews and 

observation in a multiple-case study. 

The search in ERIC was delimited to peer-reviewed articles and full text.  The terms 

and related words included elementary principal, writing, and leadership style.  The search 

for these three terms returned no results.  Next, the researcher substituted leadership for 

leadership style, and 10 results were returned.  The researcher next limited the search to work 

published in the last 10 years, which yielded two results.  Next, the terms principal, writing 

standards, and leadership were searched, but yielded no results.  The researcher used the 

terms principal, and Teachers College Reading and Writing Project and received no results.  

The terms writing and diffusion of innovation yielded two results.  The search continued with 

literacy strategies and writing workshop, returning five results.  Clearly, the scope of these 

terms was too narrow; thus, the researcher expanded the search to assure breadth and depth 

of content.   

Using ERIC, the same limitations were applied using the following search terms: 

principal, reform, and leadership, which resulted in 569 articles.  The researcher eliminated 

the literature in the nonrelevant categories (e.g., principal preparation, leadership of 

department chairs, assessments, spirituality, math, and funding).  The researcher then 

expanded the literature review to Academic Search Premier, another academic database. 

The Academic Search Premier database was searched to find literature in peer-

reviewed journals.  The search was delimited to full text.  The search returned 5,571 results.  

The researcher refined the search with search terms instructional leader and writing, which 

limited the returned articles to 475.  Adding change yielded 134 results.  Next, the researcher 

added standards, which narrowed the search to only six articles, all written by state 
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departments of education.  The researcher expanded the literature review search to Proquest, 

another academic database.   

Proquest was searched to find peer-reviewed, full-text articles published from 2005 to 

2015.  The terms literacy leader returned no entries; likewise, principal action and writing 

standards yielded no results.  Searching on the terms elementary school principal and writers 

workshop yielded 230 results.  The researcher used elementary school principal, emotional 

intelligence, and learning leader to obtain 136 results.  School principal, transformational 

leader, instructional leader or literacy leader, and change yielded 367 results.  Finally, the 

researcher added writing to the literature search and removed tenure and homeland security.  

The researcher evaluated and limited the scholarly work that contributed to this study.  

The research studies that best aligned with the themes of the study were selected for review.  

The review of the literature informed the researcher of findings of current theories in 

education that related to the study’s purpose, participants, methods, instruments, design, and 

themes.  Although each reviewed study contained similar components, in the literature 

review, the researcher found no study relating the leadership of principals to implementation 

of a writing curriculum.  

Literature 

Table 1 shows the five research themes in this study.  Each theme includes a research 

citation as a reference to ground each theme.  Further, the research design type of the study is 

offered to build further connection to this researcher’s study.  
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Table 1. 

Research Themes of the Study 

Theme 

Number Theme Research Citation Reference Research Design 

1 Principals build writing 

schema through 

acquisition of writing 

knowledge. 

Quint, Akey, Rappaport, and Willner ( 2007) concluded that 

instructional leadership starts with in-service professional 

development for principals, which sets in motion change in teaching 

and learning.  The principals with more professional development 

were more likely to share their learning with teachers, especially in 

accountability talk and clear expectations teachers were likely to 

include in their reading classes.  In schools with instructional quality, 

higher proportions of students met state standards in both reading and 

math.  

Mixed Method 

(Continued) 
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Theme 

Number Theme Research Citation Reference Research Design 

2 Principals prioritize 

grade-level team 

meetings for 

collaborative learning 

around writing 

practices. 

Bongarten (2006) found that the principal studied was committed to 

being knowledgeable about literacy instruction.  The principal 

participated in literacy learning communities and supported staff 

professional development by providing opportunities and turnkey 

learning.  The principal held teachers accountable for instructional 

practice and student achievement by setting clearly articulated 

expectations for literacy  

Case Study 

3 Principals construct a 

culture of trust for 

teachers to promote risk 

taking and problem 

solving. 

“Challenges are complex and sometimes at odds with each other. 

There are no easy answers for most problems and as soon as one 

problem is addressed another surfaces. But establishing core values 

and being willing to try and re-try in the name of students can begin to 

make a difference” (Amato, 2008, p. 180). 

Narrative Inquiry 

   (Continued) 
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Theme 

Number Theme Research Citation Reference Research Design 

4 Principals set writing 

goals and monitor  

fidelity of 

implementation. 

Teachers received school plans as a useful method of monitoring what 

took place in the school.  For example, teachers perceived their 

principals used student data to design school programs, make curricula 

decisions, and provide support for teachers to improve instruction.  

Principals’ deliberate actions were seen as connected to the schools’ 

visions and goals.  Moreover, teachers indicated they believed the 

principals’ planning for the schools intentionally focused on providing 

teachers with solutions, resources, and constructive information to 

support the visions and achieve the goals. (Roman, 2009, p. 272). 

Qualitative case 

study 

(Continued) 
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Theme 

Number Theme Research Citation Reference Research Design 

5 Principals navigate 

tension among and 

between principals and 

teachers. 

“The school leader must be willing to live through a period of 

frustration and even anger from some staff members.  No doubt this 

takes a great personal toll on a school leader and might explain why 

many promising practices in education have not led to improved 

student achievement and ultimately have been abandoned” (Marzano, 

Waters, & McNulty, 2005, p. 75). 

Meta-analysis of 

research studies 
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History of United States Educational Reform of Curricula 

Mandated curricula reforms stem from the desire of educators and policy makers in 

the United States to be competitive in a global society (NGA Center & CCSSO, 2010).  The 

rationale for the movement was that high quality education would prepare American students 

to be responsible, knowledgeable citizens who could continue schooling or training and 

eventually contribute to a modern, growing workforce and economy (ASCD, 2011).  

Educational reforms in the United States in recent times can be traced to Goals 2000 (Heise, 

1994). 

Goals 2000: Educate America Act 

Legislation known as Goals 2000: Educate America Act, introduced in 1994, set eight 

national goals to improve U.S. schools (Heise, 1994).  Congress appropriated $105 million in 

federal funds to state departments of education that followed mandates to accomplish 

national goals.  These goals included kindergarten readiness, increased high school 

graduation rates, and outcomes-based assessments for students in grades 4, 8, and 12 (U.S. 

Department of Education Archive, 1994).  The goals were designed to help students 

demonstrate competency in specific subject areas such as English, mathematics, science, 

foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history, and geography (although 

the Goals 2000: Educate America Act was not specific regarding competency criteria in 

English (U.S. Department of Education Archive, 1994).   

At the same time, as these goals were being formulated, states and local governments 

were decentralizing education to give more control to the schools (U.S. Department of 

Education Archive, 1994).  The federal government’s educational reform initiative 

centralized the content with a focus on curricula standards (U.S. Department of Education 
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Archive, 1994).  Although the intention of the legislation was to ensure all American public 

school students received a high-quality education, a debate ensued regarding what various 

people believed constituted a reasonable opportunity for students to meet those standards 

(Heise, 1994).  Students were charged to reach higher levels of education.  School districts 

were tasked with creating school improvement plans, which included professional 

development for teachers (U.S. Department of Education Archive, 1994).  In 2001, federal 

funds were removed from the budget, thus defunding the next school reform, the No Child 

Left Behind Act (U.S. Department of Education Archive, 1994).   

No Child Left Behind Act 

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 (2002) consisted of reauthorized and 

renamed legislation from 1965 called the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.  The 

NCLB promised full educational opportunities for students who had learning or financial 

needs that could impede their ability in school and thereby create achievement gaps (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2015a).  The NCLB Act focused on closing achievement gaps and 

provided funds to build equity and increase academic outcomes for all students (U.S. 

Department of Education, 2015a).  The NCLB Act applied to schools that received district 

Title I funding (U.S. Department of Education, 2015a).  An outcome of the law was the 

redefinition of the role of the principal as an instructional leader charged with enhancing 

instructional practices (Cunningham & Cordeiro, 2003).   

The NCLB Act required teachers to be “highly qualified” by holding bachelor’s 

degrees and passing core curricula tests (No Child Left Behind Act, 2002).  This regulation 

was enacted because studies, which included National Longitudinal Study of No Child Left 

Behind and Study of State Implementation of Accountability and Teacher Quality Under No 
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Child Left Behind showed how school districts with large percentages of minority and low-

income students were more likely to hire inexperienced teachers (AIRS, 2008).  The NCLB 

Act set annual goals; if schools failed to meet these goals two years in a row, sanctions were 

applied, which included the option for students to transfer to another school in the district 

(U.S. Department of Education, 2015a).  After some time, it became clear that NCLB 

exposed a national disparity in written, implemented, and tested curricula, which led to the 

establishment of the Common Core State Standards (U.S. Department of Education, 2015a). 

Common Core State Standards 

The most recent educational mandate, the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), 

lists educational standards for students in kindergarten through 12th grades.  Members of the 

National Governors Association Center for Best Practices (NGA Center) and the Council of 

Chief State School Officers (CCSSO; NGA Center & CCSSO, 2010) called for an upgrade to 

state standards in math and English language arts (ELA) to leverage the influence of state 

schools that were excelling by aligning curricula, resources, and assessments, as well as 

implementing revised policies for the recruitment, preparation, and support of teachers and 

school leaders (Achieve, 2013).  The NGA Center and CCSSO began to develop standards 

common to schools across all states for all grades to address math and ELA (NGA Center & 

CCSSO, 2010).   

The Common Core State Standards renewed the importance of writing standards and 

included an emphasis on academic language in texts and assessments to improve the level of 

literacy achievement for all students (NGA Center & CCSSO, 2010).  For the first time, the 

ELA standards highlight both reading and writing (e.g., learning about text types, responding 

to reading, and conducting research), speaking and listening, and language (NGA Center & 
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CCSSO, 2010).  The CCSS emphasizes reading and writing standards equally, unlike its 

predecessor mandate, NCLB, which provided standards only for reading (NCLB, 2001).  In 

addition, the CCSS specifically addresses standards, rather than the curricula used, to align 

with the standards on the national standardized tests ((NGA Center & CCSSO, 2010). 

The CCSS outlines the educational outcomes students should obtain in terms of three 

elements of writing: the writing process, the quality of student writing, and student writing 

for real purpose across disciplines (NGA Center & CCSSO, 2010).  This major mandate 

requires increased support for classroom teachers to meet the new curricula demands.  

McTighe and Wiggins (2012, 2013) suggested that the standards should be unpacked in three 

categories: (a) overarching understandings, (b) essential questions, and (c) cornerstone tasks.  

They posited that a coherent curriculum needs to be mapped backwards, and the success of 

the standards must come to life through student assessments that include complex 

performance tasks such as the Smarter-Balanced Assessment Consortium (McTighe & 

Wiggins, 2013).  This curriculum mapping and student assessment work needs to come from 

school districts.  Further, the successful implementation of curricula standards hinges on the 

classroom teacher (Achieve, 2013).  Thus, the complex nature of the writing standards drives 

changes in classroom instruction.  School principals’ leadership is needed to guide and 

support teachers to implement curricula aligned to the new mandated rigorous standards 

(Achieve, 2013).  

The Common Core State Standards integrate technology across all disciplines and 

include 21st-century skills.  The CCSS creates a shift in expectations, curricula, and 

instruction, which have resulted in changes that have been stressful and intimidating to 

teachers (Achieve, 2013).  These changes have required elementary principals to engage in 
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more frequent communication with teachers about the taught curricula, so that students can 

be prepared to succeed (Achieve, 2013).  Because of CCSS, principals have been required to 

think across grade levels, and to follow the learning progression, which explained the 

cognitive difficulties and pedagogical solutions (Achieve the Core, 2016).  The learning 

progression provided opportunities for vertical articulation for prekindergarten through 12th 

grade (PK–12) teachers to have alignment, linkage between what content was “learnt” and 

the relationship to the learner (Watermeyer, 2012). 

Every Student Succeeds Act 

The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) was reauthorized from the No Child Left 

Behind Act (USDOE, 2015a).  The ESSA provided more flexibility than was allowed under a 

“one-size-fits-all” mandate and restored the responsibility of accountability to each state 

(USDOE, 2015a).  In this new legislation, the federal government set parameters, such as 

requiring testing in math, reading, and science, and indicated how some data were to be 

reported (USDOE, 2015a).  ESSA gave states authority over other measures of student and 

school performance in their accountability systems (USDOE, 2015a).  This flexibility 

provided teachers, parents, and other stakeholders a more accurate understanding of school 

performance (USDOE, 2015a).   

In addition, the federal government gave funding to states to support low-performing 

schools, with the understanding that the states were responsible for monitoring progress and 

results (USDOE, 2015a).  States were allowed to continue to report the results in a 

disaggregated manner, which assured states monitored their students’ growth (USDOE, 

2015a).  Further, state departments of education under ESSA were required to track and 

report English learners’ levels of English proficiency and graduation rates, which are 
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examples of postsecondary education or workforce readiness measures (USDOE, 2015a).  A 

key component of ESSA was to ensure that America’s workforce possessed the necessary 

21st-century skills to participate in a global economy. 

21st-Century Skills 

The Partnership for 21st Century Skills is a national organization that was founded by 

both the U.S Department of Education, as well as eight organizations and a couple of 

individuals (P21 Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2011). The term 21st-century skills 

refers to an effort to incorporate the critical thinking, communication, collaboration, and 

creativity skills necessary for life and careers in the real world (P21 Partnership for 21st 

Century Learning, 2011).  Through CCSS and ESSA, these skills have been integrated into 

the core subject areas to promote learning and innovation (P21 Partnership for 21st Century 

Learning, 2011).  The CCSS and 21st-century skills effort has emphasized the students’ 

interaction with knowledge through writing and discourse, replacing the emphasis on 

memorization of information (P21 Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2011 & Achieve 

the Core, 2016).  School district personnel have sought curricula aligned to this shift and 

recruited school leaders to support teachers in the implementation of student lessons 

(Achieve, 2013).  This support has included explicit knowledge of curricula and student 

pedagogy.  “Until teachers and principals see what excellence looks like and sounds like at 

every grade level and can articulate with deep understanding what they are seeing, 

expectations and progress for students will fall short” (Routman, 2014, p. 11).  Further, “in 

reality, most schools do not currently have the capacity to effectively implement the new 

standards… Learning new ways of teaching and leading will take months and years of 

deliberate practice to master” (Achieve, 2013, p. 5).  Thus, principals need knowledge 
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beyond simply understanding the writing standards and curricula—they need to know how to 

lead school-wide change. 

Change Leadership 

Change in education is easy to propose, hard to implement, and 

extraordinarily difficult to sustain. (Hargreaves & Fink, 2004, p. 1) 

Educators are no strangers to change; educational reforms are documented throughout 

U.S. history.  However, the process of change has depended on certain leader characteristics.  

For example, for the adoption of the innovation to be realized leaders need knowledge of 

change management, knowledge of the new innovation, and the ability to relate and 

communicate the need for the change to the group (Rogers, 1995).  This means school 

principals must motivate classroom teachers to embrace instructional shifts in order for the 

new writing curricula to be implemented with fidelity.  One of the core social science 

theories developed to explain how innovations are adopted over time is the diffusion of 

innovation theory. 

Diffusion of Innovation Theory 

Researchers have used the diffusion of innovation (DI) theory to explain the “process 

by which an innovation is communicated through certain channels over time... in order to 

reach a mutual understanding” (Rogers, 1995, p. 35).  Identifying an innovation as new does 

not necessarily mean that it is new; rather, it means that it has recently been adopted (Rogers, 

1995).  Three types of innovation decisions were relevant to this study: (a) individuals make 

their own decisions to adopt the innovation, (b) the group makes a collective decision to 

adopt the innovation by consensus, and (c) an authoritarian few make the decision to adopt 

the innovation for the group (Rogers, 1995, p. 372).  The CCSS represents an authoritarian 
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decision in which the decision process of diffusion of innovation affects the work of the 

organization, not the decision process of one individual.  However, researchers have traced 

the process of innovation through independent variables of individual (leader) characteristics 

and internal and external organizational characteristics (Rogers, 1995, p. 37).  For example, 

dynamic leaders with positive attitudes can influence innovation implementation in 

organizations.  The innovation described in Roger’s (1995) DI theory consists of two parts: 

(a) hardware, which represents tangible instruments, and (b) software, which refers to the 

know-how needed to employ the hardware successfully.   

For this research study, the “hardware” was the state-adopted ELA and literacy 

standards for writing.  The “software” referred to the writing curricula aligned to the 

standards.  The diffusion theory can be used to show how the two-way communication 

process of “convergence or divergence” of a new innovation (hardware and software) over 

time adapts to the new idea, behavior, or product (Rogers, 1995, p. 6).  The transfer of ideas 

may be more frequent when individual leaders are more homophilous—that is, the leaders 

may exhibit a high degree of empathy toward others (Rogers, 1995).   

When they share common meanings, a mutual subcultural language, and are alike in 

personal and social characteristics, the communication of new ideas is likely to have 

greater effects in terms of knowledge gain, attitude formation and change, and overt 

behavior change. (Rogers, 1995, p. 19)   

Rogers (1995) found that school principals who built homophilous connections with 

teachers through shared knowledge of curricula, student expectations, and common insider 

language, and who identified with teachers on a personal level were supportive of change 

processes (Rogers, 1995).  However, more common were heterophilous relationships 
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between principals and teachers, which indicated that principals with varying degrees of 

knowledge about curricula, students’ expectations, or teachers’ personal backgrounds needed 

to have more empathy with teachers to make personal connections (Rogers, 1995).  This 

relationship between change agent (the principal) and participants (the teachers) was 

important in the change process (Rogers, 1995).  

In the context of this study, the DI theory was focused less on the aspect of 

innovation adoption (because the change in standards was mandated by law) and more on the 

implementation stage of the innovation.  In previous research, five implementation stages 

have been identified.  The first stage is agenda setting, required so organizational members 

know what work to do and so their efforts mitigate the performance gap and meet 

expectations (Rogers, 1995, p. 392).  The second stage matches the organization’s agenda 

with the innovation (Rogers, 1995, p. 392).  The third stage involves redefining or 

restructuring the innovation to fit the organization; the structure may need to be altered to 

address organizational needs.  The fourth stage involves clarifying to define the relationships 

between the organization and innovation (Rogers, 1995, p. 392).  Finally, the fifth stage 

encompasses routinizing, a process through which the innovation becomes an ongoing 

element in the organization (Rogers, 1995, p. 392). The focus shifted to the implementation 

stage and the diffusion of the innovation becomes more complex as teachers make critical 

implementation decisions (Commission on Effective Teachers and Teaching, 2012).   

Principals must develop their capacity to understand teachers and ensure teachers are 

equipped to implement the new curricula in a timely way (Achieve, 2013, p. 21).  If neither 

understanding nor tools are in place, the decision to implement the innovation may meet with 

rejection or discontinuance, which may significantly affect students (Rogers, 1995).  
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Ultimately, although the adoption rate may vary because of differences in school cultures or 

principal–teacher relationships (Fullan, 2001), or because of less- than-homophilous 

connections (Rogers, 1995), the adoption of the standards and aligned curricula is a non-

negotiable mandate. 

Petruzzelli (2010) explored the effect of training school principals in the diffusion of 

innovation (DI) theory.  Petruzzelli examined the effects of this training on principals’ 

support of the successful implementation and fidelity of guided reading in classrooms.  This 

study took place with eight elementary school principals in a New Jersey school district of 

7,700 students (Petruzzelli, 2010).  Half the principals were assigned to the treatment group, 

through a matched-pair design, and received training specific to DI theory (Petruzzelli, 

2010).  The matched-pair design assured that school size, years of experience, and gender 

were assigned in equal proportions to the experimental and control groups (Petruzzelli, 

2010).  All teachers in both groups were given the same professional development, teacher 

training, and support for the new program (Petruzzelli, 2010).  Although the treatment was 

given to the principals, the unit of analysis was the classroom teacher:  Teachers were 

observed for changes in their behavior resulting from principals’ DI theory training 

(Petruzzelli, 2010).  The behavioral data were collected through interviews and observations 

of teachers using the Level of Use (LoU) tool (Hall et al., 2006).  Petruzzelli (2010) used a 

proxy to perform the interviews and to provide the principal training in DI.  The LoU 

interview was conducted in the beginning and again after 20 weeks for all teachers who 

taught first-, second-, and third-grade students (Petruzzelli, 2010).   

Petruzzelli (2010) compared classroom performance of teachers who taught in 

schools whose principals had received DI theory training with the performance of teachers 
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supervised by principals in the control group.  An ANOVA was used to determine 

statistically significant differences between teacher performance scores for those in the 

treatment and control groups, analyzing specifically by experience level of the principals and 

experience level of the teachers (Petruzzelli, 2010).  Of the teachers invited to contribute to 

the study (n = 102), the overall participation rate was 47.1% (n = 48; Petruzzelli, 2010).  

Specifically, 15 first-grade teachers participated in the treatment group, and 12 teachers were 

assigned to the control group (Petruzzelli, 2010).  Two second-grade teachers each were 

assigned to the treatment and control groups.  Nine third-grade teachers participated in the 

treatment group, and eight third-grade teachers were in the control group (Petruzzelli, 2010).  

After the interviews were completed, two academic peers of Petruzzelli used the LoU tool to 

separately calibrate the interviews and report the growth in teacher use of guided reading 

performance scores over 20 weeks for the treatment and control groups.   

In terms of Petruzzellis’ findings, the analysis of the variance of the pretreatment 

scores was not significant at p = .520 levels for both groups, indicating that the matched-pair 

groups held similar understandings of teaching guided reading (Petruzzelli, 2010).  The 

analysis of variance of the posttreatment scores of the teachers was significant at a .049 level 

(Petruzzelli, 2010).  This finding showed that principals who received training on DI 

positively influenced the behaviors of classroom teachers (Petruzzelli, 2010).  No evidence 

indicated that teachers’ or principals’ years of experience affected their levels of 

implementation, as measured by the Levels of Use interview protocol (Hall et al., 2006). 

Another study focused on educational leaders who worked with teachers to infuse 

computer technology into the classrooms (Colandrea, 2010, p. 40).  Colandrea examined 

teachers’ backgrounds in terms of classroom computer technology use and teachers’ 
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perceptions of support from school leaders.  Colandrea’s research questions were guided by 

Rogers’ (1995) diffusion of innovation theory.  Colandrea developed an electronic survey 

instrument, the Teacher Review and Assessment of Computer Technology (TRACT), and 

pilot-tested the instrument using a scramble method for an internal reliability level of .70 and 

above.  The TRACT consisted of 36 questions, organized into three categories: (a) questions 

aimed at gathering demographic information, (b) questions developed to assess levels of 

support teachers had toward computer technology, and (c) questions developed to measure 

teachers’ feelings and perceptions toward computer technology (Colandrea, 2010).  The 

survey questions were based on a 5-point Likert-type scale (Colandrea, 2010).  

The sample population in Colandrea’s (2010) study included teachers in elementary, 

middle, and high schools in New York State.  The survey was sent to 1,500 teachers and 

received an 8% response rate, resulting in a convenience sample of 120 teachers working in 

districts that were self-reported to be in (a) high-tech districts with middle- to high-income 

levels or (b) low-tech districts with low-income levels, measured by a high percentage of 

students who were eligible for free or reduced-price meals (Colandrea, 2010).  Colandrea 

used comparative analysis and statistical procedures such as t tests and Pearson product-

moment correlations.  In addition, Colandrea used correlation and regression analyses to 

measure relationships, direction, and magnitude among variables.   

No statistically significant differences (p < .05) were found between male and female 

teacher participants (Colandrea, 2010).  No statistically significant differences existed 

between the teachers with 16 or more years of experience and those with 15 or fewer years of 

experience (Colandrea, 2010).  When the scores of teachers who taught grades K through 5 

were compared to the scores of teachers who taught grades 9 through 12, the mean scores of 
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9–12 teachers were higher than the means scores of the K–5 teachers, which indicated more 

positive attitudes and knowledge of technology existed among the 9–12 grade teachers 

(Colandrea, 2010).  The study showed that teachers in grades 9–12 (p = 0.17) had a 

statistically significant (p < .05) greater knowledge of technology, compared to teachers in 

K–5 (Colandrea, 2010).  In addition, teachers in grades 9–12 showed significantly more 

effective use of computer technology (p = .03) than did teachers teaching in the earlier 

grades.  

In the comparison of teachers who taught in a high-tech school district, teachers who 

demonstrated a higher mean score in effective use of computer technology had a positive 

effect on students (Colandrea, 2010).  Specifically, the variable of teacher lesson planning 

had a positive and significant (p < .001) correlation with the dependent variable, use of 

computer technology for lesson planning (r = .298; Colandrea, 2010).   

Colandrea (2010) showed a correlation between principal leadership policy and the 

use of computer technology.  In addition, teacher use of technology showed a small but 

positive, significant correlation with computer support in lesson planning (r = .191; 

Colandrea, 2010).  Further, teachers’ attitudes toward technology use had a positive highly 

significant (p < .001) moderate correlation with use of computer technology in teacher lesson 

planning (r = .616; Colandrea, 2010, p. 72).  The principals’ leader support increased 

teachers’ (a) job satisfaction, (b) use of technology in lesson planning, and (c) use of 

technology in the classroom (Colandrea, 2010).  Leadership variables included a clear 

computer technology policy, computer maintenance support, and specific teacher qualities 

such as helping each other (Colandrea, 2010).  These findings reflected the application of DI 
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theory (Rogers, 1995).  Thus, Colandrea’s findings indicated that innovations are adopted 

through group members’ influence on each other in a school setting.   

Although the majority of diffusion of innovation studies were applied outside of the 

educational realm, Petruzzelli and Colandrea’s dissertations were exceptions.  Both 

researchers studied teacher adaptation to change through the lens of diffusion of innovation 

theory (Colandrea, 2010; Petruzzelli, 2010).  In addition, both researchers used quantitative 

designs, albeit with different instruments: Petruzzelli (2010) applied the LoU (Hall et al., 

2006), and Colandrea (2010) used the TRACT.  Both researchers measured use of innovation 

by studying teachers’ performances (Colandrea, 2010; Petruzzelli, 2010).  Petruzzelli used 

the LoU as a pre- and posttest to measure the leadership results of principals’ diffusion of 

innovation training.  Petruzzelli used the LoU tool in interviews with the principals at one 

point in time, without implementing a treatment, and employed additional measurements to 

reveal and gather information about principals’ leadership styles.  Petruzzelli concluded that 

school leaders’ willingness to share knowledge and provide access to materials and 

technology helped increase teachers’ use of innovation and also increased teachers’ 

satisfaction.   

Both Petruzzelli (2010) and Colandrea (2010) concluded that diffusion of innovation 

needed several contingencies in place to be successful during implementation of new 

curricula.  Petruzelli found that when leaders had greater awareness of the DI process, they 

applied it to a new innovation, such as teaching guided reading.  Colandrea found that DI 

occurred through policy changes as well as through leaders’ and group members’ positive 

influences in support of adoption, supporting the notion that “having a theory in use is not 

good enough, of itself.  The people involved must also push to the next level, to make their 
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theory of action explicit” (Fullan, 2006, p. 3).  The researcher of the current study found gaps 

in knowledge about DI in educational settings related to the mandated change in standards 

and specifically regarding knowledge of how principal leadership supports new writing 

standards and teacher fidelity to newly aligned writing curricula.  This research study 

addressed this gap by focusing on the implementation of writing curricula.  The principal’s 

role is explored further in the next section of this literature review on theories of change.  

Theories of Change Leadership 

New innovations, mandates, or shifts in curricula need leadership actions and support 

for full adoption and implementation in schools (Glatthorn, Boschee, Whitehead & Boschee, 

2016).  Curricular changes occur in many forms and may need to be implemented 

gradually—or quickly and drastically (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005).  Marzano, et al., 

2005 categorized change as either first order or second order.  First-order change occurs in 

steps over time, seen in the day-to-day management in the daily life of the school.  In a meta-

analysis of research studies in education, 21 responsibilities that supported first-order change 

emerged, including (a) monitoring and evaluation; (b) culture; (c) ideals and beliefs; 

(d) knowledge of curricula, assessment, and instruction; and (e) involvement in curricula, 

assessment, and instruction (Marzano et al., 2005).  Second-order change occurred in a more 

drastic and dramatic way as an implementation of an innovation to address an issue or solve a 

problem (Marzano et al., 2005).  Of the 21 responsibilities, only seven supported second-

order change, including the top three: (a) knowledge of curricula, instruction, and 

assessment; (b) optimization; and (c) intellectual stimulation (Marzano et al., 2005).  Poor 

leader response was blamed for hindering the change process, leading to non-adoption of the 

innovation, despite sound evidence showing the benefits of the innovation (Marzano et al., 
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2005).  Of interest, Marzano et al. (2005) indicated four responsibilities important to first-

order change that actually negatively affected staff perceptions of a second-order change: 

(a) culture, (b) communication, (c) order, and (d) input.   

The school leader must be willing to live through a period of frustration and even 

anger from some staff members.  No doubt this takes a great personal toll on a school 

leader and might explain why many promising practices in education have not led to 

improved student achievement and ultimately have been abandoned. (Marzano et al., 

2005, p. 75) 

In a proposed model for adaptive leadership, Heifetz (1994) categorized change 

related to three types of problems.  In Heifetz’s model, Type I problems were considered 

technical:  When the problem and solution are clear, the main responsibility rests with the 

leader (Heifetz, 1994).  Type II problems were both technical and adaptive—the 

responsibility to solve a problem in a school falls first on the principal and then on the 

teachers (Heifetz, 1994).  Type III problems were categorized as adaptive:  Complex 

problems fall on the teachers first and secondarily on the principal (Heifetz, 1994).   

The adaptive challenges facing education communities today are as sacred in their 

importance as they are difficult.  At times they may seem intractable….  In this 

complex environment, it is more important than ever that educators at all levels 

exercise adaptive leadership. (Heifetz & Linsky, 2004, p. 37) 

Both models of change (Heifetz, 1994 & Marzano et al., 2005) differentiate types of 

problems and behaviors that occur in response to the problems.  Marzano et al. (2005) 

focused on the responsibilities and practices that leaders develop to build strong leadership 

teams, distribute responsibilities, select the right work, identify the magnitude of change, and 
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match the management style to the magnitude of change.  In contrast, Heifetz (1994) focused 

on three types of change—technical, adaptive, and a combination of technical and adaptive—

that emphasized who was responsible for the curricular change.  According to Heifetz, 

leaders can solve technical problems; however, adaptive problems need to be solved by 

followers.  Marzano et al. and Heifetz found that if leaders did not handle change 

appropriately, the change was not likely to occur despite the benefits of the change for 

students or schools.  Thus, leaders must work consciously to remain cognizant of their 

schools’ dynamics.   

Principals can accomplish this aim by walking around their schools to gain situational 

awareness and visibility (Blase & Blase, 2004; Fink & Resnick, 2001).  Principals should 

support the ideals and beliefs of a shared sense of purpose by focusing on instruction 

(Schmoker, 2011).  Principals’ recommended actions include having monthly grade-level 

meetings to discuss instruction, holding an open-door policy to encourage input from 

teachers, and holding systematic meetings throughout the year to obtain formal input 

regarding the schools’ ideals and beliefs (Marzano et al., 2005).  Leaders were most 

successful when they were able to understand the dimensions of the proposed change, accept 

implementation dips of student performance scores, and use varying leadership styles 

dependent upon situational need (Marzano et al., 2005).  Principals need to know how to 

think and act when faced with change, as well as how to foster leadership in others; 

otherwise, for some, the change becomes too difficult, and the innovation is not adopted 

(Fullan, 2014; Rogers, 1995). 

In order to encourage acceptance of a change initiative, Hall (2013) posited that the 

assessment of an implementation could be addressed through the three diagnostic dimensions 
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of the Concerns-Based Adoption Model (CBAM; Hall et al., 2006).  The CBAM elements 

are (a) stages of concern, (b) levels of use, and (c) innovation configuration (Hall et al., 

2006).  The CBAM was designed to address the challenges of change by assessing the extent 

of change and implementation efforts (Hall et al., 2006).  Change is not an event; it is a 

process that happens over time with people, resources, and time, and change is subject to 

failure along the way (Marzano et al., 2005).  Thus, it is important for school leaders to 

support teachers by providing collaboration time, materials, resources, and the 

encouragement to take risks without repercussion (Fullan, 2014).  “Implementing 

comprehensive school reform models and transformational innovations such as the Common 

Core Standards will not be accomplished quickly.  In most settings the change process will 

take three to five years, or even longer depending upon the organizational context” (Hall, 

2013, p. 265).  

Amato (2008) used a narrative inquiry methodology to record, describe, and study her 

own experience as an elementary school principal facing the challenges of curricula changes 

over a 3-year implementation.  Amato had spent 19 years as a teacher and 6 years as a 

principal in a successful suburban school before undertaking the role of a principal in an 

urban setting.  Amato documented change from the perspective of a new principal in an 

urban school as she navigated the competing requirements of enhancing accountability, 

adhering to mandated reforms, and building a supportive, positive climate for teachers to 

teach and students to learn.   

Amato (2008) documented key moments of change in the school’s history, including 

an economic downturn and teachers’ strike.  When no student subgroups met expectations, 

the school received a NCLB designation of warning and school improvement status (Amato, 
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2008).  Over the course of two years, the Pennsylvania State Department of Education sent 

support personnel to work with principal Amato to enact school reforms (Amato, 2008).  The 

staff sometimes spoke to the principal about their feeling that others perceived them as 

“broken” (Amato, 2008, p. 58).  Amato documented how the staff felt it was the children’s 

fault, and the families thought the school was to blame.  Amato noted how she often 

struggled as an urban principal to give people time to accept change and to build trust after 

years of mistrust and still meet the urgently needed reforms for students.  Through this 

experience, Amato grew in leadership skills and expanded her understanding of change.   

Leadership in an urban district, with a strong teachers’ union influence, placed 

constraints on change—the change initiative superseded a child-centered environment 

(Amato, 2008).  Amato began to connect to others around her who shared a child-centered 

vision.  Amato described her challenges and noted that providing a rich environment for 

students was most rewarding for her in a personal and professional way.  Amato (2008) 

wrote,  

Challenges are complex and sometimes at odds with each other.  There are no easy 

answers for most problems and as soon as one problem is addressed another surfaces.  

But establishing core values and being willing to try and re-try in the name of 

students can begin to make a difference. (p. 180)    

Further, Amato (2008) found that when she treated staff with respect and validated 

their input, the willingness and fortitude of individuals to challenge the status quo improved.  

Amato posited that strong leaders learned about people and problems first in order to create 

teams to match problems efficiently with solutions.  Amato compared the disparities of 

teacher quality in a low-paying urban school system to teacher quality in a suburban school 
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in which she had previously worked; her urgency for change stemmed from her concern that 

children would not be prepared as adults to function in a global society.  Amato noted she 

was fortunate to have previous experience in leading change—typically, an urban school 

receives an inexperienced leader who faces a large learning curve.  Amato’s conclusions 

showed that school leaders need to attune themselves to the human side of leading and 

promote collaboration with experts and researchers from related fields to balance 

instructional leadership with the human interpersonal side of supervision.  

Wood (2015) used a qualitative, phenomenological approach to explore the unique 

principal leadership role, including the responsibilities and behaviors required to sustain the 

implementation of a program.  Participants were principals from school districts throughout 

California who had actively implemented the Criteria for Certified Linked Learning 

Pathways (CLLP), which is a reform framework designed for teachers to connect learning in 

the classroom with the real world to improve student achievement outcomes in line with 

college and career readiness (Wood, 2015).  The Linked Learning initiative, like other school 

initiatives, had been a challenge for principals to implement and sustain; Wood explored how 

the Linked Learning initiative had affected principals’ leadership role, responsibilities, and 

leadership approaches.  Nine school districts implemented the CLLP with 27 high school 

principals (Wood, 2015).  Of the 27 principals, eight (30%) participated (Wood, 2015).  

Participants had been administrators for at least five years; four took a traditional route to 

becoming school principals, and four had worked in outside fields (Wood, 2015).  Seven of 

the principals were male, and all participants were between 40 and 65 years old (Wood, 

2015).   
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The principals were first given a general demographic questionnaire; later Wood 

(2015) conducted semi-structured interviews with each principal.  The research questions 

focused on the multiplicity of roles held by school principals and specifically addressed the 

support of the adoption of the Linked Learning initiative (Wood, 2015).  The principals 

indicated that implementation of the Linked Learning program was a challenge to support 

fully (Wood, 2015).  However, major subthemes emerged showing that the principals 

believed their roles as leaders included their need to act as community bridge, risk taker, and 

supporter (Wood, 2015).  The principals’ role as a “community bridge” included going to 

outside events, serving on boards, and reaching out to businesses and community partners 

(Wood, 2015, p. 89).  This collaboration supported businesses that provided work-based 

experiences and resources for students (Wood, 2015).  In addition, the principals considered 

being risk takers part of their roles (Wood, 2015).  The principals reflected risk in trying 

something new and developed the ability to change if their actions did not succeed (Wood, 

2015).  The principals’ roles as supporter included recognizing teachers’ concerns, trying to 

remove obstacles that hindered teachers, working alongside teachers, and providing resources 

for teachers (Wood, 2015).  

Wood’s (2015) findings indicated that the principals needed to build cultures of 

accountability by overseeing the process through shared intention.  The principals indicated 

that this work of change could not be achieved alone—the shared intentions included 

(a) shared ownership, (b) shared responsibility, and (c) shared decision making (Wood, 

2015).  The teachers joined the school leaders to hold themselves accountable for actions; if 

there was “a dropped ball,” the staff acknowledged the problem and became part of the 

solution (Wood, 2015, p. 95).  The staff shared the responsibility of implementing the Linked 
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Learning program changes by working in teams (Wood, 2015).  As the teachers took 

responsibility, the leaders distributed leadership to share decision making (Wood, 2015).   

In addition, the principals perceived they had created the “right fit” for their schools 

by promoting an aligned sense of purpose and creating an environment ready for the change 

(Wood, 2015, p. 105).  One participant of the study indicated that the school would not have 

been able to adopt a program without first building a sense of safety and control (Wood, 

2015).  The principals expressed the need to balance the vision for the curricula change with 

the needs of the students and the principals’ other responsibilities (Wood, 2015). 

DeLucia (2011) conducted a sequential, explanatory mixed-methods research study 

on the supports and barriers that existed for principals as they implemented school change.  

The study was conducted in three small-city elementary public school districts in the 

northeastern United States; seven public school principals and 29 teachers participated 

(DeLucia, 2011).  An eighth principal had partial participation in the study.  Four of the 

schools taught between 250 and 500 students, and three of the schools taught between 500 

and 700 students (DeLucia, 2011).  The principals’ experience ranged from no experience to 

15 years (DeLucia, 2011).  The study used an online survey tool called the Leadership 

Practice Inventory, which includes an open-ended participant journal and interview 

components (Kouzes & Posner, 1995).  Specifically, the Leadership Practice Inventory 

assesses leader abilities such as (a) ability to challenge the process, (b) ability to inspire a 

shared vision, (c) ability to enable others to act, (d) ability to model the way, and (e) ability 

to encourage the heart (Kouzes & Posner, 1995).   

DeLucia (2011) found that all the elementary principals exhibited all the leadership 

practices; however, teachers and principals disagreed slightly on the implementation degree 
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of principal practices.  Three of the practices were implemented to a high degree: (a) 

modeling the way, (b) enabling others to act, and (c) encouraging the heart (DeLucia, 2011).  

The other two practices—inspiring a shared vision and challenging the process—were 

implemented to some degree (DeLucia, 2011).  DeLucia coded responses into internal and 

external categories depending on principal control.  The areas with successful 

implementation were primarily categorized as internal (DeLucia, 2011).  

The principals’ practice of modeling the way was perceived as a personal trait that 

required the principal to foster communication, expectations, and experience (DeLucia, 

2011).  Principals noted barriers to modeling the way, which included facilities management 

(e.g., student discipline, paperwork, working with parents, working with teachers, and 

managing other building management functions) and time (DeLucia, 2011).  Principals felt 

modifying their own behaviors would enable them to model the way to a high degree 

(DeLucia, 2011).    

The practice of enabling others to act involved collaboration, communication, 

relationships, professional development, and knowledge building (DeLucia, 2011).  

Principals viewed all practices as internally controlled, except professional development, 

which involved district constraints (DeLucia, 2011).  Collaboration, communication, and 

relationships could overcome external forces such as time and contractual obligations 

(DeLucia, 2011).  The principals’ practice of encouraging the heart revealed personal traits 

that included recognition and relationships (DeLucia, 2011).  All principals felt they had 

control of encouraging the heart and identified it as worth making time to accomplish 

(DeLucia, 2011).   



 

38 

Inspiring a shared vision was a practice not implemented to a high degree by the 

participants despite principals’ perceptions that it was an internal factor (DeLucia, 2011).  

More than any other practice, the principals agreed that barriers to this practice included lack 

of central office support, lack of consistency, absence of a central office vision, a lack of 

experience, culture, and the degree to which teachers were willing to change (DeLucia, 2011, 

p. 155).  Finally, principals’ were least likely to implement the practice of challenging the 

process (DeLucia, 2011).  Although all the supports were internal, principals identified five 

supports that helped overcome challenges that hindered the process: relationships, culture, 

trust, collaboration, and vision (DeLucia, 2011). 

In summary, Wood (2015) focused on high school principals and Amato (2008) and 

DeLucia (2011) studied elementary school principals; however, commonalities were evident 

in all three studies of leadership practices designed to support and implement change.  

According to Amato (2008), Wood (2015), and DeLucia (2011), principals’ relationships 

were key to addressing barriers in curricula reform and promoting a culture of accountability 

for student achievement.  The researchers explored practices principals used to address 

change in varying schools across the United States, similar to the current research study, 

which addressed change and the challenges that resulted from the change process.  Amato, 

Wood, and DeLucia found that principals could not make this change alone; they had to build 

a culture of shared urgency and reform with teachers on behalf of their students.  The main 

conclusion from these studies was that principals who work toward a shared vision and create 

an environment that supports teachers can successfully implement curricula change. 

The methodology of the current research study was consistent with the Wood (2015) 

and DeLucia (2011) studies in the use of interviews with principals to gather data from 
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multiple cases.  In addition, the current study was aligned with DeLucia’s (2011) research in 

the sense that input from teachers was included to collect teachers’ perceptions of principals’ 

practices; however, the survey instruments used were different.  In sum, the review of 

literature has indicated that research was lacking in the area of elementary principals’ 

implementation of change as a response to the state-mandated writing standards.  This 

research project was intended to address that research gap.  

Role of Emotional Intelligence in Change Leadership 

Emotional intelligence (EI) refers to a person’s ability to recognize and manage his or 

her emotions and recognize, understand, and influence the emotions of others (Goleman, 

1996).  Research has indicated that when leaders exhibit emotional intelligence, followers are 

more willing to listen to new ideas (Goleman, 1996).  Leaders with emotional intelligence 

have skills in self-awareness, self-management, social awareness, and relationship 

management (Goleman, 1996).  These qualities allow leaders to empathize with groups’ 

emotions and express a sense of caring and understanding, especially in times of change 

(Goleman, 1996).  Emotionally intelligent leaders who connect with teachers produce 

meaningful and collaborative work together (Hallinger, 2003).  In a sense, “without a healthy 

dose of heart, a supposed ‘leader’ may manage, but he [sic] does not lead” (Goleman, 

Boyatzi, & McKee, 2002, p. 21).  In contrast to leading with heart, leading with anger or 

creating fear in followers may get leaders through a crisis, but anger and fear are short-lived 

motivators (Goleman, et al., 2002).  In fact, being yelled at or feeling a sense of attack causes 

a flooding effect that elevates a person’s heart rate 20 to 30 beats per minute; the results is 

often that the person does not hear what has been said in the moment or may not be able to 

respond with clarity (Goleman, et al., 2002).  In contrast, school leaders with high EI 
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implement their visions by motivating, inspiring, encouraging, and listening to others 

(Goleman, et al., 2002). 

Munroe (2009) conducted a quantitative correlational design study of emotional 

intelligence and instructional leadership behaviors with Michigan elementary school 

principals who were part of the Reading First initiative.  The purpose was to examine how 

intrapersonal and interpersonal skills related to instructional leadership behaviors (Munroe, 

2009).  Munroe selected two measurement tools: (a) the Emotional Intelligence Appraisal 

(EIATM–Me Edition; Bradberry & Greaves, 2003b) and (b) the Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale (PIMRS; Hallinger, 1985).  Of the initial 93 principals invited to 

participate in the study, 35 completed the two online surveys (Munroe, 2009).  The sample 

consisted of 40% men (n =14), and 60% women (n = 21).  The age range varied: 40% were 

between 31 and40 years (n = 14); 11.43% were between 41 and 50 (n = 4); 40% were 

between 51 and 60 years old (n = 40); and 8.57% were 61 or older (n = 3; Munroe, 2009).  

The range of administrative experience as principal varied; two principals had 1 year of 

experience (5.71%), nine had 2 to 4 years of experience (25.71%), 14 had 5 to 9 years of 

experience (40%), six had 10 to 15 years of experience (17.14%), and four had 16 or more 

years of experience (11.43%; Munroe, 2009).   

The results for the EIA showed the lowest subscale for male participants was social 

awareness (x = 76, SD = 9.94; Munroe, 2009).  Men had difficulty being aware of mood or 

climate, hearing what others were saying, and showing concern (Munroe, 2009).  The main 

strengths for men were self-management (x = 80, SD = 7.91), personal confidence, and 

handling personal stress of frustrations (Munroe, 2009).  The lowest subscale score for 

women was self-awareness (x = 76.33, SD = 10.85), indicating difficulty knowing their own 
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emotions and how they responded to others at work (Munroe, 2009).  Self-management was 

a strength for women (x = 81.14, SD = 10.29).  The women had an overall emotional 

intelligence score 4 points higher than men’s overall emotional intelligence score (Munroe, 

2009).  Social competence emerged as the highest self-rated cluster for principals between 36 

to 40 years old (x = 82.29, SD = 5.71) and for elementary principals between 41 and 50 years 

old (x = 87.50, SD = 4.93; Munroe, 2009).  The highest overall emotional intelligence mean 

score for principals was for those between 41 and 50 years of age (x = 85.5, SD = 4.04; 

Munroe, 2009).    

Munroe (2009) used a second research tool, the PIMRS, which consisted of questions 

designed to elicit responses on a 5-point Likert-type scale to rate behavior in each 

performance area.  Principals rated themselves highest on framing school goals (x = 4.55; 

Munroe, 2009).  Further, principals identified other behavioral areas that occurred frequently 

or almost always, including protecting instructional time (x = 4.34), maintaining high 

visibility (x = 4.08), promoting professional growth (x = 4.35), supervising and evaluating 

instruction (x = 4.18), coordinating the curriculum (x = 4.15), and monitoring student 

progress (x = 4.08; Munroe, 2009).  Behaviors that sometimes occurred included 

communicating school goals (x = 3.93), providing incentives for learning (x = 3.97), and 

providing incentives for teachers (x = 3.44; Munroe, 2009). 

Munroe’s (2009) findings supported the hypothesis that overall emotional intelligence 

in Michigan Reading First principals was related at a significant level to instructional 

leadership behaviors, r(35) = .41, p < .01.  Creswell (2008) noted that correlations between 

.40 and .60 indicate a moderate to substantial relationship.  Thus, the cluster of social 

competence, r(35) = .40, p < .05, and relationship management, r(35) = .38, p < .05, showed 
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mild to moderate correlations with instructional leadership behaviors (Munroe, 2009).  

Munroe found a significant statistical relationship between emotional intelligence and 

instructional leadership.  The role of the instructional principal included support of 

collaboration, reflective learning, teamwork, and inquiry, all of which were enhanced by the 

leaders’ knowledge of emotional intelligence (Munroe, 2009).  

Williams (2004) studied characteristics that distinguished outstanding urban 

principals.  Williams designed the study to identify the criterion sample through a multiple-

source nomination process, which included peer nomination and teaching ratings.  

Participants were selected and tallied according to three conditions: “Outstanding” principals 

received nominations by two or more peers and by two or more supervisors and ratings of at 

least a 2.75 (out of 3.00) from other teachers (Williams, 2004).  “Typical” principals had no 

peer or supervisor nominations (Williams, 2004).  Williams was not aware of which 

principals were typical or outstanding during the interview process.  The final study sample 

of 20 teachers included 11 elementary school principals, five middle school principals, and 

four high school principals (Williams, 2004).  There were 12 outstanding principals and 8 

typical principals (Williams, 2004).  The demographics of the study were representative of 

the larger population of principals: 58% of the principals were females, compared to 55% 

female principals in the population; 67% principals were African American, compared to 

70% African American principals in the population; and the sample average of principal 

experience was 9 years, compared to the average experience of 9 years in the total principal 

population.   

Williams (2004) interviewed all principals individually using a behavioral event 

incident (BEI) interview protocol and examined three real experiences to assess individual 
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competencies.  Principals described three work incidents, two in which they felt effective and 

one in which they felt ineffective (Williams, 2004).  In addition, the principals completed a 

career history and a Rotter Locus of Control test (Rotter, 1966).  The interviews were double-

coded for an 87% inter-rater reliability and 100% agreement was found between the raters 

(Williams, 2004).  Williams looked for emotional intelligence clusters and competencies 

across all three experiences and tallied the frequency codes.  The identities of the outstanding 

and typical principals were revealed to Williams after the interviews.  The results of the 

Rotter Locus of Control tests indicated no significant differences between the outstanding 

principals and typical principals’ demographic information that included years of experience 

and efficacy (p = .664).   

Williams (2004) selected two nonparametric statistical tests to examine differences in 

the demonstration of emotional and social intelligence between the two groups.  A chi-square 

analysis was used to examine differences between groups regarding distribution of each 

competency across the three incidents to show consistency (Williams, 2004).  Williams 

performed a two-tailed Mann Whitney U test for each competency, treating the frequency 

score as the dependent variable.  Williams posited that the greatest differences between the 

typical and outstanding principals were in the self-management and social skills clusters.  

This included key characteristics across instructional leadership, change leadership, and 

problem solving skills of outstanding principals in many areas, including self-confidence 

(p < .005), self-control (p < .05), conscientiousness (p < .005), achievement orientation 

 (p < .001), initiative (p < .001), organizational awareness (p < .005), developing others 

(p < .05), leadership—the ability to inspire and guide individuals and groups (p < .005), 

influence (p < .05), change catalyst (p < .05), conflict management (p < .01), analytical 
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reasoning (p < .001), and teamwork and collaboration (p < .005; Williams, 2004).  All the 

principals in the study demonstrated some social intelligence competencies, but the 

outstanding principal group demonstrated a greater consistency over the three incidents 

(Williams, 2004).  Williams noted the groups of principals valued relationships differently; 

typical principals valued interpersonal aspects of relationship building, and outstanding 

principals focused on the alignment and value of relationships (Williams, 2004). 

Parkes and Thomas (2006) observed five effective Australian public high school 

principals to determine the values they observed and practiced.  Parkes and Thomas selected 

the principals based on superintendent recommendations according to criteria for effective 

principal factors (Dinham, Cairney, Craige, & Wilson, 1995), sustained school 

improvements, and parent and community perceptions.  Parkes and Thomas observed each 

participant over a 2-day period from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.  The activities were recorded and later 

triangulated to develop an alignment between the principals’ articulated values using data 

from the Senge Survey for Personal and Work Values (Senge, Kleiner, Roberts, Ross, & 

Smith, 1994), the Rokeach Scales (Rokeach, 1973), and individual interviews (Parkes & 

Thomas, 2006).  In the Senge Survey for Personal and Work Values, participants started with 

80 values, and by a process of elimination, revealed work place values (Senge et al., 1994).  

In the Rokeach Scale, the principals ranked 18 terminal values by order of importance: 

ambitious, broadminded, capable, cheerful, clean, courageous, forgiving, helpful, honest, 

imaginative, independent, intellectual, logical, loving, obedient, polite, responsible, and self-

controlled (Rokeach, 1973).  In addition, principals ranked 18 instrumental values: a 

comfortable life, an exciting life, a sense of accomplishment, a world at peace, a world of 

beauty, equality, family security, freedom, inner harmony, mature love, national security, 
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pleasure, salvation, self-respect, social recognition, true friendship, and wisdom (Rokeach, 

1973).   

Data were first analyzed to determine what values were observed and confirm the 

values through triangulation for each principal (Parkes & Thomas, 2006).  Data not 

triangulated were discarded (Parkes & Thomas, 2006).  Next, Parke and Thomas (2006) 

looked for an alignment of confirmed triangulated data.  The principal tendencies or values 

were sorted into three categories: (a) interpersonal relationships, (b) operational style, and 

(c) personal attributes (Parkes & Thomas, 2006).  Although all the principals had the same 

task of being school leaders and facilities managers, principals had their own ways to 

organize tasks, solve problems, and address daily situations (Parkes & Thomas, 2006).  Work 

values involving interpersonal relationships attributed to the effective principals included 

quality relationships, true friendship, politeness, cooperation, helpfulness, and working for 

the welfare of others (Parkes & Thomas, 2006).  The work values related to operational style 

included being capable, knowledgeable, efficient, and responsible, having quality standards, 

and seeking personal development (Parkes & Thomas, 2006).  The work values related to 

personal qualities included openness, honesty, and ethics (Parkes & Thomas, 2006).  An 

unexpected finding across the cases was the principals’ willingness to tolerate interruptions 

(Parkes & Thomas, 2006).  The willingness to be interrupted was a positive aspect of valuing 

quality relationships and operational style, showing principals’ prioritization of people’s 

concerns over whatever else the principal was doing (Parkes & Thomas, 2006).  

In summary, Munroe (2009), Williams (2004), and Parkes and Thomas (2006) 

concurred that emotional intelligence is a key dimension of an effective instructional school 

leader.  Munroe found significant results aligning emotional intelligence to instructional 
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leaders implementing a Reading First program.  Principals who had awareness of emotional 

intelligence were able to bring teachers and staff together to work on common visions to 

benefit their students and schools (Munroe, 2009).  Parkes and Thomas (2006) posited 

through triangulation of observations, surveys, and interviews that principals’ actions 

reflected their values and setting a priority to help others by allowing their work to be 

interrupted was key to emotional intelligence.  

Although leaders may use their emotional intelligence within the instructional 

leadership model, other principal–teacher interactions can occur in the context of a 

transformational leadership style.  For example, Hallinger (2007) claimed instructional 

leadership was a top-down dynamic, and transformational leadership was a bottom-up 

dynamic.  Both leadership styles result in a common sense of purpose for the work; however, 

they are approached differently in terms of leaders’ roles.   

Leadership Roles and Styles 

Leadership roles and styles are an important consideration for principals as they work 

with teachers and make instructional decisions for their schools—the quality of instruction 

ultimately affects student learning.  In this section, principals’ leadership roles and leadership 

styles are reviewed. 

Transformational Leadership 

Transformational leadership is a leadership concept characterized by an explicit focus 

on the role of the leader in organizational reform and the development of followers 

(Dansereau, Yammarino, & Markham, 1995).  Transformational leaders and members share 

goals to focus on common missions aligned to their organizations’ visions.  According to 

Bass (1998), transformational leaders provide organizational climates that meet individual 
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needs and respect differences, thus enhancing members’ creativity and motivation.  The 

leader provides a stimulus for positive change and innovation, which can promote a climate 

of openness and trust in the organization, which in turn can motivate members to accomplish 

more than they had thought possible (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  In this type of organizational 

climate, members are trusted to transcend their own self-interests for the interests of the 

organization (Bass, 1998).   

Menon (2014) conducted a quantitative study on the relationship between 

transformational leadership, perceived leader effectiveness, and teachers’ job satisfaction.  

Menon used an adapted form of Bass’s (1985) Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) 

to collect information about transformational leadership from 438 secondary school teachers 

in 10 schools in Cyprus.  The survey had a 90% return rate.  Menon used the Mplus statistical 

analysis software (Muthén & Muthén, 2007) to evaluate the model fit.  Three fit indices were 

computed.  The x² was calculated using its degree of freedom ratio (x²/df).  Menon noted that 

the comparative fit index (CFI) should be less than 2.0, the CFI should be higher than 0.90, 

and the RMSEA values should be close to or lower than 0.08 (Menon, 2014, p. 518).  The 

analysis was applied to the data to examine the link between transformational, transactional, 

passive-avoidant leadership behaviors; the leader’s perceived effectiveness; and the teachers’ 

job satisfaction (Menon, 2014).  In addition, teachers were asked two questions using a 7-

point scale rating their satisfaction with their jobs and one question on the perceived effects 

on student behaviors, student achievement of goals, student learning, and improvement of 

school quality (Menon, 2014).  A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) used to test the 

hypothesis was statistically significant at the p = .05 level, as indicated by the t value (> 1.96; 

Menon, 2014).  The theoretical basis for the alternative 3-factor model was that leadership 
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contained three correlated factors: (a) transformational, (b) transactional, and (c) passive-

avoidant leadership (Menon, 2014).  The correlations between the three dimensions of 

leadership were statistically significant (Menon, 2014).  The correlation coefficient between 

transformational and transactional leadership was positive, r = .78, p < .05; the correlation 

between transformational and passive-avoidant leadership was negative, r = .57, p < .05; 

and the correlation between transactional and passive-avoidant leadership was negative, r = 

.50, p < .05 (Menon, 2014).  A significant positive correlation between transformational and 

transactional leadership could be attributed to the strong conceptual characteristics (Menon, 

2014).  The negative correlations between the first two factors and the third factor were 

anticipated because the third factor represented the passive-avoidant dimension of leadership, 

which opposed the positive dimensions captured by the transformational and transactional 

leadership factors (Menon, 2014).   

Perceived leader effectiveness and job satisfaction showed direct effects on the three 

leadership factors.  In particular, perceived leader effectiveness had a positive direct effect on 

the transformational factor, r = .22, z = 4.05, p < .05; a positive direct effect on the 

transactional factor, r = .28, z = 4.38, p < .05; and a negative direct effect on the passive-

avoidant factor, r = .11, z = 2.05, p < .05 (Menon, 2014).  Job satisfaction had a positive 

direct effect on the transformational factor, r = .31, z = 5.17, p < .05, and the transactional 

factor, r = .24, z =3.53, p < .05; and a negative direct effect on the passive-avoidant factor, 

r = .52, z = 10.12, p < .05 (Menon, 2014).  Menon concluded that perceived leader 

effectiveness and job satisfaction had positive direct effects on the two leadership factors and 

a negative direct effect on the passive-avoidant factor.  The perceived effectiveness of the 

leader had stronger predictive validity on the transactional factor, and job satisfaction proved 
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to have the strongest direct effect on the passive-avoidant factor of the leader (Menon, 2014).  

Thus, teachers might not consider transformational leadership behaviors sufficient for 

effectiveness (Menon, 2014).  Instead, they considered a leader effective based on observed 

effects on specific educational outcomes and an integrated model of leadership (Menon, 

2014). 

Yang (2014) conducted an action research study over a 3-year period in two case-

study schools, Lieshishan Primary School and Hunan Primary School, in Changchun and 

Anshan, China, to explore ideas for school district leaders and individual principals who 

sought to improve their leadership.  Yang and a team of 20 members worked with the two 

principals to educate them about transformational leadership and study changes in the 

principals’ leadership styles.  At the core of this research was an understanding that 

transformational leadership was a necessary, key component to school improvement (Yang, 

2014).  First, the team visited each school to discuss school improvement with the principals 

and teachers.  The team gave guest lectures, recruited teachers to share experiences with 

others, provided principals the opportunity to attend international school conferences, and 

arranged for the schools to work with mentor “prestigious schools” (Yang, 2014, p. 280).  

The researchers were a part of the school environments for three consecutive years (Yang, 

2014).  

Yang (2014) and his team documented the challenges of each school and the 

principals’ stages of adoption in transformational leadership.  Before improvements could be 

put into place, the first challenge of school leaders was to identify the existing problems 

(Yang, 2014).  Identifying a problem required the principals to take three actions: 

(a) determine the problem, (b) establish that it really was a problem, and (c) establish what to 
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do about the problem (Yang, 2014).  The next challenge was the difficulty of analyzing the 

relationships between problems (Yang, 2014).  Yang explained how the principals adopted 

transformational leadership in three stages: embryonic, formative, and mature.  In the 

embryonic stage, the principal wanted the school to develop but lacked the ability to 

implement strategies.  In the formative stage, the principal could actively think of strategies 

to improve the school development, but was unable to implement the strategies dynamically 

and systematically (Yang, 2014).  In this stage, the teachers and supervisors questioned the 

principals’ thinking (Yang, 2014).  Finally, in the mature stage, principals considered their 

schools’ development problems, offered effective strategies, and provided important 

influences that inspired school members to have a positive attitude, resulting in enhanced 

performance (Yang, 2014).   

The transformational leadership training began with forming the directions of their 

schools (Yang, 2014).  The Lieshishan Primary School founders established the school’s 

mission as “respect for childlike innocence,” referring to child development and happiness 

(Yang, 2014).  Hunan Primary School leaders, in contrast, established their mission as 

“sunshine education,” which encompassed several goals, including (a) developing each 

child’s potential, (b) developing a school culture through individual emotional care and 

educational measures, (d) encouraging pursuit of a healthy life, and (d) learning (Yang, 

2014).  Although each school’s focus was different, both principals shared the will to solve 

school problems (Yang, 2014).  This idea evolved into shared visions for the schools; a 

shared vision is a core element for the growth of transformational leaders (Yang, 2014).   

In addition to incorporating national curricula, the school leaders considered school-

based curricula (Yang, 2014).  For example, the Hunan Primary School provided (a) national 
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curricula, consisting of math, English, music, sports, and art; (b) school-based curricula, 

which included handwriting, art appreciation, leisure sports, and classic reading; and 

(c) student-based curricula, which included art, sports, science, and puzzles (Yang, 2014).  

The principal shared power with the teachers to allow members to achieve their potentials 

and obtain more opportunities (Yang, 2014).  School improvements involved developing 

teachers and students to promote continuous transformational improvement (Yang, 2014).  A 

principal’s duty was to improve his or her own transformational leadership skills. 

Roman (2009) implemented a qualitative case study to analyze the perceived effects 

of principals’ transformational leadership practices on their efforts to lead their schools 

toward successful school reform.  The research was conducted over a 6-month period to 

study the transformational leadership of two elementary school principals and five teachers in 

two schools in New Jersey (Roman, 2009).  The principal participants were selected for the 

study by the district superintendent, who identified them as principals who had been 

successful in implementing various programs in their schools and who demonstrated qualities 

of transformational leadership (Roman, 2009).  The two principals varied in experience, from 

9 to 25 years (Roman, 2009).  The teacher participants were selected from each of the 

principals’ schools using a systematic sampling design with a random starting point; 

however, teachers’ participation was voluntary (Roman, 2009).   

The school district served approximately 4,040 students from an ethnically and 

economically diverse population (Roman, 2009).  Roman used principal and teacher 

interviews, archival documents, and principal observations to inform the qualitative study.  

Principals were interviewed over the course of 5 days after school hours for 1 hour; 10 

teachers were interviewed for 1 hour, five from each school (Roman, 2009).  The principal 
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interviews were discussed with the superintendent during a follow-up interview (Roman, 

2009).  The principals were observed during a beginning-of-the-year faculty meeting to see 

how they discussed their plans for the new school year and how they summarized the 

previous year (Roman, 2009).  In addition, the principals were observed during a teacher 

department meeting and during the course of the school day (Roman, 2009).  Finally, Roman 

spent two days at each school reviewing principal correspondence, which included memos 

and policy statements.  The purpose of the document review was to see how the schools’ 

visions and goals were displayed and communicated throughout the schools (Roman, 2009).  

The work was predicated on six dimensions: “(1) building school vision and goals, 

(2) providing intellectual stimulation, (3) offering individual support, (4) symbolizing 

professional practices and values, (5) demonstrating high performance expectations, and 

(6) developing structures to foster participation in school decisions” (Roman, 2019, p. 3).  Of 

the six dimensions, the study specifically focused on building school vision and goals and 

offering individual support (Roman, 2009).  Roman also described five school conditions: 

“(1) purpose and goals; (2) school planning; (3) organizational culture; (4) structure and 

organization; and (5) information and decision-making” (Roman, 2009, p. 8).  

Transformational leadership had both a direct and indirect effect on school conditions.   

Roman (2009) suggested the two elementary principals were linked to three 

transformational leadership dimensions (vision, goals, offering teachers support).  Roman 

suggested that the teachers were motivated when these principals articulated their visions for 

their schools.  The principals showed effective communication skills when they displayed the 

following key factors: “(1) providing clear expectations to teachers, and (2) identifying the 

school’s primary function” (Roman, 2009, p. 276).  The principals were able to develop a 
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culture of trust when they displayed the following key factors: “(1) acknowledging teachers’ 

efforts, and (2) providing useful information for effective decision-making” (Roman, 2009, 

p. 282).  The principals modeled behavioral practices that they hoped would pervade the 

school environment when they exhibited the following key factors: “(1) shared leadership 

practices, and (2) high-quality work” (Roman, 2009, p. 287).  Roman recommended that 

principals remain cognizant of how they are perceived in order to communicate to teachers, 

establish cultures, and model leadership practices; thus, they can move closer to improving 

school reform through daily practices. 

Bongarten (2006) investigated the characteristics of an effective literacy principal 

using a descriptive qualitative case study.  Key informants at Teachers College Reading and 

Writing Project from Columbia University recommended the New York City principal 

selected for this study (Bongarten, 2006).  The principal served as a mentor school for the 

Teachers College Reading and Writing Project (Bongarten, 2006).  The K–5 school was 

located in an affluent New York City neighborhood and served 848 students (Bongarten, 

2006).  The principal had an assistant principal and a literacy coach for support (Bongarten, 

2006).  Bongarten conducted in-depth semi-structured open-ended interviews with the 

principal, assistant principal, literacy coach, school librarian, and seven classroom teachers.  

All the interviews were between 45 and 60 minutes long except for the principal interview, 

which was conducted after school over a 3-day period in several 1-hour sessions (Bongarten, 

2006).  In addition, Bongarten conducted 40 hours of observations of three classroom 

teachers after the teachers had attended professional development conducted by a staff 

developer.  Finally, Bongarten reviewed reflection letters written after the observations by 
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the principal, as well as other documents, agendas, handouts, school newsletters, and the 

teachers’ handbook.   

Bongarten (2006) found that the principal was committed to becoming 

knowledgeable about literacy instruction.  The principal’s commitment was demonstrated by 

participating in literacy learning communities and supporting staff professional development 

by offering opportunities and turnkey learning (Bongarten, 2006).  The principal held 

teachers accountable for instructional practice and student achievement by setting clearly 

articulated expectations for literacy (Bongarten, 2006).  The findings show that an effective 

principal integrated three types of leadership: instructional, distributive, and transformational 

leadership (Bongarten, 2006).  Instructional leadership consisted of being accountable for 

literacy instruction, participating in communities of learners, and providing resources and 

materials (Bongarten, 2006).  Instructional leadership was integrated into both 

transformational leadership and distributive leadership (Bongarten, 2006).  Transformational 

leaders developed the professional school culture, promoted high expectations, and motivated 

and empowered others to perform (Bongarten, 2006).  Transformational leaders created a 

base to allow for instructional and distributive leadership.  Distributive leadership gave 

leadership to teams of teachers and to school administrators and others and overlapped with 

instructional leadership and transformational leadership (Bongarten, 2006).  Bongarten 

concluded that the support of the school district and its commitment for funding to 

implement literacy contributed to the ability of the principal to be an effective literacy leader.   

In summary, Menon (2014), Yang (2014), Roman (2009), and Bongarten (2006) 

focused on the concept of transformational leadership and concluded that an integrated model 

of leadership containing transformational leadership as a component was more effective than 
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transformational leadership alone to address the varied aspects of school principals’ 

leadership.  Menon (2014) studied the relationship of transformational leadership in 10 

schools using the MLQ.  Similarly, in the current study, the MLQ was used to study 

principals’ and teachers’ perceptions of principals.  Menon also included a survey on 

teachers’ job satisfaction to understand the development of relationships.  Menon revealed a 

positive direct effect of transformational leadership and teachers’ job satisfaction.  Menon’s 

findings indicated that the principal’s actions directly influenced teachers’ perceptions, from 

stating the school’s vision to modeling expectations.  Menon concluded that leaders should 

be aware of how they are perceived in order to have continuous improvement.   

Roman (2009) studied the perceived effects of principals’ leadership and used 

interviews and observations.  Yang (2014) conducted an action research study with two 

international schools over a 2-year period.  Yang had hands-on interactions with the 

principals and the teachers in effort to build the principals’ knowledge of transformational 

leadership.  Yang concluded it was the principals’ duty to continue to learn about their 

leadership and to be aware of how it plays a role when problems are addressed or change is 

required.   

Yang’s study was unlike the other studies reviewed in this section, as well as unlike 

the current research study, in the sense that Yang approached the case studies for a much 

longer duration and used an action-oriented methodology.  In contrast, Bongarten (2006) 

studied one principal’s leadership efforts to support teachers of reading literacy.  Bongarten 

found that the principal needed to integrate instructional, transformational, and distributive 

leadership styles to be effective.   
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Thus, although transformational leadership is the foundation for an effective 

administrator, more specific leadership skills are needed for school improvement (Fullan, 

2014).  While principals cannot be experts in all curricula, they need to be knowledgeable 

about instruction to support teachers effectively and make sound instructional decisions for 

their schools (Fullan, 2014).  In the next section, the actions of principals operating in the 

capacity of instructional leaders are discussed. 

Principal as Instructional Leader 

Transformational leadership builds organizational capacity, whereas 

instructional leadership builds individual and collective competence.  

(Marks & Printy, 2003, p. 377) 

The role of being the lead voice of the school is the principal—as the instructional 

leader, he or she sets the vision for the school.  Instructional leaders must continuously enrich 

their own understanding of instructional content, strategies, materials, and assessments to 

measure student progress.  Booth and Rowsell (2007) noted the connections between hiring a 

strong principal focused on literacy, supporting teachers with resources, and developing 

successful literacy programs.  Blase and Blase (2004) conducted a study of elementary, 

middle, and high school teachers.  The teachers who participated completed The Inventory of 

Strategies Used by Principals to Influence Classroom Teaching (ISUPICT), an instrument 

designed to collect positive and negative characteristics (e.g., strategies, behaviors, attitudes, 

goals) and assess how they affected teachers in the classroom (Blase & Blase, 2004).   

Blase and Blase (2004) produced descriptive categories, themes, and conceptual and 

theoretical understandings.  The study included 809 teachers, consisting of 251 males and 

558 females from rural (n = 275), suburban (n = 291), and urban (n = 243) areas who were 
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taking graduate classes at three major state universities in the Southeastern, Midwestern, and 

Northwestern United States.  Data were coded with inductive and comparative analysis 

techniques introduced by Glaser and Strauss (1967) and Glaser (1978; Blase & Blase, 2004).  

Data were further analyzed for positive and negative characteristics with the 6-point 

effectiveness score of the characteristic (Blase & Blase, 2004).  Matrices were used to 

analyze the data.  Blase and Blase found three primary elements of instructional leadership: 

(a) conducting instructional conferences (e.g., feedback, modeling, inquiry, opinions of 

teachers); (b) providing staff development (e.g., study of teaching and learning, 

collaboration, action research, adult growth and development); and (c) developing teacher 

reflection (e.g., modeling, class observation, suggestion, praise).  The findings indicated that 

principals who are instructional leaders need to have a strong knowledge base of instruction, 

including strategies, effective use of materials, and assessment techniques (Blase & Blase, 

2004).  “Effective instructional leadership by school principals tends to affect teachers 

holistically, that is emotionally, intellectually, and behaviorally” (Blase & Blase, 2004, 

p. 163).  The instructional leader behaviors that result in positive feelings and provide 

teachers with concrete information to improve instruction will more likely have greater 

results than, for example, sharing professional literature alone (Blase & Blase, 2004).  Blase 

and Blase suggested that principals “talk openly and frequently with teachers about 

instruction” (p. 170).  To this end, principals not only need to have a deep knowledge of 

pedagogical practices and instruction, but also must have cooperative, nonthreatening 

teacher–supervisor partnerships; such partnerships include openness and freedom to make 

mistakes (Cangelosi, 1991). 
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Daniels (2009) studied the link between elementary principals’ work and professional 

development of teachers in an environment of curricular school change.  Daniels studied 

three elementary schools in the same district.  Primary data collection consisted of in-depth 

interviews with elementary principals and teachers (Daniels, 2009).  The schools had all 

undergone recent significant changes in curricula (Daniels, 2009).  Reading and Writing 

Workshop replaced the Scholastic basal program, and Everyday Math replaced the former 

math program (Daniels, 2009).  Daniels studied Smith Elementary School, Bryd Elementary 

School, and Morrow Elementary School, all pseudonyms.  One percent of the students at 

Smith Elementary school were considered poor, which was living below the poverty line, and 

the principal had 15 years of experience, including 4 years teaching; 10% of the students at 

Bryd Elementary School lived in poverty, and the principal had 8 years of principal 

experience and 20 years of teaching; at Morrow, a Title I school, the principal had been 

serving as the principle for 3 years and had 16 years of teaching experience (Daniels, 2009).  

Within each school, three teachers were randomly selected by grade level; however, only two 

were willing to be part of the study, one at Smith Elementary School and one at Morrow 

Elementary School (Daniels, 2009).  Three more teachers were sought to represent the grade 

levels.   

Daniels (2009) conducted two teacher interviews, which lasted 45 minutes each.  

Multiple sources of data addressing professional development and change were collected and 

used for analysis (Daniels, 2009).  Six themes emerged from the data on the role of the 

principal in professional development: A principal is “(a) a visionary, motivating staff to 

keep the end results in mind; (b) a communicator, communicating to all stakeholders 

throughout change process; (c) a facilitator of resources; (d) a data analyzer, focusing on 
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relevant data and connecting to professional development; (e) a life-long learner, modeling 

life-long learning and engaged in learning process; and (f) an instructional leader, instructing 

and facilitating professional development” (Daniels, 2009, p.123).  In addition, three themes 

emerged to show how professional development was interwoven into the reform process of 

an elementary school: “(a) reliance on teacher leadership, (b) integration of school 

improvement plan, and (c) dependence on support resources for interventions” (Daniels, 

2009).  Across all three cases, four factors emerged related to determining the positive and 

negative impacts of professional development: (a) funding and resources, (b) time, (c) 

communication, and (d) teacher attitudes (Daniels, 2009, p.127).  Across all three schools, 

the elementary school principals influenced curricular changes through professional 

development by being (a) visionaries, (b) communicators, (c) reflective practitioners, and (d) 

instructional leaders (Daniels, 2009). 

Garza, Drysdale, Gurr, Jacobson, and Merchant (2014) explored the role of the school 

principal in sustaining school success at a high level and in improving school success over 

time.  Garza et al., as part of the International Successful School Principal Project (ISSPP), 

had access to schools that had been studied over a 5-year period.  Four school principals were 

selected based on school reputation, acknowledged principal success, and student outcomes 

over time (Garza et al., 2014).  Two were in Melbourne, Australia, and the two others were in 

Texas and New York in the United States.  Garza et al. collected interview data from 

multiple sources, including principals, senior school officials, teachers, school board 

members, parents, and students.  Interview questions pertained to perceptions of the schools 

and the principals’ contributions to the schools’ success (Garza et al., 2014).  The interviews 

were open-ended and semi-structured, and the researchers examined the data using a cross-
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case, inductive analysis (Garza et al., 2014).  Detailed discussion of Garza et al.’s results 

follows. 

In Melbourne, Morang South Primary School, a school with 586 students and 30 staff 

members, ranked below the state average on student performance (Garza et al., 2014).  In 

2007 a new principal, Jan, was appointed to the school to improve performance (Garza et al., 

2014).  Six years later, the school had improved to the state average (Garza et al., 2014).  

Garza et al. described Jan as a person of integrity, high energy, sensitivity, and persistence—

qualities that enabled her to build relationships with teachers and parents.  Jan introduced a 

quality education program, established teams across the school, recruited talented staff, built 

relationships, and began a focus of looking at the whole child, not just at academic growth 

(Garza et al., 2014).  When the team revisited 4 years later, enrollment had declined, and 

although the school maintained the state performance average, the school and the community 

wanted to achieve a higher performance, which meant Jan had to compromise on her whole-

child approach (Garza et al., 2014).  Jan felt that a new principal was needed to help the 

students achieve higher performance (Garza et al., 2014).  

Bella, the principal of Port Phillip Specialist School in Melbourne, was principal 

when the school began to serve 20 students in 1988 (Garza et al., 2014).  When Garza et al. 

revisited the school in 2003, it had been relocated, refurbished, and reclassified as a specialist 

school, with an enrollment of 120 students aged 2- to 18-years-old who had a diverse range 

of physical and intellectual disabilities.  Bella, the principal, wanted the school to be a world-

class specialist school (Garza et al., 2014).  The school’s focus expanded beyond simply 

caring for students—school leaders and teachers sought to educate the students through a 

whole-child approach (Garza et al., 2014).  Five years later, the school had grown to 150 
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students and 62 staff members that included teachers, therapists, and aides (Garza et al., 

2014).  New initiatives included new curricula based on performing arts and introduction of 

digital reporting of student progress (Garza et al., 2014).  Internal and external pressures 

included high turnover rate for promotion in other districts and mandated staff performance 

and development, which Bella used to support and develop her new teachers (Garza et al., 

2014, p. 803). 

Garza et al. (2014) compared Jan and Bella’s reactions to change.  Garza et al. 

described Jan as a restorer-builder for her ability to restore reputation, performance, and 

relationships and engage in school improvement.  Bella was described as a visionary-driver 

because she had a vision that the school would be a world-class school—this was a change 

concept unlikely to ever be completely satisfied (Garza et al., 2014).  When the two 

principals retired, their assistant principals assumed the principal positions (Garza et al., 

2014).   

The third principal discussed in Garza et al.’s (2014) study, Laura, was principal of 

Grande Academy in San Antonio, Texas.  The school was located in a district with 110 

schools and enrollment of 55,086; the school’s population consisted of 90% Hispanic 

students, 68% at-risk students, and 93% economically disadvantaged students (Garza et al., 

2014).  Laura had a connection to this school district from growing up in a family of Mexican 

immigrants and attending school there, and she was familiar with the low expectations of the 

minority students (Garza et al., 2014).  This school was Laura’s second principalship; she 

had served at an outstanding exemplary campus for eight years (Garza et al., 2014).  In her 

new position, Laura had no transition or support from the district for curricula, materials, or 

desks; she relied on her own persistence to understand her job (Garza et al., 2014).  Grande 
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Academy students began to achieve success, and the school was labeled exemplary (Garza et 

al., 2014).  However, with low enrollment and redistricting, Laura was forced to absorb 

negative staff members who were upset because they were involuntarily transferred from 

other schools, largely other low-performing schools (Garza et al., 2014).  Laura 

acknowledged the new employees’ concerns and decided that to move ahead; she had to gain 

their trust and support (Garza et al., 2014).  Laura kept high expectations, and staff members 

who were not happy were transferred out (Garza et al., 2014).  New students’ families were 

also upset at having to travel further to their new school (Garza et al., 2014).  Laura’s ability 

to speak Spanish helped build parental relationships (Garza et al., 2014).  

For 17 years, Paulette was the principal of Fraser School, in Buffalo, New York, a K–

8 school with 600 students, 40 teachers (Garza et al., 2014).  Fraser was once a failing 

school; the school began to turn around under Paulette’s leadership when she formed a 

community partnership with a bank (Garza et al., 2014).  The principal held everyone 

accountable for children’s learning mastery; however, she did not have the authority to 

manage funds or human resources (Garza et al., 2014).  Some of her best teachers, whom she 

had spent considerable time coaching, were let go (Garza et al., 2014).  School leaders 

decided to convert Fraser School into a charter school to have control over funding and 

human resources (Garza et al., 2014).  More than half of the teachers left the school, fearful 

of not being part of a teachers’ union (Garza et al., 2014).  With new staff, Paulette 

distributed leadership to keep up with staff members’ professional development (Garza et al., 

2014).  Trust in leaders, ongoing professional development by professional consultants, and 

other actions helped the school to overcome challenges and move forward with a high level 

of success (Garza et al., 2014). 



 

63 

All four principals studied had shown their commitment by remaining at their schools 

for between 5 and 24 years before they retired (Garza et al., 2014).  The principals had 

exceptionally effective ways of interacting with their staff.  Garza et al. suggested that 

college leadership preparation programs should encompass theories that do not exclude 

human social behavior (Garza et al., 2014).  In addition, Garza et al. found that principals 

needed a prolonged period of engagement for positive change.  Garza et al. concluded that 

principals should uphold social justice, focus on teachers’ leadership capacities, and train 

future principals.   

Quint, Akey, Rappaport, and Willner (2007) examined a theory of school change 

proposed by the Institute for Learning (IFL) at the University of Pittsburgh.  Quint et al. 

conducted a mixed-methods study of principals to explore their connections to instructional 

leadership.  The IFL trained the school leaders on the principles of learning to emphasize 

with their staff (Quint et al., 2007).  These learning principles included: (a) accountable talk, 

(b) academic rigor, and (c) clear expectations (Quint et al., 2007, p. ES-3).  The study took 

place in 49 schools in three cities across the United States: Austin, Texas; New York City; 

and St. Paul, Minnesota, with principals and third- and fourth-grade teachers from each 

school (Quint et al., 2007).   

In Austin, of 74 schools, 21 were included in the study (Quint et al., 2007).  Of the 21 

schools, 28.6% were Reading First schools (Quint et al., 2007).  Total student enrollment was 

565; 87.1% qualified for free or reduced-price lunch.  In New York City, of 49 elementary 

schools in Region 10, 15 were included in the study (Quint et al., 2007).  The total student 

enrollment was 627; 82.4% were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (Quint et al., 2007).  

None of the 10 schools was a Reading First school (Quint et al., 2007).  In St. Paul, of 61 
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total elementary schools, 13 participated (Quint et al., 2007).  Of the 13 schools, 23.1% were 

Reading First schools (Quint et al., 2007).  An average enrollment was 395 students; 84% 

were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch (Quint et al., 2007).   

Quint et al. (2007) administered a survey to the principals and the third- and fourth-

grade teachers in the 49 schools in the study.  The surveys took about 45 minutes to 

complete.  Quint et al. also conducted observations in third-grade classrooms to observe the 

presence of IFL practices.  The observers completed the observations using a point range 

from 1 to 4 to indicate principles of learning used in the classroom (Quint et al., 2007).  

Another observation rubric measured student participation in the classroom discussions 

(Quint et al., 2007).  Each classroom was observed during a math and reading lesson, for a 

total of 302 observations across one academic school year (Quint et al., 2007).   

The goal of the analysis was to assess the relationships involved in the theory of 

action, independent of other factors (Quint et al., 2007).  Quint et al. used covariate measures 

included in every analysis to control the measureable and non-measurable characteristics.  

The scores were based on a scale of 0 to 4 (Quint et al., 2007).  For the principals who 

participated in IFL, the teachers’ perception of the value the principal placed on instruction-

related professional development received 3.16 points on the 4-point scale (Quint et al., 

2007).  The teachers’ perceptions of the role the principal played in instruction-related 

professional development offered to teachers was rated 2 points on the 4-point scale (Quint et 

al., 2007).  The teachers’ perceptions of the amount of time the principal spent with teachers 

on instructional improvement was rated 2.91 points on the 4-point scale (Quint et al., 2007).  

The frequency of teacher-received instruction related to professional development received 

1.45 points on the 4-point scale (Quint et al., 2007).  The value teachers placed on 
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instructional professional development received from the IFL principals was rated 3.05 

points on the 4-point scale (Quint et al., 2007).  The teachers’ perception of the principals’ 

assessment of the school’s professional development environment was rated 2.31 points on 

the 4-point scale (Quint et al., 2007).   

In addition, the teacher survey assessed the principals’ adoption of practices 

comprising instructional leadership (Quint et al., 2007).  Findings indicated that the higher-

rated principals’ scores correlated with a higher level of instructional leadership; lower-rated 

principals showed lower levels of instructional leadership (Quint et al., 2007).  This finding 

enabled Quint et al. to divide the principals into groups, consisting of higher-rated leaders, 

medium-rated leaders, and lower-rated leaders.  Findings indicated that higher-rated 

instructional leaders spent significantly more time with their teachers on instructional 

improvement than did their lower-rated counterparts (Quint et al., 2007).  A regression 

analyses (p < = .10) revealed statistically significant relationships between (a) the frequency 

that principals received instruction-related professional development and principals’ 

involvement with teachers’ professional development, and (b) professional development 

related to the principles of learning and frequency of suggestions given to teachers regarding 

implementing principles of learning specifically in academic rigor and clear expectations 

(Quint et al., 2007).   

In contrast, the relationship between the amount of time principals spent with teachers 

on instructional improvement and teachers’ reports of the frequency of professional 

development did not reveal a significant relationship (Quint et al., 2007).  Two other 

relationships were statistically significant: (a) the relationship between principals’ role in 

professional development and academic rigor, and (b) the frequency with which the teachers 



 

66 

reported receiving professional development related to academic rigor in mathematics and 

the value of that professional development (Quint et al., 2007).  Neither the Reading and 

Math Instructional Quality Assessment scores or percentage of students meeting the state 

standard in reading or math differed significantly in schools headed by lower-, medium- or 

higher-rated principals (Quint et al., 2007).   

In Quint et al.’s (2007) instructional leadership study, teachers reported much greater 

use of the IFL strategies than the researchers observed.  In the area of accountable talk, 30% 

of third-grade teachers reported that students typically built on what others had to say in most 

math or reading classes (Quint et al., 2007).  Researchers observed this 4% of the time in 

reading and 3% in math (Quint et al., 2007).  Sixty-three percent of third-grade teachers 

reported that they re-voiced, meaning they repeated what the student had said, and built on 

students’ contributions; researchers observed this in 2% of reading and 1% in math (Quint et 

al., 2007).  Sixty-two percent of third-grade teachers reported they pressed students to show 

evidence of their claims; however, observations showed this occurred only 6% during 

reading and 4% during math (Quint et al., 2007).   

A regression analysis using principals’ experience, teachers’ experiences, and school 

district as covariates was completed (Quint et al., 2007).  Significant relationship existed 

between two constructs (p ≤ .10): instruction-related principal professional development and 

frequency of teachers’ professional development (Quint et al., 2007).  Quint et al. concluded 

that instructional leadership started with in-service professional development for principals, 

which set in motion changes in teaching and learning.  Quint et al.’s findings connect to the 

current study in the sense that the principals who received more professional development—

and thus, more knowledge—were more likely to share their learning with teachers, in terms 
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of accountable talk and clear expectations.  When principals shared the information with 

teachers, teachers were more likely to incorporate this knowledge in their reading classes 

(Quint et al., 2007).  Schools with higher instructional quality had higher proportions of 

students who met state standards in both reading and math (Quint et al., 2007).   

Wilson (2012) examined how principals supported beginning teachers to develop 

classroom management skills.  Wilson studied three elementary schools in a school district in 

the Southern United States.  The principals in the study were recognized by their supervisors 

for exhibiting multiple attributes of strong instructional leaders (Blase & Blase, as cited in 

Wilson, 2012).  Their efforts supported beginning or novice teachers in their first five years 

of teaching (Wilson, 2012).  Wilson conducted observations and interviews with the principal 

and teachers.  The three schools were Sugar Loaf, Naueda, and Joseph (Wilson, 2012).  

Sugar Loaf Elementary, located in a rural community, served fewer than 500 students; 50% 

qualified for free and reduced-price lunch; Naueda was located in a suburban community and 

served fewer than 1,000 students; approximately 25% qualified for free and reduced-price 

lunch; Joseph Elementary School, like Sugar Loaf, was located in a rural community and 

taught fewer than 500 students; more than 50% qualified for free and reduced-price lunch 

(Wilson, 2012).  Across the three schools, 23 teachers met the criteria of being a beginning 

teacher, teaching in their first five years (Wilson, 2012).  Of the 23 eligible, 20 agreed to 

participate in the study (Wilson, 2012).    

Wilson (2012) used the theoretical framework of the principal as an instructional 

leader.  Seven behaviors exhibited by effective instructional leaders were noted: (a) making 

suggestions, (b) providing feedback, (c) modeling effective instruction, (d) soliciting 

opinions, (e) supporting collaboration, (f) providing professional development, and 
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(g) bestowing praise for effective teaching (Blase & Blase, as cited in Wilson, 2012).  Data 

were collected through interviews (Wilson, 2012).  Participants of this study exhibited 6 out 

of 7 strategies; soliciting opinions was minimally mentioned (Wilson, 2012).  In addition, 

other methods of support were evident, including principals’ expectations (Wilson, 2012).  

Principals articulated expectations of students in the hallways, classrooms, and lunchrooms 

(Wilson, 2012).  Principals needed to assess teachers’ skills in order to provide individual 

support (Wilson, 2012).  As new teachers were able to manage their classrooms, they gained 

more time and created a more effective learning environment for students (Wilson, 2012).  

Marks and Printy (2003) used a mixed-methods study to examine school leadership in 

schools that had made substantial progress in school reform.  From a nationally nominated 

pool of 300, the Center on Organization and Restructuring of Schools nominated 24 

elementary, middle, and high school principals; from each principal’s school, eight teachers 

were invited to participate in the study (Marks & Printy, 2003).  The participating schools, 

representing 16 states and 22 school districts, were largely urban schools with high minority 

and economically disadvantaged student populations (Marks & Printy, 2003).  Marks and 

Printy used both quantitative and qualitative instruments.  The first part was a survey 

designed to collect information about teachers’ instructional practices, professional 

development, and perceptions of their schools and organizations (Marks & Printy, 2003).  

The survey response rate was 80% (n = 910); teachers completed 95% of the items (Marks & 

Printy, 2003).   

In addition, teams of three researchers spent one week in the fall and again in the 

spring conducting interviews with 25 to 30 staff members at each school as well as 

conducting observations and analyzing schools’ restructuring efforts (Marks & Printy, 2003).  



 

69 

The teams observed instruction and assessment practices of 144 core-class teachers (three 

mathematics and three social studies teachers from each school).  The observers were trained 

to use standards of intellectual quality and showed an inter-rater reliability of .78 (Marks & 

Printy, 2003).  Teachers also provided written assessment tasks as artifacts; teams of two 

compared the tasks to standards (Marks & Printy, 2003).   

Marks and Printy (2003) collected from teachers the student work from those 

assessments, totaling 5,000 assignments.  Again, two raters examined the documents and had 

inter-rater reliability of .77 for social studies and .70 for mathematics on these ratings.  The 

first analysis addressed the principals’ leadership to determine the relationship of 

transformational leadership and shared instructional leadership (Marks & Printy, 2003).  

Marks and Printy plotted results on a scatter plot.  All the schools scored in 3 of the 4 

quadrants; two schools were dropped from this analysis because of missing data (Marks & 

Printy, 2003).  The missing quadrant represented low transformational leadership and high 

shared instructional leadership (Marks & Printy, 2003).  This quadrant implied that leaders 

need transformational leadership qualities for shared instructional leadership.  Marks and 

Printy (2003) posited an idea of integrated model of transformational and active instructional 

leadership.  

In summary, the researchers reviewed in this section examined principals’ 

instructional leadership from multiple points of view.  Blase and Blase (2004) used a large 

sample of 800 teachers and open-ended questions to elicit positive and negative 

characteristics.  However, unlike the current study, Blase and Blase did not include the 

principal’s voice.  In addition to collecting school data, Daniels (2009) gathered the voices of 

the entire community regarding the principals’ influences:  district level administrators, board 



 

70 

members, and students.  However, in the current study, unlike in Daniel’s (2009) study, the 

voices of the principals, teachers, and the language arts coaches were included.  Garza et al. 

(2014) studied four schools, and four schools were studied in the current study; however, 

Garza et al. conducted interviews with the schools’ international community over a 4-year 

period.  By comparison, the four schools represented in the current study were located in the 

same school district.  Finally, Quint et al. (2007) used surveys to gather data from principals 

and third-grade and fourth-grade teachers, as well as observations.  In the current study, the 

researcher used surveys to collect data from teachers and principals.  Quint et al. used 

observations to confirm the teacher-reported survey data.  The observations revealed that the 

teachers over-reported the practices they used in the classroom (Quint et al., 2007).  

Blase and Blase (2004) found that the principals needed to gain deep knowledge to 

support teachers by conducting instructional conferences; this instructional knowledge 

included giving feedback to teachers, providing staff development, and supporting teacher 

reflection.  Teachers felt it was important for an instructional leader to form cooperative 

relationships and be open to making mistakes (Blase & Blase, 2004).  These qualities 

underscored the importance of knowledge, relationships, and a growth mindset, all elements 

that were incorporated into the current study.  Daniels (2009) found that principals’ work in 

professional development helped support teachers through change.  Daniels studied the shift 

from a basal curriculum to a workshop model.   

The principal needs to be a visionary, a communicator, a resource facilitator, an 

instructional leader, and a life-long learner (Daniels, 2009).  Thus, Blase and Blase (2004) 

and Daniels (2009) concurred in the need for principals to be knowledgeable and able to 

make instructional decisions while demonstrating a growth mindset as a life-long learner.  
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Garza et al. (2014) concurred that principals are visionary drivers and need to develop 

relationships to build change.  Further, Garza et al. (2014) posited that principals need to 

have professional development in social behaviors to support all relationships.  Findings 

from Quint et al.’s (2007) study were consistent with findings from Blase and Blase, Daniels, 

and Garza et al. regarding the idea that providing professional development for principals to 

build their knowledge is important to set change in motion to support teaching and learning.  

In fact, Quint et al. found a significant relationship that showed principals who received 

instruction-related professional development were more likely to share their knowledge with 

teachers. 

In conclusion, findings across studies were consistent with the idea that principals 

must continuously learn about instructional practices, attain resources, and lead their school 

communities toward the vision of their schools.  In addition, principals should model 

acceptance of change, accept change as it occurs, learn from mistakes, and lead their schools 

innovation forward. 

Principal as Learning-Leader 

Some principals are learning-leaders focused on the evidence of student learning by 

asking what was learned—they challenge teachers to ask how that evidence can strengthen 

professional practice (DuFour & Marzano, 2009).  The learning-leader sets the vision that all 

students will learn, empowers teachers, and takes an interest in those in need, doing what 

they can to ensure the success of all (Norton & Kelly, 2013).  The work of a learning-leader 

shifts the focus from formal classroom walkthroughs and lesson plan checks toward working 

with teachers in high functioning teams (Fullan, 2014).  According to DuFour and Marzano 

(2009), formal teacher evaluation processes and classroom walkthroughs, which most 
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districts practice, are unlikely to improve teaching or change teachers’ practices.  Although 

observations have a place and time to give support and feedback for new teachers, it is rare 

that school districts have ineffective teachers (DuFour & Marzano, 2009).  On the other 

hand, Marshall (2005) recommended giving 1 to 2 minutes of personal feedback face-to-face 

to teachers after every observation, rather than spending a lengthy time writing up feedback 

to present a few weeks later.  The time is better spent developing teachers’ professional 

knowledge through weekly meetings, looking at student work using structured protocols, and 

reviewing the data; these approaches have strengthened the practices of effective teachers 

and their students’ learning (Marshall, 2005).  

The expectations and demands placed on principals have steadily increased, and little 

or nothing has been removed from their workloads (Fullan, 2014).  According to Marzano 

(2003), principals should focus on high-leverage tasks and reduce low-leverage, high-time 

tasks to increase student learning.  Marzano posited that principals need to spend time with 

teachers, interpreting standards and pacing to ensure the intended, taught, and attained 

curricula are aligned.  School teams working together to identify common assessments can 

facilitate professional conversations about instructional practices (Marzano, 2003).   

This professional conversation with full transparency can create a powerful tool for 

school improvement (Fullan, 2008).  In addition to transparency, Elmore (2006) found 

teachers needed to trust the source of instructional feedback and see compelling and credible 

reasons before they make changes to their instructional practices.  Principals play an 

important role in facilitating teams.  Effective facilitators of collaborative groups often 

follow ground rules: “(1) treat everyone as a colleague, (2) speak with good intent…  (3) ask 

questions from a genuine curiosity, not from cynicism, (4) openly disagree with anyone in 



 

73 

the group, (5) avoid attributions about others’ motives, thinking, etc. (6) invent new options 

that break log-jams, (7) retract proposals until agreement is reached, (8) embrace breakdowns 

as part of reaching breakthroughs, and (9) respect confidentiality” (Hargrove, 1998, p. 147).  

Many types of teams associated with school improvement exist in school communities; an 

important type of team is the professional learning community (PLC). 

Reimer (2010) studied the principal’s role in the development of professional learning 

communities intended to support students in reading, despite poverty and limited English 

language abilities.  Reimer identified public, non-charter school districts in Minnesota that 

served students living in high levels of poverty (identified by free and reduced-price lunch 

status) and English language learner (ELL) students who met certain criteria on a statewide 

English proficient assessment.  Both poor and ELL students have lagged behind their peers in 

academic performance (Reimer, 2010).  The students took the Minnesota Department of 

Education’s reading achievement test, the Minnesota Comprehensive Assessment—Series II  

(MCAII), which sets four achievement levels: (a) does not meet proficiency, (b) partially 

meets proficiency, (c) meets proficiency, and (d) exceeds proficiency (Reimer, 2010).  The 

school districts’ historical trend, showing 1 standard deviation above the mean in both 

English language learners (ELL) and poor students, meant the school had attained district 

proficiency or greater (Reimer, 2010).  These schools were considered to have “beat the 

odds” in reading (Reimer, 2010, p. 31).  Of the five schools in the district, leaders at four 

agreed to participate (Reimer, 2010).  Reimer conducted one-on-one interviews with 

principals, classroom teachers, intervention teachers, special education teachers, and literacy 

coaches.  In addition, multiple observations of principals took place during meetings with 

various groups, including staff meetings, grade-level and cross grade-level meetings, district 
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level meetings, parent meetings, principal classroom visits, coach meetings, and parent-

teacher organization meetings (Reimer, 2010).  Reimer sought to define the everyday 

decisions and actions that were successful in sustaining school-wide PLCs.   

School A served 515 students in grades K–5.  Forty-seven percent qualified for free 

and reduced-price lunch, and 21% were identified as English language learners (Reimer, 

2010).  Seventy-eight percent of the students in grades 3 through 5 were proficient or 

exceeded proficiency (Reimer, 2010).  In school B, of the 454 students in kindergarten 

through fifth grades, 74% qualified for free and reduced-price lunch, and 42% were 

identified as English language learners (Reimer, 2010).  Sixty-seven percent of School B’s 

students in grades 3 through five were proficient or exceeded proficiency on reading 

(Reimer, 2010).  School C served 350 students in kindergarten through fifth grades.  At 

School C, 44% of the students qualified for free and reduced-price lunch, and 15% were 

identified as English language learners (Reimer, 2010).  Seventy-six percent of the students 

in grades 3 through 5 were proficient or exceeded proficiency on the reading test (Reimer, 

2010).  At School D, 363 students attended kindergarten through fifth grade, 49% qualified 

for free or reduced-price lunch, and 24% were English language learners (Reimer, 2010).  

Seventy-four percent of School D students in grades 3 through 5 were proficient or exceeded 

proficiency on the reading test (Reimer, 2010). 

For each school, Reimer (2010) conducted 30-minute interviews with each principal 

and a teacher from each grade level from kindergarten through fifth grade, plus each school’s 

ELL teacher, special education teacher, reading interventionist teacher, and literacy coach.  

In School A, 89% of the teachers participated (n = 9); at School B, 100% participated (n = 9); 
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at School C, 90% of the teachers participated (n = 9); and at School D, 91% of the teachers 

participated (n = 10; Reimer, 2010).   

Data were analyzed using a constant-comparison method and a grounded-theory 

approach (Reimer, 2010).  Findings from observations, artifacts, and interviews were used to 

identify five broad attributes of a school-wide professional learning community: shared 

leadership, shared values and vision, de-privatized practice, collective creativity, and 

supportive conditions (Reimer, 2010).  All of the principals (n = 4) reported that teachers 

gave input into curricula, instruction, and assessment (Reimer, 2010).  One principal 

conducted a teacher survey to ask the teachers several questions, including, “What causes 

achievement?” “How can we increase student engagement?” and “In any given lesson, what 

percentage of your questions ask students to analyze, synthesize, or evaluate?” (Reimer, 

2010).  Eighty-two percent of the teacher participants (n = 25) agreed that they gave input 

into curricula, instruction, and assessments (Reimer, 2010).  All of the principals stated that 

decision making was grounded in best practices, including data-driven and research-based 

decision making (Reimer, 2010).  Sixty-four percent of the teachers (n = 19) felt decision 

making occurred during the grade-level and cross grade-level meetings (Reimer, 2010).  

Three of the four principals cited clear instructional reading frameworks as a shared value 

(Reimer, 2010).  Eighty-two percent of the teachers (n = 25) spoke during their interviews 

about a research-informed reading framework (Reimer, 2010).  Three out of four teachers 

reported that grade-level and cross grade-level collaboration on research-based practices 

supported values and vision (Reimer, 2010).  De-privatized practice questions elicited what 

kinds of opportunities existed for staff to review student work and share practices (Reimer, 

2010).  All four principals stated that grade-level and cross grade-level PLC meetings were 
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used, and 70% of teachers (n = 23) cited having worked with others through coaching, 

mentoring, observation, and co-teaching (Reimer, 2010).   

All four principals affirmed their strong commitment to promoting effective reading 

instruction using a collective creativity achieved through data, brainstormed interventions, 

resources, and available staff; 88% of the teachers focused on research-based instruction 

(Reimer, 2010).  All four principals felt the supportive conditions that existed in their schools 

included school schedules, reading blocks, and roles for support staff (Reimer, 2010).  This 

included holding grade-level meetings before and after school, arranging “collab time” (short 

for collaboration time), setting a common planning time when all students were with 

specialists, and providing study groups (Reimer, 2010).  Eighty-eight percent of the teachers 

felt that teacher support consisted of having resources for professional development, and 

73% felt grade-level collaboration was supportive (Reimer, 2010).  Principals’ leadership in 

schools that were exceeding standards in reading implemented practices to enable 

professional learning communities, including shared leadership, shared values and vision, de-

privatized practice, collective creativity, supportive conditions, factors of advancing teaching 

and learning, and working through dilemmas (Reimer, 2010).   

Butler (2011) examined the relationship between school principals’ knowledge of 

reading curricula and teacher perceptions of principals’ leadership actions.  This quantitative 

correlational study used a survey designed for teachers and principals (Butler, 2011).  The 

sample size for teachers was 1,876; years of experience ranged from 1 to 40 years (M = 

13.07, SD = 9.53; Butler, 2011).  Schools were classified as non-Title I, Title I non-

Renaissance, or Title I Renaissance (Butler, 2011).  Two surveys—the Principal’s Support 

for Reading Instruction (PSRI-PS) and the Principals Support for Reading Instruction- 
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Teacher Survey (PSRI-TS)—were administered to assess two variables: teachers’ 

perceptions of the principals’ reading knowledge and teachers’ perceptions of the leadership 

actions their principals took to support reading instruction (Butler, 2011).  The rating scale 

ranged from 15 to 75—the higher the number, the higher the perceived amount of reading 

knowledge (Butler, 2011).    

Descriptive statistics were used, as well as measures of association and tests of 

statistical significance, to establish possible relationships (Butler, 2011).  Simple linear 

regression line was also conducted (Butler, 2011).  The unit of analysis was the individual 

teacher (n = 1,876).  A Pearson’s product moment correlation indicated no statistically 

significant relationship existed between teachers’ perceptions of the leadership actions to 

support reading instruction and their years of experience, r = .105, p = .392 (Butler, 2011).  

Pearson’s product moment correlation showed a statistically significant, strong correlation of 

teachers’ perceptions of the actions to support reading instruction at their schools and 

perceptions of reading knowledge, r = .801, p < .001 (Butler, 2011).  In order to determine if 

there was a difference between principals at the three types of schools, an ANOVA was 

conducted; results showed no significant difference existed among the principals in different 

school types, F = .138, p = .871 (Butler, 2011, p. 102).  

Butler (2011) read the 687 teacher and principal open-ended survey responses and 

coded them to identify themes.  Overall, the teachers characterized their principals as 

knowledgeable and supportive; however, some teachers felt their principals had no 

knowledge and gave no support (Butler, 2011).  The principals practiced distributed 

leadership, in the sense that the literacy specialists played key roles in the schools (Butler, 
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2011).  Teachers felt it was not possible for their principals to achieve all the criteria 

indicated on the survey, given their principals’ other responsibilities (Butler, 2011). 

Knapp, Copland, Honig, Plecki, and Portin (2010) investigated leadership in urban 

schools and districts in which leaders sought to improve both learning and leadership as part 

of research for the Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy at the University of 

Washington.  Participants were assigned to coordinated studies that used qualitative or 

mixed-methods designs and overlapping samples (Knapp et al., 2010).  The study included 

three investigations (School Leadership study strand, Resource Investment study strand, and 

Central Office Transformation study strand) conducted over a year and a half during repeated 

visits to seven moderate- to large-size urban districts schools (Knapp et al., 2010).  The 

Central Office Transformation investigation was conducted in Oakland Unified School 

District in California, Atlanta Public Schools in Georgia, and New York City Empowerment 

Schools Organization (Knapp et al., 2010).  The School Leadership investigation was 

conducted in Springfield Public Schools in Massachusetts, Norwalk-La Mirada Unified 

School District in California, and the aforementioned Georgia and New York school districts 

(Knapp et al., 2010).  The Resource Investment investigation included Portland Public 

Schools in Oregon, District 4 J in Eugene, Oregon, and the Georgia and New York schools 

(Knapp et al., 2010).  The common schools used the National Assessment of Educational 

Progress (NAEP), which showed progress from 2003 to 2007 in fourth- and eighth-grade 

mathematics and reading (Knapp et al., 2010).  Three to five schools were selected in each 

district for a total of 21 schools, across all levels (n = 11) and middle and high school (n = 

10); other criteria included student population, principal years of experience, school of 

choice, and district assigned (Knapp et al., 2010).   
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In the Resource Investment study strand, Knapp et al. used a mixed-method design to 

investigate resources and decisions to allocate or reallocate resources, including human 

capital (Knapp et al., 2010).  The School Leadership study strand used observations in 

classrooms; interactions between principals and teachers; and interviews with principals, 

assistant principals, teacher leaders, coaches, staff developers, data specialists, assessment 

coordinators, classroom teachers, and other support staff, collected through an approximation 

of a grounded-theory process (Knapp et al., 2010).  The Central Office Transformation study 

strand was focused on the perceptions of central office staff, who were each interviewed four 

times (Knapp et al., 2010).  Other data sources such as records, observational records of 

meetings, and other leadership activities that central office participation were collected, 

based on a conceptual framework (Knapp et al., 2010).   

The learning-focused leadership, also called learning-centered leadership or 

leadership learning, was characterized by persistent public commitment to learning at all 

levels, from central office staff, to school principals, to the teachers teaching the students 

(Knapp et al., 2010).  The school staff were held accountable to make learning improvements 

(Knapp et al., 2010).  The learning-focused leaders invested in the instructional leadership 

professional development of their school leaders, which included principals, assistant 

principals, coaches, and teacher-leaders (Knapp et al., 2010).  Learning-focused leaders 

reinvented leadership practice and improved instructional leadership knowledge, regardless 

of level (Knapp et al., 2010).  Central office leaders developed new, differentiated working 

relationships with principals and mediated principals’ responsive relationships with teachers 

(Knapp et al., 2010).  Leaders used intentional actions to include evidence of learning as part 

of their leadership (Knapp et al., 2010).  Across all levels in the study, improving student 
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learning was the main objective, and thus, the entire system was focused on learning 

improvement (Knapp et al., 2010). 

Learning-focused leadership was supported by activities and arrangements in the 

school (Knapp et al., 2010).  This leadership support consisted of providing resources for 

leaders as well as for teachers (Knapp et al., 2010).  School leaders were regularly engaged in 

their own professional learning in learning-focused leadership (Knapp et al., 2010).  Leaders 

used (a) classroom walk-throughs to build their own knowledge capacities, (b) one-on-one 

meetings with central office staff for feedback and modeling, and (c) weekly meetings with 

central office staff (Knapp et al., 2010).  Professional learning included leaders who had the 

support of and relationships with peers in other schools—these peers had similar 

responsibilities and provided advice and problem solving (Knapp et al., 2010).  The district 

leadership provided responsive support to principal leaders and differentiated support for 

principals’ the managerial aspects (Knapp et al., 2010).  District leadership support for 

principals included sponsoring and legitimizing principals’ work (Knapp et al., 2010).  

Knapp et al. (2010) concluded that the capacity of the educational system to enhance 

practices that produced student learning depended on leaders who focused on promoting 

learning improvements for both students and professional staff.  

In summary, the school leaders in the preceding discussion shared a common purpose 

of developing environments for learning to support their own learning and teachers’ learning 

and to improve PK–12 student learning through teachers’ practices (Butler, 2011; Knapp et 

al., 2010; Marshall, 2015; Reimer, 2010).  Principals prioritized their time by keeping their 

focus on supporting learning (Butler, 2011; Knapp et al., 2010; Marshall, 2015; Reimer, 

2010).  Marshall (2015) suggested that time should be shifted away from formal observations 
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or lesson-plan checks toward high-leverage work such as working with teachers on high-

function teams.  Reimer (2010) studied principals who participated in professional learning 

communities, which involved assessing student work, unpacking curricula, and making 

decisions.   

Reimer’s (2010) use of interviews and observations was one of the first that 

connected principals’ work to literacy; however, at this time, limited research exists that 

connects the role of the principal with writing.  Reimer (2010) concluded that principals used 

shared leadership with PLCs to support teachers.  Butler (2011) studied school principals and 

the reading curricula and examined 1,876 teachers’ perceptions of their principals.  Findings 

indicated a strong correlation between perception of principal actions to support the learning 

of reading and the principals’ knowledge (Butler, 2011).  If a principal showed purposeful, 

supportive actions, then the principal was perceived as knowledgeable (Butler, 2011).   

In Butler’s (2011) study, principals practiced distributive leadership.  In Knapp et 

al.’s study (2010) in urban schools, everyone was held accountable for learning.  The 

principal and teachers learned through classroom walkthroughs and one-to-one meetings with 

principals and central office staff for advice and problem solving (Knapp et al., 2010).  When 

the district provided professional development to the principals, the principals were more 

likely to share their knowledge as feedback during walkthroughs, professional development, 

and in team meetings (Knapp et al., 2010).  

Effective Leadership in Curricula Implementation 

An effective leader in curricula implementation creates structures to foster cultures of 

collaboration and develops critical relationships for staff to build trust (Fullan, 2001, 2014).  

Once the structures are in place in the school environment, principals must continue their 
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own learning and assure that their time is spent on high-leverage areas (Fullan, 2014).  In this 

section, researchers who studied principals’ actions relative to curricula implementation are 

discussed. 

Didier (2007) completed an analysis of an elementary school principal’s actions 

during the implementation of a reading program in a suburban middle-class school district in 

Connecticut.  One K–4 elementary school was selected.  Didier surveyed 20 classroom 

teachers, three special education teachers, and two administrators, for a response rate of 84% 

(n = 21).  This mixed-method study design included 12 teacher interviews; Didier also 

collected artifacts involved with the implementation of a reading program.  Didier used the 

Level of Use (LoU) interview instrument (Hall et al., 2006) for 12 teacher participants.  The 

Leadership Practices Inventory (Kouzes & Posner, 1999) was used to support triangulation 

(Didier, 2007).   

Results of the LoU indicated 83% of teachers (n = 10) considered the literacy block a 

strength of the schedule—the literacy block protected and provided sacred time for reading 

(Didier, 2007).  Only 17% of teachers (n = 2) thought the literacy block was a weakness that 

cut the flow of instruction or that one hour was not enough.  All of teachers (n = 12) reported 

they used the 1-hour literacy block for reading; however, the activities they focused on 

during that time varied (e.g., decoding, fluency, and reading different genres; Didier, 2007).  

Many teachers with lower-achieving students had a specialist in the classroom during this 

block of time (Didier, 2007).  All the teachers (n = 12) planned to continue using the literacy 

block the subsequent year, without making major modifications to the program (Didier, 

2007).  The teachers felt overwhelmed by the amount of time spent first gathering reading 

materials and then developing questions to accompany the reading (Didier, 2007).  Further, 
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teachers were frustrated that they did not have their own students during this literacy block 

(Didier, 2007).   

Didier (2007) revealed that the third- and fourth-grade teachers aligned their reading 

questions to resemble questions from Connecticut Mastery Test, which was the mandated 

state assessment.  All the teachers (n = 12) advocated small-group reading instruction over 

whole-group reading instruction, noting it was easier to monitor and conduct activities for 

direct instruction (Didier, 2007).  Prior to the literacy blocks, the teachers had used flexible 

groups in their classrooms (Didier, 2007).  Teachers assessed students using the 

Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) and placed students into small groups according 

to each student’s reading level (Didier, 2007).  This data monitoring was part of the process; 

the teacher felt this time was used beneficially to collaborate on strategies and discuss student 

results (Didier, 2007).  Although teachers were given collaborative time, and even worked 

through their own lunchtime, 50% of the teachers (n = 6) felt there was not enough time and 

too much to do (Didier, 2007). 

Didier (2007) gave the Leadership Practices Inventory (Kouzes & Posner, 1999) to 

one principal and 20 teachers in the same school.  The inventory questions focused on five 

leadership categories (model the way, inspire a shared vision, challenge the process, enable 

others to act, and encourage the heart; Kouzes & Posner, 1999).  Teacher observers rated the 

principal on 30 practices, and the principal also produced self-ratings using percentiles rank 

(Didier, 2007).  The principal self-rated her principal leadership practices as follows: 

challenging the process ranked in the 99th percentile, enabling others to act and modeling the 

way ranked in the 89th percentile, encouraging the heart ranked in the 83rd percentile, and 

inspiring a shared vision was the lowest attribute, ranking in the 68th percentile (Didier, 
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2007).  No agreement was found between the principal’s self-reported scores and the teacher-

observers’ scores regarding principal leadership behaviors (Didier, 2007).  The highest score 

produced by the teacher-observers was enabling others to act, which ranked in the 57th 

percentile; the second highest score was inspiring a shared vision, which ranked in the 48th 

percentile (Didier, 2007).   

The principal considered her strength to be enabling others to act.  The largest 

discrepancy between the principal’s and teachers’ perceptions was for the category 

challenging the process; this category received the principal’s highest ranking and the 

teachers’ lowest ranking (Didier, 2007).  Of the five categories, both groups ranked 

encouraging the heart third (Didier, 2007).  Despite the disagreement between principal and 

teachers and perceptions revealed from the LPI, the LoU revealed that the program was being 

fully implemented (Didier, 2007); this may have been because the principal arranged for 

necessary resources—materials, people, and time—and that action may have influenced the 

teachers’ perceptions of the implementation.  From the analysis of the artifacts, Didier 

realized for many years, the staff had not experienced instructional changes.  Thus, the 

teachers’ scores may have been a reaction associated with change.  How is this study related 

to the next one? 

Armstrong (2012) used a qualitative single-case study to explore the experiences of a 

principal who was monitoring instructional practices during the implementation of a model 

called Reader’s Workshop, designed to help teachers teach reading.  The study involved the 

implementation of Reader’s Workshop in a single school in an urban school district in 

Connecticut in the 2010–2011 school year (Armstrong, 2012).  The 3-month study was 

conducted during the 2011–2012 school year.  At that time, the school had an enrollment of 
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645 students and a poverty rate of 7.9% (Armstrong, 2012).  The principal had been an 

administrator for 12 years (Armstrong, 2012).  Armstrong observed the evaluation process 

and interviewed the principal and classroom teachers using structured and unstructured 

questions.  The teacher participation rate in the interviews was 74% (n = 24).  The teaching 

staff had 3 to 27 years of experience, 95.8% were female, and 87.5% were White 

(Armstrong, 2012).  Regarding teachers’ educational attainment, 4.2% had Bachelor’s 

degrees (n =1), 70.8% had Master’s degrees (n = 17), and 25% had Master’s (+30)/sixth year 

degrees (n = 6).  The teachers in this survey had worked with the current principal for 

different lengths of time: 8.7% had worked with the principal for zero to 2 years (n = 2), 

4.3% had worked with the principal for 3 to 5 years (n =1), and 87% had worked with the 

principal for 6 to 9 years (n = 20).  Most of the participants were between 41 and 45 years old 

(33.3%; n = 8). 

Armstrong (2012) found four major themes regarding the principal’s role as a monitor 

of instruction during the implementation of the Reader’s Workshop: (a) providing 

constructive feedback, (b) making noticeable changes to instruction, (c) providing motivation 

to teachers, and (d) distracting students by being present in the classroom.  Teachers’ 

teaching practices were affected by feedback from the principal after a focus walk, a 

collected measurement of student engagement (Valentine, 2004) or formal observation 

(Armstrong, 2012).   

The principal and literacy coach examined elements in terms of Reader’s Workshop 

best practices (Armstrong, 2012).  Teachers who received positive feedback felt encouraged 

and confirmed and thus attempted to improve (Armstrong, 2012).  The teachers made 

changes to the instruction or learning environment when observations or focus walks 
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occurred (Armstrong, 2012).  The principal noticed a change had occurred in the classroom 

environment, specifically, a meeting area and area for small-group work had been added 

(Armstrong, 2012).  More teachers posted their learning objectives on a daily basis 

(Armstrong, 2012).  The teachers were motivated to align the workshop model to meet the 

needs of students (Armstrong, 2012).  However, being watched by teachers seemed to 

distract some students; subsequently, teachers found it difficult to reengage students 

(Armstrong, 2012).   

Three themes emerged regarding how the principal ensured teachers used the 

workshop model: (a) data, (b) collaboration, and (c) common language (Armstrong, 2012).  

The principal used the data from the focus walks and formal observations to evaluate how the 

workshop model was implemented (Armstrong, 2012).  The principal observed that students 

transitioned to Reader’s Workshop, knew what to do within the lessons, followed the rituals 

and routines, and were engaged in the assigned independent activities (Armstrong, 2012).  

Data from the teachers’ professional learning communities and grade-level meetings showed 

90% of classrooms displayed charts and artifacts that students used in Reader’s Workshop 

(Armstrong, 2012).  Collaborative cultures were created within the school each week when 

grade-level teachers met in a professional learning community and invited special education 

teachers and reading specialists to discuss students and strategies needed to help students 

improve (Armstrong, 2012).  Teams worked on concerns and celebrations (Armstrong, 

2012).  Armstrong noted that a common language had resulted from the Reader’s Workshop 

implementation.  Each Workshop opened with an introduction, followed by a mini-lesson 

and a work period during which teachers met with students in small groups or with individual 

students for one-to-one reading conferences (Armstrong, 2012).  The Workshop format 
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closed with students sharing their new understanding (Armstrong, 2012).  The principal had 

to have a clear understanding of each component and knowledge of the common language to 

provide meaningful feedback (Armstrong, 2012).   

Four themes emerged regarding determining how the principal ensured teachers 

received quality professional development: (a) meeting the needs of the teachers, (b) school 

improvement plan, (c) coaching model, and (d) peer visits (Armstrong, 2012).  The principal 

provided professional development for the teachers after collecting teachers’ opinions 

through surveys and group discussion to determine appropriate training (Armstrong, 2012).  

The principal was committed to providing differentiated professional development to avoid 

wasting people’s time (Armstrong, 2012).   

In addition, the literacy coach used the coaching model to provide professional 

development (Armstrong, 2012).  The modeling assured teachers they were implementing the 

program correctly, and teachers felt they had received immediate feedback (Armstrong, 

2012).  The principal provided coverage for classroom teachers while they took turns 

demonstrating lessons for each other (Armstrong, 2012).  The literacy coach and principal 

joined this work, and the teacher-observers committed to duplicating the lessons in their 

classrooms (Armstrong, 2012).   

Three themes emerged regarding how the principal’s leadership role correlated with 

teachers’ improvement of instruction: (a) multiple ways to evaluate, (b) constructive 

feedback, and (c) follow up (Armstrong, 2012).  The principal evaluated teachers at different 

stages:  Stage 1 included formal observations by the principal, Stage 2 included one 

observation within the year, and Stage 3 was a teacher-driven project that included meeting 

with the principal throughout the project phases (Armstrong, 2012).  The teachers welcomed 
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the constructive feedback on the classroom environment or instructional practice; however, 

daily principal follow-up was important for teachers (Armstrong, 2012).  Yet follow-up with 

teachers was a challenge for principals, given the demands of central office meetings, parent 

meetings, teacher meetings, and administrative tasks (Armstrong, 2012).  

In summary, the studies discussed in this section highlighted key actions principals 

used to implement new reading curricula effectively.  Didier (2007) conducted 12 teacher 

interviews and 20 surveys that included LoU to measure a recent reading program.  The LoU 

was employed in similar fashion in the current study.  Armstrong (2012), like Didier, studied 

recent reading curricula changes.  The current study contributed to a void in the literature by 

including an investigation of principal’s implementations of writing curricula.  Didier (2007) 

noted, despite the low ranking teachers gave their principal on the leadership practice 

inventory, the results of the LoU indicated that the teachers had fully adopted the practice of 

guiding reading.   

Staff demonstrations of frustration at leadership during a curricular change are not 

uncommon (Fullan, 2001).  Didier (2007) revealed that the principal provided resources to 

support the transition.  The principal in Armstrong’s (2012) study ensured that the curricula 

were being implemented by using data from class walkthroughs, collaboration during grade-

level team meetings, observations of students’ fluidity of the workshop model, and use of a 

common language related to the workshop model.  Similar to Armstrong’s study, the current 

study included exploration of a common language.  Fidelity of curricula implementation 

requires knowledge of a common writing curriculum language.   
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Leadership and Fidelity of Writing Curricula Implementation 

Leadership for curriculum development and implementation involves working 

with multiple people to ensure the curriculum for each subject area or 

discipline is aligned both horizontally and vertically. 

(Glatthorn, Boschee, Whitehead, & Boschee, 2016). 

School leaders are primary agents of change for school literacy improvement 

(Routman, 2014).  In particular, elementary school principals are a driving force behind 

literacy practices in the classroom, because they understand the moral imperative of adjusting 

classroom instruction to ensure that students are being taught standards and skills they need 

in order to be college- and career-ready in a globally competitive world (Routman, 2014).  

But, “without deep knowledge about literacy, principals remain restricted in their quest to 

raise reading and writing achievement across the whole school” (Routman, 2014, p. 11).  

Research on Effective Writing Instruction  

Writing is a critical component of students’ academic success (Graham, 2008).  In 

education, teachers use writing to increase students’ knowledge and understanding.  Various 

types of writing are required in today’s society.  For example, writing helps a student enter 

college through entrance essays and gain career aspirations through writing on personal 

electronic communications (Troia, 2014).  Given the importance of writing, educators are 

uncertain why the nation’s high school graduates are not prepared for college-level courses 

NGA Center & CCSSO).  

Cutler and Graham (2008) studied elementary school classroom teachers’ teaching 

practices and behaviors associated with writing.  Cutler and Graham focused on writing 

because “insufficient data about writing practices at this level increase the probability of 
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recommending solutions that do not fit the problem” (p. 908).  Cutler and Graham employed 

a company called Market Data Retrieval to select a random sample from 560,320 first- 

through third-grade teachers in more than 72,000 public and private schools in the United 

States (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  The sample size included 294 teachers, 61% of whom 

completed the survey (n = 178).  Chi-square analyses revealed no significant differences 

between teachers who responded versus non-responders according to designation of public or 

private school type (p = .21), grade (p = .75), or location (p = .07; Cutler & Graham, 2008).   

The survey instrument was written and piloted by the researchers (Cutler & Graham, 

2008).  The first section was a general demographic section, which also included a question 

to rate teachers’ perceptions of the quality of their preparation to teach writing (Cutler & 

Graham, 2008).  The second section included four questions that used a 6-point Likert-type 

scale to assess teachers’ attitudes toward writing and their teaching effectiveness (Cutler & 

Graham, 2008).  In the third section, Cutler and Graham sought to discover how much time 

teachers dedicated to specific skills and writing processes.  Also in this section was a list of 

writing activities that teachers may have engaged in throughout the school year.  The fourth 

section included 41 questions, using an 8-point scale developed by Pressley, Rankin, and 

Yokoi (as cited in Cutler & Graham, 2008) through which teachers were asked to indicate to 

what degree they focused on an activity or instructional procedure; the higher the score, the 

higher the frequency of the activity.   

Of the survey participants, 97% were female (n = 173) and had taught for 17 years 

(SD = 10 years; Cutler & Graham, 2008).  The participants were 91% White, 4% Black, 2% 

Hispanic, and 2% other (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  Ninety-two percent of the teachers had 

participated in a certificate program (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  Twenty-eight percent 
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indicated that their preparation to teach writing was good or outstanding, 42% indicated their 

preparation was adequate, and 28% indicated that their preparation was poor or inadequate 

(Cutler & Graham, 2008).  Seventy-two percent (n = 128) reported they had an eclectic 

approach to writing instruction, which combined writing methods of process writing and 

skills instruction.  Ninety percent of the teachers (n = 160) used most writing instructional 

practices listed in the survey.  Limited data were collected in a separate study (Lane, Harris, 

Graham, Weisenbach, Brindle, & Morphy, 2008) that examined 14 second-grade teachers’ 

responses to the same 41 8-point questions.  In a comparison of the responses to the 

observations, with few exceptions, the teachers’ self-reported answers were similar to their 

practices (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  Half of the teachers had students work on 12 or more 

different writing assignments (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  The most common assignment was 

story writing (96.1%); in addition, 94.9% drew pictures and wrote something to go with it, 

88.8% wrote letters, 86.5% wrote in a journal, 86% completed worksheets, 79.8% wrote 

personal narratives, 78.1% responded to reading with writing, and 75.3% wrote poems 

(Cutler & Graham, 2008).  

Teachers’ used writing practices to support writing.  Eighty-four percent encouraged 

students to use invented spellings (M = 5.3, SD = 1.9; 95% CI [4.9, 5.5]; Cutler & Graham, 

2008).  Sixty-three percent supported student writing was encouraging students to select their 

own writing topics (M = 3.6; SD = 1.4; 95% CI [3.4, 3.8]; Cutler & Graham, 2008).  The 

typical teacher who participated in this survey strongly emphasized basic skills, such as 

spelling, grammar, capitalization, and punctuation skills, taught daily with handwriting and 

sentence construction taught several times a week (Cutler & Graham, 2008).   
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Cutler and Graham (2008) undertook the study to support the recommendations of the 

National Commission on Writing in America’s Schools and Colleges (2003).  Cutler and 

Graham’s first recommendation was that teachers increased the amount of time students 

spend writing at the primary levels.  The findings showed that on average, students spent 20 

minutes writing each day (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  The second recommendation was to 

make technology a more integral part of the teaching process (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  At 

the time of the study, the recommendation was for school districts to enhance the technology 

infrastructure with hardware and software, as well as to increase teacher training to increase 

students’ use of technology during writing (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  Students did not use 

technology at all in 42% of the classrooms, and 25% of the classrooms used technology 

several times a year (Cutler & Graham, 2008).   

Another recommendation was to improve the preparation of teachers in writing 

(Cutler & Graham, 2008).  In the survey, 28% of the teachers indicated their preparation was 

poor or inadequate; 44% said it was adequate (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  Another 

recommendation was to monitor students’ writing progress (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  Two 

out of 3 teachers reported they monitored student writing weekly, and teachers rarely (several 

times a year or less) communicated with parents about writing progress (Cutler & Graham, 

2008).   

Singagliese (2012) researched key factors affecting student achievement in writing, 

including students’ attitudes toward writing, teachers’ attitudes toward teaching writing, and 

the instructional practices of teachers.  The study was conducted in a school district that had 

recently implemented Writer’s Workshop as a pilot; the results provided feedback to school 

administrators (Singagliese, 2012).  The district, composed of two small towns, served 94 
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students at one school; 88% of the students (n = 83) participated in the study.  Twelve 

teachers participated, six of whom taught writing (Singagliese, 2012).  The six writing 

teachers were invited to participate, and five agreed to participate (83% participation rate; 

Singagliese, 2012).  The study included data from student surveys, teacher surveys, student 

writing sample rubrics, teacher observation, Terra Nova standardized test scores, parent focus 

group, and teacher interviews (Singagliese, 2012).  These instruments were used to 

triangulate data across cases (Singagliese, 2012). 

Quantitative and qualitative data indicated the implementation of the Writer’s 

Workshop prompted an increase in the level of enjoyment and comfortability in teachers and 

students (Singagliese, 2012).  Teacher, students, and parent data showed that students were 

positively affected when they had the opportunity to choose their own writing topics and 

when there was a social component to the writing process (Singagliese, 2012).  One parent in 

the focus group shared how her children wrote scripts at home and turned them into videos 

together, building confidence through feedback from their friends (Singagliese, 2012).   

Singagliese (2012) studied how the implementation of the Writer’s Workshop 

affected teachers’ attitudes toward writing and found they had more positive attitudes toward 

teaching writing, which translated into more excitement for students.  The writing teachers 

displayed personal writing behaviors that coincided with Writer’s Workshop philosophy 

(Singagliese, 2012).  For example, one teacher responded that she kept a writer’s notebook to 

“living life like a writer,” which was a workshop philosophy (Singagliese, 2012, p. 215). 

Participating teachers were all observed two times as they implemented the Writer’s 

Workshop.  All the lessons included elements of a Writer’s Workshop: a mini-lesson, which 

included a connection; “a teach”; a writing time; a teacher–student conference; and a period 
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of active student engagement, during which students shared with one another (Singagliese, 

2012, p. 218).  A participant reflected the change to the writer’s workshop model, noting how 

she used to have students write one piece a week and a big portion of the grade was based on 

spelling and grammar (Singagliese, 2012).  The teachers recognized that this model of 

teaching could be transferred into other subject areas such as science (Singagliese, 2012).  

Singagliese concluded that because of the implementation of the Writer’s Workshop, 

students and teacher attitudes toward writing improved, resulting in the improvement of 

student writing. 

In summary, Cutler and Graham (2008) studied teachers’ teaching practices using the 

Teachers Writing Survey (TWS), a survey instrument they developed to collect teachers’ 

self-reported data.  Cutler and Graham undertook the study to support the recommendations 

of the National Commission on Writing in America’s Schools and Colleges (2003).  In the 

current study, the TWS survey was employed with teachers as a way to discern alignment of 

self -reported data to the CCSS.  Singagliese (2012) examined factors that affected student 

achievement in writing.  Singagliese examined a Writer’s Workshop implementation through 

surveys of teachers, students, writing samples, teacher observations, rubrics, and parent 

interviews.  The teachers’ were motivated to participate in the study with the knowledge that 

the findings were to be shared with administrators to help them decide if the Writer’s 

Workshop would move from being a pilot to become a standard part of the curricula 

(Singagliese, 2012).  This act was an example of distributed leadership (Singagliese, 2012).  

Singagliese (2012) concluded that overall, writing improved according to the 6+1 Trait 

Rubric, which showed an overall increase on students’ writing, word choice, and enjoyment 

to write, despite the fact that 40% of the teachers reported they disliked writing.  
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Chapter Summary 

State mandates have been enacted to increase the rigor of school through the 

Common Core State Standards (CCSS) across the United States, with the intention of 

ensuring that all students who leave public schools are college- and career-ready (NGA 

Center & CCSSO, 2010).  The CCSS renewed the importance of writing, evident in the 

former No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) and the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), and 

restored the states’ responsibility to monitor and assess student growth (NGA Center & 

CCSSO, 2010). 

The directive, in the form of mandated standards, was sent from state Departments of 

Education to school districts and individual schools ((NGA Center & CCSSO, 2010).  Thus, 

school staff members now have the responsibility to implement the mandated standards.  

This change has required school principals to build the capacity of teachers to implement the 

new curricula, which are now aligned to the standards (Achieve, 2013).  The changes 

resulting from new curricula have required that teachers have access to additional materials 

and professional development, often with limited resources (Achieve, 2013).  Principals have 

been leading this change.   

The shift in writing curricula has required school principals to develop the ability to 

use various leadership styles to gain the content knowledge to maintain fidelity of 

implementation.  The diffusion of innovation (DI) theory was used to explain the change 

process in the transfer of a new idea or innovation (Rogers, 1995).  Although the mandated 

curricula essentially force the adoption of innovation, during the implementation phase, it is 

crucial to have relationships in place in a culture in which principals and teachers are 

homophilous—that is, they share knowledge of curricula, student expectations, and a 
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common insider language—and identify with teachers on a personal level to support the 

change process (Rogers, 1995).  If the principal and teacher have more of a heterophilous 

relationship, in which knowledge varies between groups, then a higher degree of empathy is 

needed by the principal to build mutual understanding (Rogers, 1995).  Throughout the 

literature, principals were given professional development to support their knowledge of 

change as leaders (Fullan, 2014).  For example, Petruzzelli (2010) explored training 

principals with the DI theory in the implementation of guided reading and found that 

principal training on DI positively influenced the behaviors of classroom teachers.  Similarly, 

Colandrea (2010) researched DI and found that teachers implementing technology 

successfully did so with principal support, clear policy, and other teachers’ support. 

“Leading in a culture of change is about unlocking the mysteries of loving 

organizations…complexities can be unlocked and even understood but rarely controlled 

(Fullan, 2001, p. 46).  The principal needs to be knowledgeable about the change process to 

manage the school through the process, or the process can fail (Fullan, 2001).  Various 

researchers have framed the change process differently.  Marzano et al. (2005) developed a 

list of 21 responsibilities a leader must uphold to support change.  Heifetz (1994) created a 3-

level model to describe adaptive leadership.  Regardless of how changes are framed, school 

leaders need to know how to think, act, and foster leadership in others to make the change 

successful (Marzano et al., 2005).  Hall (2013) proposed the Concerns Based Adoption 

Model (CBAM) as a tool to address change and applied the Level of Use (LoU) tool to 

measure the adoption.   

The literature review contained many accounts of leadership.  For example, Amato 

(2008) documented success and challenges she faced in addressing school change under 
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NCLB.  Amato revealed the value of treating staff with respect and validating input to 

encourage staff to challenge the status quo.  As principals approached change, they came 

across obstacles or challenges.  Wood (2015) examined principals’ support of the adoption 

and implementation of Linked Learning curricula by embracing the roles of community 

bridge, risk taker, and supporter.  The principals’ support for adaptation and change included 

supporting the teachers, removing obstacles, working alongside the teachers, and providing 

necessary resources (Wood, 2015).  DeLucia (2011) examined supports and barriers that 

existed for principals as they implemented school change.   

Relationships are key; principals cannot make changes without building a culture of 

shared intention and urgency (Fullan, 2001, 2014).  Principals who have emotional 

intelligence (EI) demonstrate the ability to empathize and understand others (Goleman, 

1996).  Munroe (2009) found a significant statistical relationship between EI and 

instructional principals who support collaboration, reflective learning, teamwork, and 

inquiry.  Williams (2004) found a similar conclusion in a comparison of typical and 

outstanding principals.  Typical principals valued relationships that were interpersonal, and 

the outstanding principals valued relationships as a way to meet goals. 

Transformational leadership focuses on the role of the leader and how the leader 

reforms and develops others (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  Transformational leaders build climates 

that encourage staff go beyond self-interest to work toward dynamic school learning 

environment.  Menon (2014) used the MLQ to measure transformational leadership, 

comparing transformational leaders’ effectiveness and employee job satisfaction.  Menon 

found that having transformational leaders might not be enough to motivate employees.  

Roman (2009) studied the effects of transformational leadership in relation to 
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communication.  Yang (2014) conducted an action study of principals given professional 

development training in transformational leadership.  For two years, Yang took observational 

notes and documented principals as they promoted shared leadership to release the potential 

of their staff.  Principals should share leadership, encourage high quality work, and remain 

aware of how they are perceived (Yang, 2014).  Bongarten (2006) claimed that an effective 

principal not only exhibits transformational leadership, but also is instructional and 

distributive.   

Principals described in these studies had knowledge of instructional practices and 

curricula.  Blase and Blase (2004), who are considered formative researchers in the field of 

leadership styles, suggested the need to support teachers holistically.  Daniels (2009) 

recommended supporting the work of instructional leaders through professional 

development.  Blase and Blase (2004), Daniel (2009), Garza et al. (2014), and Quint et al. 

(2007) concluded that principals need to build knowledge to support teachers.  In other 

words, principals need to know curricula and understand change processes for themselves.   

Reimer (2010) recommended that principals support teachers through PLCs, before or 

after school grade-level meetings, and collaboration time.  Butler (2011) examined 

principals’ knowledge of reading curricula and teacher perceptions of principals’ leadership 

actions.  Overall, teachers perceived their principals were knowledgeable, and the teachers 

felt supported (Butler, 2011).  The principals practiced distributed leadership, in the sense 

that their literacy specialists played key roles in their schools; however, teachers felt it was 

not possible for their principals to achieve all the criteria indicated on the survey, given their 

principals’ other responsibilities (Butler, 2011).  Didier (2007) used the LoU instrument to 

investigate a reading block implemented for guided reading.  Cutler and Graham (2008) 
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studied elementary school classroom teachers’ teaching practices and behaviors associated 

with writing.   

This research study examined in a multiple case study examined four school 

principals leadership styles and actions to build fidelity of implementation of a writing 

curriculum in their schools.  Observations, interviews were commonly used in reviewed 

literature.  The researcher employed the use of instruments in the study, similar to those 

reviewed including the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 2004) and 

Level of Use (Hall, Dirksen, & George, 2006).   The researcher also used a Teachers Writing 

Survey reviewed in the literature.  This research study will hope to contribute to the void of 

research of leadership and actions of principals of the writing curriculum.   
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

Chapter 3 provides the methodology used to collect and analyze data identifying 

leadership styles and actions that principals used to build fidelity of implementation of a new 

writing curriculum.  This multiple-case study was guided by three research questions:   

1. How do elementary school principals’ leadership styles support coherence and 

fidelity of implementation of writing curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-

century skills?  

2. What are elementary school principals’ sequenced actions taken to support 

coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing curricula aligned to the CCSS 

and 21st-century skills?  

3. What challenges do elementary school principals encounter in their support of 

coherence and fidelity of implementation in writing curricula aligned to the CCSS 

and 21st-century skills? 

First, the researcher biography and design of the study are presented, followed by a 

discussion of the selection criteria for the four case studies.  The school sites, principals, 

language arts coaches, and teacher participants are described.  Next, a description of the 

major data collection methods (interviews, observations, surveys, and questionnaires) used in 

the study are presented and the trustworthiness of the study is addressed. 

Researcher Biography 

Qualitative case-study research requires that the researcher be personally involved in 

data collection and analysis.  As the “instrument of choice” (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 236) 

or “primary instrument for data collection and analysis” (Merriam, 2009, p. 15) for 

qualitative studies, in this section, the researcher provides a detailed biography to be sensitive 
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to her role within the research process.  At the time of this study, the researcher had 20 years 

of experience in the field of education.  She began her school career as a fifth-grade teacher 

in an urban elementary school.  The principal of her school tapped her to be a principal and 

gave encouragement early in her career to pursue her school administrator certificate.  While 

the researcher was in the classroom, she worked with the school language arts coach and was 

trained to implement the Reader’s and Writer’s Workshop model.  The researcher attended 

Saturday Reunion sessions at Teachers College Reading and Writing Project, which were 

training sessions offered twice a year.  She stayed current on the topic of teaching writing by 

reading professional development materials recommended by the language arts coach.   

Upon graduation from the principal program, the researcher participated in the 

district’s administrative aspirant program and was a mentee of a middle school principal.  

After four years as a fifth-grade teacher, the researcher became a sixth-grade math teacher.  

While at the middle school, the researcher gained leadership experience when she led 

committees, professional development training, and afterschool programs.  The researcher 

also covered the office, supported scheduling, and promoted a positive school climate.   

The researcher was offered an assistant principal position at the middle school level.  

She served as a middle school assistant principal for seven years and was responsible for 

teacher evaluation, student discipline, and curricula work with the math and unified arts 

departments.  She began her doctoral work to fulfill her need for professional growth and 

aspiration to the position of principal.  In 2010, an opportunity opened to lead an elementary 

building as an assistant principal, and she found herself returning to her elementary school 

roots.  Curricula had undergone major changes since she was in the classroom, and she found 

herself with a steep learning curve to catch up with the current mandates and get acquainted 
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with all new staff.  In 2013, she was promoted from assistant principal to principal of the 

campus. 

With the adoption of the CCSS, the researcher saw firsthand the need to support 

teachers in understanding the writing curricula to assure that they were being read, 

interpreted, and delivered to achieve the standards.  School principals needed to support the 

standards.  The question for the researcher’s dissertation study became clear:  How do school 

principals build their knowledge in order to lead the mandated change of implementing new 

writing curricula?    

The researcher was keenly aware of how her personal biases could affect the data 

analysis of school principals, because she often faced similar responsibilities as those faced 

by the participants in the study.  Doctoral coursework and collaboration with her advisor in 

qualitative analysis supported the understanding of the process to assure biases and 

judgments were not included in the research process.  The researcher attempted to minimize 

bias and withhold judgment by keeping an in-depth reflexive journal.  Reflexive journals are 

accepted as tool for researchers to document their inner dialogues and expose preconceived 

judgments as a means to build trustworthiness (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  In addition, 

participants reviewed transcripts for accuracy in the interview data (member checking), and 

the researcher provided a dependability audit of coding and analyses.  Finally, in order to 

gain a better sense of this research and to build a more trusting relationship with the 

participants, the researcher completed the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & 

Bass, 2004) as a leader and administered the rater form to her staff to complete about her 

leadership.  After the research was complete, she offered to share her leader report with the 

participants with the intent of lessening any vulnerability and to accentuate mutual trust.  
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Statement of Ethics 

In January 2015, the researcher submitted a dissertation proposal of this research 

study to the Western Connecticut State University doctoral committee.  In February 2015, the 

researcher obtained approval from the Instructional Review Board, which assured that the 

study was safe and ethical for human participants (see Appendix A).  The researcher 

completed a Human Subjects Research Curriculum on ethical concerns, sensitivity, and 

responsibilities of research (see Appendix B).  Safeguards were followed to assure voluntary 

participation of the district consisting of written consent from each participant, specifically, 

consent from the superintendent, the elementary school principals, the language arts coaches, 

and the classroom teachers from each school.  To protect privacy, no names or identifiable 

information were associated with the location or school name, nor were individual identifiers 

collected as part of interview data.  All collected data were securely stored, and recorded 

interviews will be destroyed after the conclusion of the study.  

Description of the Setting 

This multiple-case study took place in four elementary schools within one urban, 

public school district in the Northeastern United States.  The school district was one in which 

the researcher was familiar and therefore a sample of convenience.  There were thirteen 

elementary schools in this district; of them six qualify for Title 1 funding.  Title 1 funding 

designation was part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act to provide financial 

assistances to schools with large numbers of students’ from low-income families.   Of the six 

schools, four of the schools had used Title 1 funding in past or present to benefit from 

yearlong literacy curriculum professional development.  The superintendent gave these four 

schools permission to participate, with their consent.  The researcher was pleased that all four 
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principals agreed to have be part of this research study.   It is important to note that 

professional development support with the literacy curriculum was particularly key at that 

time of the interview due to the increased literacy expectations for students from the 

implementation to a new curriculum aligned the Common Core State Standards. 

Smagorinsky (2011) noted that the value of the qualitative research can be found in  

studying smaller samples in greater depth, inquiring into why and how things happen 

rather than how often, focusing on the particular or typical rather than the general, 

humanizing research by emphasizing language rather than numbers, and otherwise 

studying processes rather than outcomes of education. (p. 405)   

According to the most recent Strategic School Profile available, in 2012–2013, the 

student population in the selected elementary schools was between 70% and 80% minority.  

In addition, between 65 and 77% of the students were economically categorized as qualifying 

for free or reduced-price lunch (EdSight, 2016).  In order to maintain the participants 

confidentiality the only general reference was included.  The selection of elementary schools 

included only schools receiving the literacy curriculum support with the school affiliation 

with the TCRWP to allow for replication for future research within the design of the study.  

“Replication in multiple-case study allows for...the original finding to be more robust” (Yin, 

2014, p. 57).  At the time of this study, the TCRWP affiliation offered year-long professional 

development both in and out of the school to the principal and key staff members.  These 

Title I district elementary schools had maintained partnerships with TCRWP for three to 

eight years.  The principals, language arts coaches, and classroom teachers were supported by 

TCRWP professional development, and staff members were trained in best practices of 

teaching writing aligned to CCSS and 21st-century skills. 
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Description of the Participants 

Sampling Procedures 

  The school district was chosen as a sample of convenience, with four schools chosen 

purposefully for their afflation, afforded by Title 1 funding, with Teachers College Reading 

and Writing Project (TCRWP) which supported the school staff with literacy curriculum.  

Further information about the components of this affiliation will follow.  With the 

superintendent’s permission, the researcher called to talk to each principal before the letter of 

consent was sent.  The researcher was able to share perimeters of the study in hopes to have 

increased participation, which resulted in a multiple-case study of four schools.  Within each 

school case, participants were the four principals, language arts coaches and classroom 

teachers.  Of the four language arts coaches, only three were able to accommodate 

participation with their schedule.    Of the possible 80 classroom teachers, 64 participated in 

the Teachers Writing Survey, TWS (Cutler & Graham, 2008) and Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire, MLQ (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  In addition there were teachers who 

participated in the researcher’s observations of the school during grade level team meetings.  

Letters of consent were sent to the superintendent, principals, language arts coaches, and 

classroom teachers prior to this research study (see Appendices C, D, E, and F).  
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Table 2. 

Research Study Participants 

Participant Total Population Sample of each 

Principal 4 4 

Language Arts Coach 4 3 

Teachers for TWS 80 64 

Teachers for MLQ 80 57 

Note: Teachers for questionnaire and survey overlapped. 

Participants’ Profiles 

Four elementary school principals (three female and one male) volunteered to 

participate in the study.  Participants had between 11 and 29 years of experience in the field 

of education (M = 18.5).  Participants held the position of principal between 1 and 13 years 

(M = 6.25).  The principals had graduate-level degrees that ranged from Master’s to 

Doctorate.  All of the principals worked with Teachers College Reading and Writing Project 

(TCRWP) and had experience working with the TCRWP consultants that varied between 2 

and 8 years (M = 4.38).  TCRWP was affiliated with three of the four schools during the 

2014-2015 school year.  The demographics of the principal participants appear in Table 3.  

Principal participants are described in greater detail in Chapter 4.   
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Table 3. 

Demographic Characteristics of Principal Participants  

Principal 

Pseudonym 

Years of 

Education 

Experience 

Years of 

Principal 

Experience 

Years of 

TCRWP 

Experience 

Current TCRWP 

Affiliation 

Highest 

Degree 

Jamie 29 13 5.0 Yes D 

Andy 20 10 2.5 No M+ 

Cameron 13 1 8.0 Yes M+ 

Dana 14 1 2.0 Yes M+ 

Note. M+ = Master’s degree plus additional college credits, D = Doctoral degree. 

 

All the schools in which the principals worked were Title I schools, as designated by 

the district, and funding was allocated based upon school demographics.  Title I is part of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) which provides funding to schools with a 

population of students who are from low income families who qualify for free or reduced 

meals.  This funding is intended to ensure all students are able to meet academic standards. 

The student population ranged from 368 to 431 students (M = 403.75).  The percentage of 

students who were English language learners (ELL) ranged from 22.4% to 43.2% (M = 

37.13).  The percentage of students who qualified for free or reduced-price lunch ranged 

from 65.9% to 76.9% (M = 72%).  The school demographics appear in Table 4. 
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Table 4. 

Demographic Characteristics of Schools  

School Pseudonym 

Principal 

Pseudonym 

Student 

Population 

English 

Language 

Learners 

Free and 

Reduced 

Lunch Title I 

Washington  

Elementary School Jamie 405 43.2% 71.9% Yes 

Lincoln  

Elementary School Andy 431 43.2% 73.3% Yes 

J. F. Kennedy  

Elementary School Cameron 368 39.7% 76.9% Yes 

Thomas Jefferson 

Elementary School Dana 411 22.4% 65.9% Yes 

 

 

Three language arts coaches volunteered to participate in the study.  All the language 

arts coaches were female.  Their experience in education ranged between 22 and 32 years 

(M = 27.3).  The language arts coaches had between 9 and 18 years of experience as literacy 

specialists (M = 12.3).  The language arts coaches experience with Teachers College Reading 

and Writing Project (TCRWP) ranged from 2.5 years to 6 years (M = 4.5).  The 

demographics of the language arts coach participants appear in Table 5.  
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Table 5. 

Demographic Characteristics of Language Arts (LA) Coaches  

LA Coach 

Pseudonym 

Education 

Experience 

Years 

LA Coach 

Experience 

Years 

TCWRP 

Experience 

Years 

Highest 

Degree 

Hannah 28  18  5.0 M 

Kate 22    9  2.5  M+ 

Veronica 32  10  6.0  M+ 

Note.  M = Master’s degree, M+ = Master’s degree plus additional college credits. 

 

 

Teacher Participants 

Sixty-four classroom teachers across the four elementary school cases completed the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 2004) rater form, which allowed the 

teacher to rate their principal.  The Teachers Writing Survey (Cutler & Graham, 2008) was 

completed by 57 of the 64 teachers.  The intention of the researcher was for the classroom 

teachers to complete both instruments.  The first section of the Teachers Writing Survey 

contained demographic questions.  Of the 64 classroom teachers surveyed, 89.1% (n = 57) 

were female; the remaining 10.9% (n = 7) were male.  The classroom teachers had a range of 

educational degrees from Bachelors to Master’s and higher.  Demographic data for the 

teachers are shown in Table 6. 
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Table 6. 

Demographic Chart of Teachers Writing Survey Data  

 School  

Category Washington Lincoln J. F. Kennedy Jefferson Total 

Grade Level      

Kindergarten 3 4 3 3 13 

First Grade 3 4 2 1 10 

Second Grade 2 4 3 0 9 

Third Grade 4 5 2 0 11 

Fourth Grade 3 3 3 3 12 

Fifth Grade 2 3 1 2 8 

Gender      

Female 16 19 13 9 57 

Male 2 4 1 0 7 

Masters/+ 15 19 14 8 56 

Bachelors/+ 3 4 0 1 8 

1 – 4 years 6 9 2 1 18 

5 – 9 years 3 3 2 0 8 

(Continued) 
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 School  

Category Washington Lincoln J. F. Kennedy Jefferson Total 

10 – 14 years 1 5 3 0 9 

15 – 19 years 4 3 6 3 16 

20 – 24 years 2 2 1 4 9 

25 – 29 years 0 0 0 1 1 

30 – 34 years 2 1 0 0 3 

35 – 39 years 0 0 0 0 0 

40 + years 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 18 23 14 9 64 

 

 

 

Research Design 

This study was designed as a qualitative multiple-case study involving four schools.  

Each case is within one school that includes one principal, one language arts coach as 

available, and classroom teachers.  Qualitative research allowed the researcher to construct 

meaning from interviews and observations.  Studying multiple school sites—specifically, the 

principal, language arts coach (where applicable), and classroom teachers from each 

school—allowed the researcher to study each case individually as well as across all four 

cases.  This qualitative research was carefully designed to answer the research questions 

regarding the interconnectivity between principals’ leadership and the writing curricula.  

According to Creswell (2008), in qualitative research, the researcher determines a central 
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phenomenon is the key concept, idea, or process.  Over a period of 5 months, the researcher 

conducted interviews, made observations of grade-level team meetings, administered an 

online survey, and distributed a questionnaire in each of the schools.   

In this study, the researcher explored the principals’ leadership styles and actions in 

building fidelity of implementation of new writing curricula in each school.  The writing 

curricula, aligned to the Common Core State Standards, consisted of the Writers Workshop, 

developed by Teachers College Reading and Writing Project (TCRWP) from Columbia 

University. Affiliation with TCRWP included providing embedded professional development 

training in Writer’s Workshop for the classroom teachers as well as for cohorts of school 

leaders (TCRWP Conference, 2015). 

Instrumentation 

Qualitative data were collected from surveys, questionnaires, interviews, and 

observations.  Triangulation of sources was obtained through several instruments: 

demographic survey information, the Teachers Writing Survey (TWS) instrument, the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ), and the Level of Use (LoU) embedded in the 

interview questions. 

Survey Instruments 

Demographic survey.  A demographic survey was given to all participants and took 

approximately 10 minutes to complete.  The demographic survey questions included items 

that identified the participants’ highest degrees, evaluated their perceived quality of 

preparation received for teaching writing within a teacher certification program, and 

identified the number of years the participants had taught in specific grades and subject areas.  

For principals and language arts coaches, an additional question was asked regarding the 
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length of time they had been in their current positions.  The final questions referred to length 

of time the school had participated in the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project and 

how many years and in what capacity the participants had worked with the program.  The 

demographic information supported the researcher in making further connections between 

the interview and observation data (see Appendix G). 

Teacher Writing Survey.  The purpose of administering the Teachers Writing 

Survey (TWS; Cutler & Graham, 2008) to the classroom teachers was to examine teacher 

practices in teaching writing and general writing activities in alignment with Common Core 

State Standards.  The researcher discovered the Teacher Writing Survey during an initial 

literature review.  Graham, a renowned reading and writing expert, gave permission to use 

the survey for this research through an initial interview and a follow-up conversation.  The 

TWS (Cutler & Graham, 2008) has 41 questions, designed to gather self-reported data on the 

instructional practices of teachers in regard to writing.   

In the current study, the first section was intended to collect demographic information 

regarding participants’ gender, ethnicity, educational level, years teaching, current grade 

level, and to establish their ratings of their teacher certificate programs that qualified them to 

teach writing.  The next section included four questions on a 6-point Likert-type scale, with 

anchors strongly agree to strongly disagree, addressing their attitudes toward writing, 

teaching writing, effectiveness in managing the writing classroom, and ability to teach 

writing.  In the third section, teachers were asked how much time students in their classrooms 

spent writing.  In this section, teachers indicated how much time they spent in whole group, 

small group, and individualized instruction.  In the final question, teachers identified writing 

activities that would be completed by the students throughout the school year.  The question 
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provided a list of 20 options and an opportunity to write in other activities not identified on 

the list.  

Cutler and Graham’s (2008) Teacher Writing Survey (TWS) instrument was 

developed from the understanding that teachers are aware of and can relate knowledge about 

the elements of teaching practices, writing processes, and strategies, as well as to writing 

activities they plan in their classrooms teachers can relate these concepts to what?.  The 

instrument contains 58 questions arranged in four sections and takes approximately 15 

minutes to complete (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  The first section of the survey contains 

questions designed to collect demographic information of teachers and their classes (Cutler & 

Graham, 2008). The second section contains four questions, arranged on a 6-point Likert-

type scale, that assess teachers’ attitudes toward writing and teaching (Cutler & Graham, 

2008).  The third section consists of probing questions to elicit the amount of time classroom 

teachers spend on writing strategies and writing activities (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  The 

fourth section of the survey includes open-ended questions about what?, followed by a 

checklist of activities teachers might perform (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  The checklist uses 

an 8-point Likert-type scale of never, several times a year, monthly, several times a month, 

weekly, several times a day, daily, and several times a day (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  Cutler 

and Graham field-tested the instrument with 294 teachers and with two reported alphas, one 

for four items representing teachers’ attitudes toward wrting and teaching and another for 

writing activities teachers might perform.  

In the current study, the researcher used the TWS instrument as a reflective tool to 

develop a basic understanding of the taught writing curriculum and instruction used in the 

participants’ classrooms.  Specific questions were grouped in relation to the degree of fidelity 
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of implementation.  The feedback from this survey was used in the study to connect the 

influence of principal leadership style on teachers’ classroom practices, as evidenced by 

principal actions during implementations of the writing curricula (see Appendix H). 

Questionnaire 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire.  The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

(MLQ) measures multiple factors of leadership on a continuum of transformative and 

transactional, contingent reward, management by exception active, management by exception 

passitve and laissez faire leadership constructs, as compared to a norm (Avolio & Bass, 

2004).  Transformational leaders encourage others to understand the needs and connections 

of coworkers to develop relationships and help the members of the organization perform 

beyond their expectations (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  “The strong forces of leadership are those 

that motivate associates to perform to their full potential over time, either for the good of the 

individual, leader, or larger collective” (Avolio & Bass, 2004, p. 19).  Principals as 

transactional leaders must clearly define the roles and tasks that are required to reach the 

desired outcomes (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  This clarification of roles gives teachers 

confidence and a sense of direction (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  It is important to emphasize that 

leadership is more likely to achieve associates’ full potential by using both transformational 

and transactional leadership styles (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  In this study, connections 

between the principals and teachers were explored.   

The MLQ has been used to explore leaders’ consultations with groups; the instrument 

has also been used as a survey for individuals to receive feedback on their leadership styles 

(Avolio & Bass, 2004, p. 8).  The online version of the most recent Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire (5X short; Avolio & Bass, 2004) was given to the principal participants to rate 
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themselves using the leader rating and their corresponding classroom teachers to rate their 

principal to gather insight into principal leadership styles for both the researcher and the 

participants (see Appendix I).   

The MLQ takes approximately 15 minutes to complete (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  

Participants are asked to rate how frequently or to what degree a particular school principal 

engages in 45 specific behaviors, using a 5-point rating scale of 0 to 4 (not at all, once in a 

while, sometimes, fairly often, and frequently (Avolio & Bass, 2004, pp. 15-16).  The MLQ 

assesses three leadership style constructs: transformational, transactional, and passive-

avoidant (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  Within the constructs are six factors: inspirational 

motivation, intellectual stimulation, individual consideration, contingent reward, active 

management by exception, and passive management by exception, and laissez-faire (Avolio 

& Bass, 2004, p. 53).  Each factor has four questions, organized by factors summed and 

averaged by the number of questions answered (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  The four questions 

for each factor support the internal consistency measures for reliability.  Coefficient alpha 

reliability measures for the scales have ranged from .70 to .90 (Gardiner & Cleavenger, 

1998).  The MLQ was correlated to the Gordon Personal Profile (GPP) concurrently with the 

MLQ profiles for 118 community leaders, half male and half female, for construct validity, 

and the scores were associated with leadership styles (Avolio & Bass, 2004, p. 89). 

Interviews 

Principal interviews.  The principal interview protocol contained six parts (see 

Appendix G) administered in two 60- to 90-minute sessions.  The interviews were arranged 

for the principals’ convenience.  In the first part of the interview, the researcher shared the 

context of the study and the second part asked seven short questions to gather demographic 
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information, as previously discussed.  The third part of the interview consisted of semi 

structured questions focused on the principals’ actions—for example, questions about a 

typical day, their role in grade-level teams, their professional development, and challenges 

they faced.  The fourth part followed a structured interview format, using the Levels of Use 

instrument (Hall et al., 2006).  The entire first session lasted approximately 90 minutes.   

In the second session, the researcher provided a copy of each principal’s MLQ report.  

The leader report is a complex summation of principals’ self-reported and staff-reported 

feedback on their leadership styles, prepared from the data collected with the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  The researcher discussed the results with 

each principal individually, highlighting particular sections.  After the discussion, in the fifth 

part of the interview, the researcher used a semi-structured probing technique to facilitate 

principals’ reflections.  In addition, the researcher provided printed copies of the reports to 

the principals for their own continued reflection on their leadership styles.  The sixth part of 

the interview was also semi-structured in nature to review the Cutler and Graham (2008) 

Teacher Writing Survey results with each principal.  The principals reviewed the data from 

both the Teachers Writing Survey and the leader report from the Multifactor Leadership 

Questionnaire.  Next, the researcher provided an opportunity in the interview for principals to 

give feedback on their reports.  Principals separately discussed with the researcher during 

their second interview the teachers’ feedback collected from the Teachers Writing Survey in 

terms of which responses revealed an alignment with the district curricula, Common Core 

State Standards, and the TCRWP. 

Levels of use.  The fifth section of the principal interview used the Levels of Use 

interview protocol.  The Level of Use (LoU) protocol, based on the Concerns-Based 
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Adoption Model, is an unstructured interview instrument designed to gather data on 

leadership styles and actions that support teachers who build fidelity of implementation (Hall 

et al., 2006).  “Levels of Use is a behavioral phenomenon....  The focus is on what an 

individual or group is doing or not doing.  Each profile described a very different set of 

actions and understandings about the innovation and its use” (Hall et al., 2006, p. 5).  Inter-

rater reliability for the LoU using Cronbach’s alpha was established at .98 (Hall et al., 2006).  

Further validity was established through interviews and observations.  Two ethnographic 

researchers observed a teacher teaching for a full day, took extensive notes, and at the end of 

the day assigned a LoU rating to the teacher’s use of the innovation; correlations ranged from 

.65 to .98 (Southwest Educational Development Laboratories, 2006).  

In the current study, the LoU interview protocol was used to define the actions of the 

principals in the implementations of writing curricula at their schools.  The LoU’s branching 

technique (Hall et al., 2006, p. 18) guided the researcher in probing with questions and 

researcher-chosen decision points depending on the participants’ responses (see Appendix J). 

The branching technique clarified the eight levels: (a) nonuse, (b) orientation, (c) preparation, 

(d) mechanical use, (e) routine use, (f) refinement, (g) integration, and (h) renewal (Hall et 

al., 2006).  LoU 0 Non-use indicated that the principal had little of no understanding or 

involvement with the implementation of writing curricula (Hall et al., 2006).  LoU I 

Orientation indicated that the principal has taken action to learn more and acquired 

involvement with the implementation of the writing curricula (Hall et al., 2006).  LoU II 

Preparation, was that the principal made the decision to have involvement with the 

implementation of the writing curricula (Hall et al., 2006).  Level III Mechanical Use, the 

principal was working to master the tasks of implementation of the writing curricula (Hall et 
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al., 2006).  The next state of LoU V was Integration when the principal was following the 

implementation of the writing curricula and collaborated with colleagues.  LoU V Renewal 

was the state in which the principal re-evaluates the use and seeks major modifications to the 

implementation of the writing curriculum.  Each principal received at least one question up to 

a potential total of seven questions, depending upon the participant’s responses, for 

approximately 45 minutes.   

Language arts coach interviews. The language arts coach interviews consisted of 

two parts that took approximately 30 minutes to complete (see Appendix K).  The first 5 

minutes consisted of the demographic survey questions from the Cutler and Graham (2008) 

instrument.  These questions were asked to gather data on the participants’ highest degree of 

education, professional experience, and knowledge and training received from Teachers 

College Reading and Writing Project.  The second part of the interview used semi-structured 

questions to discern the language arts coaches’ relationship to the writing curricula, to gather 

their perceptions of the principals’ leadership of the writing curricula, and to explore their 

influences over principals’ actions.  This part of the interview took approximately 25 

minutes.   

Observations 

Grade-level observations.  The researcher conducted observations in this multiple-

case study.  The observations occurred during grade-level or professional development 

meetings in which there was a prominent focus on writing during the timeframe of this study.  

There was one 3-hour observation at each site.  The observation was scheduled during each 

schools previously scheduled grade level team meetings.  This allowed the researcher to 

gather data from natural interactions between classroom teachers, language arts coaches, and 
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principals.  Data was collected on a field note observation form that had a section for 

researcher’s sensory impression, specific facts, insider language and personal responses.  

Artifacts.  Determining the artifacts collected was an ongoing process throughout the 

study, occurring as interviews and observations were conducted.  Documents related to the 

grade-level writing curricula, Teachers College Reading and Writing Project resources, and 

professional development sessions were collected.  Examining the artifacts helped support 

the trustworthiness and confirmability of the findings that emerged from the interviews, 

observations, surveys, and questionnaires (Yin, 2014).  Collected artificats were charts, 

timelines, and other curricula materials. 

Researcher log.  The researcher log was an important tool in this qualitative study.  

The research log included researcher memos written to document thoughts and findings 

throughout the study.  Sample pages of the researcher log can be found in Appendix O.  

These memos provided the researcher an opportunity to contemplate ideas, reveal thoughts, 

and return to old ideas or questions during the literature review and coding process.  The 

researcher log allowed the auditor a lens into the dissertation journey.  This insight supported 

the trustworthiness of the researcher’s findings (Merriam, 2009). 

Research Design  

This multiple-case study was used to explore participants’ perspectives of leadership 

styles and actions of elementary school principals as they worked to build fidelity of 

implementation of new writing curricula.  Each case included a principal, a language arts 

coach, and participating K–5 classroom teachers.  In this study, the unit of analysis was the 

school.  Data were collected using several methods and instruments, including the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 2004), the Teacher Writing Survey 
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(Cutler & Graham, 2008), the Level of Use interview questions (Hall et al., 2006), semi-

structured interviews of principals and language arts coaches, informal observations, and 

relevant artifacts.  Each case study was analyzed first in single parts and then by the entire 

case.  “Analysis involves working with the data, organizing them, breaking them into 

manageable units, coding them, synthesizing them and searching for patterns” (Bogdan & 

Biklen, 2007, p. 159).  After all cases were analyzed, this process was repeated to search for 

patterns across the multiple cases.   

Data analysis is a complex process that involves moving back and forth between 

concrete bits of data and abstract concepts, between inductive and deductive 

reasoning, between description and interpretation.  These meanings or understandings 

or insights constitute the findings of a study. (Merriam, 2009, p. 176) 

In addition, the HyperRESEARCH (Hesse-Biber et al., 1991) tool provided the capacity to 

find words and phrases in the data, which allowed the researcher to organize codes, create a 

codebook, and discern themes (Avolio & Bass, 2004).   

Data Collection and Analysis 

Before collecting data, the researcher sought consent from school district leaders to 

ensure the study could be implemented within the district.  After consent was granted, the 

researcher requested from district leaders the names of the elementary schools that applied 

district curricula, endorsed Writer’s Workshop, and had current or previous affiliations with 

the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project.  Once the schools were determined, the 

researcher contacted each principal individually and scheduled a mutually convenient time to 

discuss the study and invite the principals to participate.  After the principals agreed to 

participate in the study, the researcher scheduled mutually agreed-upon dates for the 
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principals’ interviews.  Three of four principals gave permission for the participation of their 

schools’ language arts coaches.  The fourth language arts coach was not able to participate 

due to time constraints. The researcher approached the language arts coaches with permission 

from the principals and scheduled mutually agreed-upon dates for interviews.  Time 

constraints attributable to the administration of the new state testing program, the Smarter 

Balanced Assessment, required the researcher to schedule the interviews around school staff 

members’ availability.   

Elementary School Principals 

The qualitative study began with a demographic survey and online Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ) administered to each principal.  The researcher reviewed 

the feedback of the MLQ and used that information to inform the subsequent semi-structured 

interview questions administered to each principal (see Appendix G).  The interview for the 

principal was audio-recorded with permission and included a range of structured, semi-

structured, and open-ended questions.  Each principal was interviewed in two sessions 

totaling 60 to 90 minutes.  Results of the principals’ MLQ and the responses of the Teacher 

Writing Survey were shared with the principals in their second interviews.  In appreciation 

for their time and general participation in this study, each principal was given a $25 gift card 

to a local coffee shop.   

During the sessions, the researcher read the pre-interview script (see Appendix G), in 

which oral permission to audio-record the interview was sought, and reminded the participant 

that he or she had the option to stop the interview or withdraw participation at any time.  Two 

types of interview questions incorporated both structured and semi-structured questions.  The 

Level of Use (LoU) interview protocol (Hall et al., 2006) was included in the structured 
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interview questions.  The LoU profiles generated from the interviews explored the levels of 

change related to the innovation in terms of the principals’ leadership styles and actions 

exhibited during implementations of new writing curricula. 

Language Arts Coach 

The language arts coaches’ interviews were scheduled to occur at mutually agreeable 

times.  The interviews included semi-structured questions, such as questions related to the 

Teacher Writing Survey (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  The interviews began with a scripted 

introduction in which the researcher formally explained the purpose of the study and sought 

permission to audio-record the interview (see Appendix K).  The researcher gave a $25 gift 

certificate to each of the three language arts coaches in appreciation of their time.  

Classroom Teachers 

Classroom teachers were asked to participate confidentially in the MLQ survey that 

was administered online.  The questionnaire focused on the perceived leadership styles of the 

principal from each school, respectively.  For each site, the teachers’ results were compared 

with the principals’ MLQ online survey results.  The results were analyzed and follow-up 

reports were provided to the principals during the second interview sessions for them to use 

as reflection tools.  In addition, the classroom teachers were asked to complete the Cutler and 

Graham (2008) Teacher Writing Survey (see Appendix H).  Some demographic information 

was collected, for example, the identity of their schools; however, all online data were 

collected anonymously.  The researcher gave a $5 gift certificate to each teacher who 

participated in appreciation of their time.  The researcher compiled and analyzed the survey 

results throughout the collection process using Google Forms.  Data were reported for each 
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case and across cases to locate emerging patterns and themes.  The researcher documented 

connections and thoughts throughout the analysis in researcher memos. 

A professional transcriber transcribed the audio-recordings of the interviews.  The 

researcher listened to the original recordings while following along with the transcripts, 

writing notes in the margins about accuracy, voice cues, and researcher reactions.  In 

addition, the transcripts were shared with the participants (member checking), which helped 

to ensure content accuracy (Yin, 2014).  The transcripts were uploaded into 

HyperRESEARCH software (Hesse-Biber et al., 1991) for researcher analysis. 

Grade-Level Team Meeting Observations 

After the first round of principal interviews, observations were scheduled to observe 

grade-level team meetings or professional development training focused on the writing 

curricula.  The observations involved the principals, language arts coaches, and classroom 

teachers who attended these meetings.  During the observations, the researcher was 

introduced as an observer.  The researcher used the observation template (see Appendix M) 

to record sensory impressions, specific facts, insider language, and personal reactions.  The 

observations were fully disclosed to the participants.  The researcher gathered information on 

the physical setting, participants, activities, interactions, conversations, and nonverbal cues.  

The researcher hand-recorded what was said and done throughout the observation (Merriam, 

2009, pp. 121-125).  The researcher reviewed the observation notes and transferred the 

handwritten notes to an electronic version within 24 hours after each observation session.  

Documents and other artifacts were collected from the observation.  Individual school staff 

interviews were coded to locate the emergent themes within and across the multiple cases; 

observations and documents were included for triangulation purposes (Yin, 2014). 
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Timeline 

The research study followed a general timeline: 

1. February 2015: Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval was received 

(Appendix A). 

2. February 15, 2015: Letters of consent were signed by the district superintendent 

(Appendix C), principals (Appendix D), language arts coaches (Appendix E), and 

classroom teachers (Appendix F). 

3. February 18, 2015: Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire links were e-mailed and 

completed by the principals (Appendix I). 

4. February 2015–April 2015: The researcher scheduled dates and conducted first 

interview with principals, sole interview with language arts coaches. 

5. February 20, 2015 to April 2015: The researcher e-mailed links to Teacher 

Writing Survey and Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire to classroom teachers.  

6. February, 2015–April 2015: The researcher sent all interviews with principal and 

language arts coaches for professional transcription.  

7. April 2015: The researcher purchased Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

Participant Reports for principals. 

8. March 2015 to September 2015: The researcher managed the transcriptions, and 

performed member checking, and coding. 

9. May, 2015: The researcher scheduled and conducted grade-level team 

observations, setting locations and times according to principals and language arts 

coaches. 
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10. May 2015 to June 2015: The researcher conducted second interviews with 

principals. 

11. September 2015 to November 2015: The researcher wrote summaries of cases.  

12. September 2015 to December 2015: The researcher performed data analysis and 

generated themes. 

13. Ongoing to December 2015: The researcher collected sources for literature 

review. 

14. February 15, 2016: Dr. Zaleta conducted confirmability audit of the study 

(Appendix U). 

Coding and Analysis Procedures 

This section provides the steps the researcher employed to code and analyze the 

interview data, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire data, the Teachers Writing Survey 

data, and observation data.  The section concludes with a section summary. 

Preliminary Procedures 

After each interview, the audio-recording was sent for professional transcription.  The 

researcher listened to each interview, following along on a printed copy to ensure accuracy.  

During this process, notes and a few corrections, such as transcribed acronyms specific to 

education, were made in the margins of the transcripts.  The researcher also recorded first 

thoughts or questions for the second round of interviews.  The interview transcripts were 

shared with participants to ensure accuracy.  

After sending two reminder e-mails to encourage teachers to participate in the survey 

and questionnaire, the data were considered saturated with no new information revealed, and 

the data collection period was closed.  Reports for the MLQ were purchased and prepared for 
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the principals, and the Teachers Writing Survey was compiled on an Excel form.  Data were 

read by the researcher and presented to the principals in their second round of interviews.   

Coding Methods 

The interview transcripts were imported and organized digitally into case study files 

on HyperRESEARCH, an online qualitative data analysis software program (Hesse-Biber et 

al., 1990).  The researcher had previously used the software program in an unpublished pilot 

of this research study.  The researcher purchased the software program in order to have 

unlimited ability to code.  The software program was used to organize the data and create 

data frequency charts, a user-friendly codebook, and analytic memos.  Prior to importing 

transcripts into the software program, the researcher self-trained by watching a series of 

online tutorials to learn how to use the qualitative data analysis tool.   

The researcher created a case-study notebook that included all the data for each case 

as printed copies for backup and offline review.  The notebook included the (a) MLQ report, 

(b) transcripts of Part 1 of the principal interviews showing raw codes, first-cycle codes, and 

second-cycle codes, (c) the language arts coach interview transcripts, (d) transcripts of Part 2 

of the principal interviews showing raw, first-, and second-cycle codes, (e) the observation 

notes, (f) the Teacher Writing Survey data, (g) the codes, and (h) permissions.   

The researcher chose coding methods based on the study’s research questions, which 

were intended to explore principals’ leadership styles and actions.  The researcher analyzed 

each sentence or phrase of the transcribed data for meaning, withholding conclusions 

throughout the data analysis procedure and excluding consideration of conclusions from 

other research scholars reported in prior work to allow a new understanding of the 

phenomenon to emerge (Stake, 1995).  The researcher coded the interview data and teacher 
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open-ended response data in three cycles (Saldaña, 2012).  First, the researcher read through 

the interview transcripts and made preliminary jottings in the margins.  “A code in qualitative 

inquiry is most often a word or short phrase that symbolically assigns a summative, salient, 

essence- capturing, and/or evocative attribute for a portion of language-based or visual data” 

(Saldaña, 2013, p. 3).  The researcher used the coding methods of action coding and theming 

data to generate the first-cycle codes across each of the four cases.  There were 101 first layer 

codes after coding all the interview data.  “Codes are organizing principles that are not set in 

stone... they are tools to think with” (Coffey & Atkinson, 1996, p. 32).   

After the first cycle of coding, the researcher sorted the data by categorizing the codes 

according to (a) relationships between codes, (b) frequencies of codes, and (c) underlying 

meanings across codes (Saldaña, 2013).  At first, the researcher attempted to employ this 

process using HyperRESEARCH; subsequently, however, the researcher chose to print the 

codes on paper and sort by hand.  The researcher documented this process with digital 

pictures as part of the audit trail.   

The researcher developed second-cycle codes using axial coding to identify core 

categories and relationships (Saldaña, 2013).  The researcher took careful notes of this 

process in the reflexive journal, which was eventually shared with the researcher’s primary 

adviser and reviewed by the auditor.  The coding process was performed solo; however, the 

researcher reflected through discourse with cohort members and her primary advisor.  A 

codebook was developed during the coding process to define each code and provide an 

example of an instance the code was used.  The codebook can be found in Appendix P.   

For the third cycle of coding, the researcher began by organizing the secondary codes 

on individual cards, and again by hand, the researcher organized the secondary codes by 



 

129 

relationships and arranged them on to a researcher created data board.  In the third cycle of 

coding, the researcher again used the research questions to focus the analysis.  These code 

relationships were constructed into 11 third-cycle categories: (a) principal has knowledge of 

writing curriculum, (b) principal sets expectations for writing, (c) grade-level work toward 

writing curriculum, (d) grade-level work on impact on student learning, (e) principal builds 

environment of trust to support writing curriculum, (f) principal communication, (g) principal 

collaboration, (h) transformational leadership, (i) challenge of time, (j) challenge of getting 

out of office and into classrooms, and (k) challenge of teacher evaluation.  Pictures were 

taken of the data board to serve as a record of this process, and the original board was 

presented at the audit.  “Each researcher needs, through experience, and reflection to find the 

forms of analysis that work for him or her” (Stake, 1995, p. 77).  The data board was 

integrally important in this research process.  The data board was also used to develop a data 

matrix to support the research themes (Appendix Q).  

Data Analysis 

The data analysis is “a matter of giving meaning to first impressions as well as to 

final complications” (Stake, 1995, p.71).  Researchers and scholars employ two strategic 

ways to build new meanings about qualitative case studies: (a) through direct interpretation 

of the individual instances and (b) through aggregation across instances (Stake, 1995).  

“Sometimes, we will find significant meaning in a single instance, but usually the important 

meanings will come from reappearance over and over” (Stake, 1995, p. 84).  The researcher 

developed a matrix to organize and further analyze the data.  In this research, the instances 

were third-cycle codes, quotes, or summary phrases taken from the data.   
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Next, the researcher synthesized category codes using a matrix to organize the codes 

into subthemes and finally into themes.   

Data analysis is a complex process that involves moving back and forth between 

concrete bits of data and abstract concepts, between inductive and deductive 

reasoning, between description and interpretation.  These meanings or understandings 

or insights constitute the findings of the study. (Merriam, 2009, p. 176) 

The literature review was on-going to ensure the researcher captured all current research 

studies.  In addition, the researcher benefited from discourse with her mentor throughout this 

process.   

Trustworthiness of Study 

Lincoln and Guba (1985) used four evaluative criteria to establish the trustworthiness 

of a qualitative study: credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability.  

Credibility supports the readers’ confidence level of the truth in the researcher’s findings 

(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Transferability shows how the researcher’s findings can be applied 

in other contexts (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Dependability supports the readers’ 

understanding of how the findings from the research study could be repeated with a level of 

consistency (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).  Confirmability indicates the degree the researcher was 

able to remain neutral despite the researcher’s bias, motivation, or interest (Lincoln & Guba, 

1985).  Researchers must show their dedication to thoroughness to ensure that their studies 

are trustworthy (Merriam, 2009, p. 234).  In the current study, the researcher was the primary 

integral data collection and analysis tool.  Therefore, to reduce the threat to credibility, the 

researcher listened to the audio-recordings while reading the transcriptions of the interviews 

to note pauses, voice tone, and inflections that may not have been captured in transcription.  
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In addition, the researcher employed member checking of all participants interviewed by 

giving them copies of their interview transcripts.  This gave each participant an opportunity 

to read and revisit the conversation to confirm data accuracy.  Observations were transcribed, 

and shared with participants to confirm for accuracy.  Further, HyperRESEARCH tool 

provided a numerical system to identify location of quotes from participants’ interviews.  

These identifiers were indicated in parenthesis following each quote.   

The researcher provided thick, detailed descriptions in the researcher memos written 

throughout the interview sessions and observations of each case to support transferability of 

research.  The multiple-case study research involved a small sample to enable the researcher 

to study a topic in depth, rather than to find out what was “true for the many” (Merriam, 

2009, p. 225).  The researcher compiled demographic information regarding the location and 

participants to help future researchers determine transferability of this study.  The researcher 

kept an audit trail organized in 3-ring binder notebooks for each case and a separate binder 

for cumulative data to support the findings and coding of all raw data: recordings, 

transcriptions, surveys, observations, memos, and artifacts.  A primary advisor reviewed the 

raw data for a code check, and a final audit was conducted to ensure dependability of the 

findings, which helped to confirm conclusions.   

Multiple methods were employed to support dependability and confirmability.  

Dependability was evidenced when the researcher demonstrated that the findings were 

consistent among methods and could be repeated under the same conditions.  Thick 

description of the data collection and analysis processes, including memos in the researcher 

reflexive log, could help future researchers replicate the study.  In addition, the researcher 

used the convergence of methods and data sources as data triangulation.  Specifically, the 
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study used data triangulation of multiple methods (interview, observation, survey, and 

document analysis).  Multiple data sources included interview data, observation data, survey 

data, artifacts, and memos.   

Data were analyzed within each case, and then again across all four cases.  The 

participants reviewed the interview transcripts for purposes of member checking.  The 

researcher also reviewed the transcripts, listened to the digital recording, and made notes in 

the margins to record initial thoughts and opinions as part of the audit trail.  The audit trail 

included raw data, data reduction, data reconstruction, process notes, materials relating to 

intentions, and disposition (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 319).  

Chapter Summary 

This study was designed to explore the leadership styles and actions of principals in 

building fidelity of implementing new writing curricula in their schools.  This chapter 

outlined the qualitative methods used to conduct the research.  This chapter provided clarity 

on the who, what, why, and where of the research in the following sections: (a) researcher 

biography, (b) statement of ethics, (c) description of the setting, (d) description of the 

participants, (e) research design and analysis, (f) data collection, (g) data analysis, (h) coding, 

(i) timeline, and (j) trustworthiness of study.  Chapter 4 provides a rich description of the 

participants, the details of the researcher’s coding and analysis of the interview, survey, and 

questionnaire data, and the research questions that guided the presentation of findings. 
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CHAPTER 4:  ANALYSIS OF THE DATA AND 

EXPLANATION OF THE FINDINGS 

The purpose of the study was to gain insight into principals’ leadership styles and the 

actions they took during implementations of writing curricula in schools that were affiliated 

with the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project (TCRWP).  The researcher chose a 

multiple-case study research design to study principals’ leadership styles and actions that 

built fidelity in the implementations of new writing curricula.  “The evidence from multiple 

cases is often considered more compelling, and the overall study is therefore regarded as 

being more robust” (Yin, 2014, p. 53).  The four cases were selected from within one large 

urban school district, based upon their affiliations with the TCRWP and participants’ 

willingness to participate in the study.  The unit of analysis in each case was the school.  All 

interview transcriptions were imported into HyperRESEARCH.  All quotes from participants 

will be noted by this numerical code.    The research questions guiding this study were: 

1. How do elementary school principals’ leadership styles support coherence and 

fidelity of implementation of writing curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-

century skills?  

2. What are elementary school principals’ sequenced actions taken to support 

coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing curricula aligned to the CCSS 

and 21st-century skills?  

3. What challenges do elementary school principals encounter in their support of 

coherence and fidelity of implementation in writing curricula aligned to the CCSS 

and 21st-century skills? 
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Chapter 4 presents the related themes and answers to the research questions from four 

data sources: (a) principal interviews, (b) language arts coach interviews, (c) observations, 

and (d) teacher survey and questionnaire responses.  Over a 5-month period, the researcher 

interviewed four elementary school principals individually on two separate occasions for a 

total of 7 hours.  The principal interview protocol contained six parts, divided into two 

interview sessions. In Session 1, the first part of the principal interview was an introduction 

and overview of the study.  The overview consisted of a scripted review of confidentiality 

and the declaration that it was possible to terminate the interview at any time with no 

repercussions.  In the second part of the interview, the researcher collected demographic 

information.  The demographic information included the principals’ highest educational 

level, opinions of the quality of the preparation program, years of teaching, years as an 

administrator, and degree of affiliation with the Teachers College Reading and Writing 

Project.  The third part of the interview consisted of semi-structured, open-ended questions 

designed to collect data related to the principal’s leadership styles and actions—for example, 

descriptions of a typical day, descriptions of ways in which the principal supported teachers 

in writing, information about the principal’s role in supporting teachers with the 

implementation of writing curricula, and descriptions of the challenges the principal faced in 

connection with supporting the writing curricula.  In Part 4, the last section, questions 

focused on the Level of Use interview protocol (Hall et al., 2006). 

The second principal interview sessions consisted of Parts 5 and 6.  In Part 5 of the 

interview, the researcher reviewed with each principal the results of the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 2004), which were presented in a comprehensive 

leader report summarizing the responses of the principal and the teacher participants’ 
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perspectives of the principal in their school.  Digital and printed copies of this report were 

presented to the individual principal for further reflection.  The researcher and principals also 

reviewed the findings of the Teacher Writing Survey (Cutler & Graham, 2008) in aggregate 

and by individual schools.  The second interview sessions with each of the principals 

reflected their feedback on the MLQ and TWS with the researcher.  In addition, all 

principals, language arts coaches, and classroom teacher participants completed a 

demographic survey as part of the interviews or the Teacher Writing Survey.   

Each of the four schools employed a language arts coach; three of the language arts 

coaches participated in the study.  The language arts coaches were individually interviewed 

each for approximately 30 to 45 minutes for an approximate total of two hours.  The 

interview questions were aligned to the principal questions to allow for triangulation and to 

collect outside perspectives of the principals’ role in building fidelity of implementation of 

the writing curricula.  

The researcher observed each school for three hours during their grade level team 

meeting.  There observations were all focused on writing curricula.   The observations 

facilitated triangulation of interview data to compare to data collected in the grade-level 

meetings.  The researcher used an observation grid to record sensory impressions of sights 

and sounds, specific events, insider language, and the researcher’s personal responses. 

Chapter 4 begins with an overview of each case, including narratives of each of the 

four principals, three language arts coaches, and input from 57 K–5 classroom teachers 

collected through an open-ended TWS question focused on the role of the principal in 

implementation of the writing curricula.  In addition, 64 K–5 classroom teachers addressed 

the leadership styles of their school principals by responding to open-ended questions on the 
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Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire.  The chapter concludes with a summary of findings 

across the four cases.  The six overarching themes that emerged from the data are described 

with rich description in relation to the research questions. 

Description of the Participants 

In one urban school district in the Northeastern United States, four urban elementary 

schools were selected based on their Title I designations and past and present affiliations with 

Teachers College Reading and Writing Project.  Following receipt of the superintendent’s 

approval, principals from these four schools agreed to participate in this qualitative study to 

examine how their leadership styles and actions built fidelity of implementation of the 

writing curricula.  Four principals helped their schools maneuver the implementation of 

mandated curricula change. Pseudonyms were used for all principals, language arts coaches, 

classroom teachers, and elementary schools. 

The principals were all seasoned educators with over 10 years in the field; however, 

within this experience, the principals fell into two natural categories: (a) first-year principal 

and (b) principal for over 10 years.  Three of the four principals were female, and one 

principal had completed her doctorate.  A summary of the principals’ demographic 

information was presented in Table 3.   

All four schools participated in Teachers College Reading Writing Project (TCRWP). 

The shoulder-to-shoulder partnership afflation affords schools professional development both 

at the university and at the school sites for the teachers, language arts coaches, and principals.   

Consultants are assigned to schools to work with grade level teams to understand– or 

unpack the writing curriculum, and to work in the classrooms that are called “lab sites” 

where the consultant may demonstrate lessons with the students.  Teachers are offered 
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calendar days when they can attend day- long institutes at the university.  The TCRWP 

partnership also includes principal institutes, to support the principal’s work with the 

teachers. 

Case Study 1: Washington Elementary School 

Narrative: Jamie, Principal of Washington Elementary School 

Jamie welcomed the researcher to Washington Elementary School as they sat at a 

round table in her office after school dismissal had been completed.  Two teachers entered 

the room to say goodbye to the principal or to share a quick update on a student.  Prepared 

with two digital recorders, the researcher thanked Jamie for sharing her time.  At the time of 

the study, Jamie had been in education for 29 years.  Jamie had been principal of Washington 

Elementary School, in two buildings, for 13 years.  With great ease and a soft voice, Jamie 

shared her goals for the school around writing and her experience with the researcher. 

Jamie started her interview by describing what she used to be able to do, fondly 

speaking about her ability to get into all the classrooms each day and her ability to connect 

with teachers to discuss the instructional work they were learning together.  Jamie shared 

obstacles to her work this year, which included the challenges of new curricula mandates in 

regard to writing, teacher evaluations, and other obstacles she faced in her role as an 

elementary principal.   

For example, today, it started with an unanticipated parent meeting at 8:30 a.m. that 

ended at 9:15 a.m. to another unexpected parent meeting to a DCF [Department of 

Children and Families] worker coming in and having to meet with the DCF worker, 

three PPTs [Planning and Placement Team for Special Education] in a row, and then 
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two mid-year conferences that I had scheduled with teachers, and that was the entire 

day.  I was not in one single classroom today, not one. (Jamie, 736,932)   

Washington Elementary School was a Title I school, and under Jamie’s leadership, 

the school has chosen to budget funds for the affiliation and support of the Teachers College 

Reading and Writing Project (TCRWP).  It did not take long for the researcher to discern 

Jamie’s comprehensive knowledge, observe her excitement for Writer’s Workshop, and learn 

how the school provided academic opportunities for all children.  Jamie shared that her 

knowledge came from several sources, including from her participation in the TCRWP 

principal cohort, from the school TCRWP consultants, from her dedication to the work in the 

classrooms, and from outside professional resources, including books, tweets, and colleagues 

she accessed to improve her knowledge about her work.  Jamie described building “sacred 

time” with consultants from the TCRWP and her teachers in grade-level teams to 

demonstrate priorities and continue building knowledge together.  This sacred time also 

allowed Jamie to share what she learned from one grade-level team with other grade-level 

teams as opportunities appeared.   

Jamie shared with the researcher the importance of her relationships with her 

teachers, but admitted it was not easy when so much was going on.  As principal, she tried to 

ask teachers how they were doing and caught herself if she asked the question too quickly 

and did not listen to their responses.  She described how asking a quick “how are you?” as 

she moved down the hall had revealed to her how she needed to stop and take the time to ask 

if she could help when the teacher’s answer was “not so good.”  Jamie explained her 

sensitivity to the pressure that teachers faced.  In fact, she recalled not delegating work 

purposefully, from fear that she would overburden her faculty.   
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Jamie described a core component of schoolwork done within grade-level team 

meetings.  During this meeting time, grade-level teams unpacked curricula, examined student 

work, and geared leverage areas to individual students as interventions.   

We spend a lot of time with grades 3, 4, and 5 focused on opinion writing and 

analyzing their writing and what kinds of skills or leverage skills in particular that can 

move them up in those bands.  We have them trying to gain 9 points, which is a 

year’s growth. (Jamie, 3194,3256) 

Jamie supported the grade-level teams during this sacred time by attending and sometimes 

facilitating these grade-level meetings and meetings at which TCRWP consultants visited to 

support teachers’ work.  

Jamie discussed in detail her involvement in the grade-level team meetings.  This 

involvement in the grade-level team was confirmed during the researcher’s observations. 

These team meetings often convened in Jamie’s office, but more important than the location 

was the work that happened during this meeting time.  The team worked with the TCRWP 

consultants to gain insights into the strengths and weaknesses occurring in the 

implementation of Writer’s Workshop.  “The in-class coaching can get a little uncomfortable 

but I think that’s when you grow the most, when you get a little uncomfortable” (Jamie, 

11106,11233).  The TCRWP consultant coaches teachers in their classroom with grade level 

colleagues observing, which could get a little uncomfortable even in a trusting environment.  

The structures of the Workshop model helped support the fidelity of implementation 

of the writing curricula aligned to the English Language Arts Standards (Calkins, Hartman, 

Smith, Martineli, Cunningham, et al., 2013).  Following the teacher’s mini-lesson with the 

whole group, the workshop model design allowed for the students to write independently 
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within the unit study genres: narrative, argumentative and informative writing.  The units of 

study were aligned to CCSS.  While students work independently, the teacher conferences or 

“confers” with students which allows for teachers to differentiate instruction based on the 

students’ needs.  During the observation with Jamie, a TCRWP consultant modeled a 

conferring session.  The consultant modelled for the teachers in the classroom watching how 

she used the writing continuum rubric and sample writing from the TCWRP resource with 

the students.   The researcher saw how the consultant met with three students who needed 

additional supports to lift the level, or increase the level of their writing.  The consultant had 

third grade students look at the sample writing starting with a second grade sample to notice 

what elements were in the writing.  This was repeated with third and fourth grade writing 

samples.  The consultant led students to finding one thing they could try or do more of to lift 

the level of their writing to engage the reader more and identified it on the writing 

continuum. Jamie shared an obstacle to her ability to provide differentiated support for her 

teachers, as she was “trying to figure out how to push the level of work across the board and 

not give everybody the same thing” (Jamie, 21427,21619).  For this reason, Jamie’s goal for 

the school was to have affiliation with TCRWP to support the knowledge bases of the 

teachers, as well as herself as Principal.  Jamie worked with Hanna, her language arts coach 

to continue the professional development that the TCRWP consultant brought to Washington 

Elementary taught throughout the school year with her staff.  

Narrative: Hanna, Language Arts Coach of Washington Elementary School 

Hanna, the language arts coach of Washington Elementary School, met with the 

researcher for the interview in a small teacher’s workroom, with a photocopier and a 

microwave.  The interview occurred after the observation of the grade-level team.  First, 
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Hanna discussed the lessons that the researcher had observed and mentioned the TCRWP 

consultant.  Hanna had been working at the school as a language arts coach for more years 

than she remembered.  She stated how much she still learned each time from this in-house 

professional development.  The conversation was cut short when Hanna realized she had 

recess duty, and she agreed to finish the interview over the phone from home later in the 

evening.   

Later, Hanna recounted she had taught for 28 years, starting out as a physical 

education teacher in a private school.  Hanna had been at Washington Elementary School for 

18 years.  Hanna had been attending Saturday workshops three times a year, as well as 

summer and winter institutes throughout her career at the TCRWP in New York City.  Hanna 

talked about the collaboration she enjoyed with colleagues in the car commute to the city and 

back.  “It’s great bonding” (Hanna, 13978,13999).  Hanna described the in-house district 

professional learning communities to around the units of study that the district offered 

teachers to learn more about the writing curriculum implementation through-out the school 

year and how her principal set aside time for school professional development or grade-level 

meetings.  Hanna discussed the work conducted at the grade-level meeting, noting how 

throughout the school year, she and the principal looked at student work, generally through 

on-demand or flash draft writing assessments, and calibrated their work to the teachers’ 

scores to offer specific support for children who needed scientific researched-based 

instruction (SRBI).  “If there’s a weakness in [writing], usually there’s a weakness in 

reading, and then we also correlate it to the writing (Hanna, 15445,15694).   

Hanna explained that Principal Jamie at Washington Elementary School provided 

teachers with time to collaborate during grade-level meetings, during the school day, and 
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during after-school meetings.  In addition, the principal brought in outside support.  Hanna 

further explained how Principal Jamie went into the classrooms and sat “right down on the 

rug with the teachers and the children.  She’s right down at their level.  She likes to go in and 

do the work of the Workshop side-by-side so she’s visible” (Hanna, 4421,4591).  Hannah 

explained that meant that the Principal preferred not to just observe the teacher and students, 

but she liked to be involved with student learning by talking with students in a conferring 

fashion to hear and see what they were learning or would sit down on the carpet with the 

students to join in the learning of the mini-lesson.  In addition, Hannah shared how Principal 

Jamie “knows every kid by name, she knows exactly the style of each teacher and how 

teachers might present a lesson differently, but still following the curriculum…she embraces 

that” (Hanna, 25359,25472).  Learning new writing curriculum and wanting to implement it 

with fidelity can be stressful for teachers who put pressure on themselves. Hanna clearly 

stated that teachers experience “a lot of stress, [but] everybody appreciates the amount of 

time and effort that Jamie puts into the kids.  That’s always her number one priority” (Hanna, 

27368,27678).   

Observations of Grade Level Teams, Washington Elementary School 

 The researcher was welcomed Washington Elementary School before the school day 

had begun and waited in the main office as the secretary told me that the Principal would be 

with me shortly.  The office was filled with both Spanish and English speakers and the 

secretary was able to speak both languages.  The principal’s door opened and parents and a 

child emerged, the researcher gathered that the conference was about misbehavior.  The 

pledge and school song began the day and I join the principal to head down to the third 

classroom.  The teachers and the TC consultant are already in the classroom meeting.  
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Introductions regarding my presence were made and the consultant pulled three students to a 

side table, the remaining students were working independently at their seats.  The classroom 

had anchor charts from mini-lessons and a writing center available for students.  The grade 

teachers filled the area around the three students.  The teachers and principal took notes on 

what the TCRWP consultant was doing and saying to the students.  The TCRWP consultant 

began her work with the students by looking at student writing samples for a level 2 and level 

3 and had the students notice elements of writing.  The three students worked to notice 

writing elements and the consultant moved them into transition words. The TCRWP 

consultant had the students add transitions into their writing to improve their discourse.  The 

students returned to their seats to work. The grade level team and consultant moved into 

another room to debrief, while the substitute remained to take over the classroom 

responsibilities.   The team had a discussion about the choices of materials professionally 

made or student work selected for this conferring session.  The principal asked questions of 

the TCWRP consultant, about a resource choice that was used the day before in another 

writing classroom.  The observer heard insider language that included: noticing, naming own 

knowledge, progression of content, transition ends, explicit teaching, and elaboration.   

Case Study 2: Lincoln Elementary School 

Narrative: Andy, Principal of Lincoln Elementary School 

Andy cleared the table of Dr. Seuss costumes and welcomed the researcher to join 

him as he hung the costumes behind the door.  Andy shared a funny story about how he and 

his assistant principal greeted the students in the morning as the school celebrated Read 

Across America.  A smile and a laugh made the researcher feel comfortable, and they sat 

back in the office chairs.  The researcher started the interview with the demographic 
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questions.  At the time of the interview, Principal Andy had been an educator for 20 years, 10 

of which had been spent as principal of Lincoln Elementary School.   

Andy spoke about recent school renovations and a significant increase, of 125 new 

students in the school enrolment, which had prompted district support in the form of an 

assistant principal.  Working with an assistant principal was a huge adjustment for Andy, 

requiring him to establish trust and build an effective system of communication.  Andy 

highlighted his assistant principal’s deep knowledge of the writing curriculum and shared 

how she has been an additional resource for the teachers.  Andy’s school had received 2.5 

years of support from professional development services of Heinemann and TCRWP 

consultants.  Andy refined his level of participation, as he directed the schools Title 1 

funding to school another initiative needs.  While the school leaders had chosen to 

discontinue the consultant support that year, the grade level teams continued to dedicate time 

to collaborate around writing with the Language Arts Coach to lead the team to unpack the 

units of study and to support teachers with monitoring student growth.  Andy explained one 

of the practices of using the on-demand writing assessment as an informational tool.  The on-

demand was an opportunity for students three times a year to share their knowledge by 

writing in narrative, argumentative, or informational writing genres.  The teachers “score [the 

on-demand assessments] together as a grade level, using the Teacher’s College rubric.  Then 

at the next meeting, we look at the student work and we unpack it and look to see what areas 

that we need to focus on, come up with another goal, and then drill it down a little more 

specific” (Andy, 5021,5286).  The rubric supported the teachers’ work in deciding what 

students did well and what needed more support. 
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Andy worked with his school’s language arts coach, who drove change in the writing 

curriculum.  Andy explained that he facilitated grade-level meetings and acted to support the 

teachers by finding resources his teachers needed.  To keep informed, Andy made it a regular 

practice once a month to meet with his assistant principal and language arts coach and math 

coach in a group he called his school cabinet.  Andy discussed with the researcher the growth 

of the school and how they recently added new classroom teachers to his staff.  He noted the 

challenge of providing support to teachers to implement the new writing curriculum and 

giving additional support to the nine new teachers.  As principal, Andy encouraged teachers 

to ask for help.  He noted that when his team hired teachers, he told them he did not expect 

them to know all the answers; rather, he expected that teachers would ask for help.   

I say, “Look, this is what we’re noticing. This is what we like you to do.”  We want to 

make an environment of learning for the teachers as well, not looking at it through the 

lens of, “Oh, you’re not doing this,” kind of thing, because they [the teachers] want to 

do it [curriculum], they sometimes just don’t know how. (Andy, 12656,12807)  

When Andy spoke about best practices, he spoke directly of creating an open and trusting 

environment in which teachers could safely take risks with new curricula and improve their 

own practices.  “I think the biggest thing is the trust factor.  They know that I’m not looking 

at the lens, as like, ‘Oh, you don’t do this well.’  It’s more of, ‘Hey, how can we do this 

better,’ kind of thing” (Andy, 14206,14396).   

Principal Andy spoke about the Writer’s Workshop.  He said his teachers were 

currently working to confer more effectively with students during the Workshop and 

described how writing celebrations were done in most of the classrooms.  The principal liked 

to get into the classroom, whether it was for just a visit or for a formal observation.  “I want 
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them to know that I’m part of what’s going on, that I’m there as a support system for them, 

too” (Andy, 26584,27090).   

Narrative: Kate, Language Arts Coach of Lincoln Elementary School  

Kate, the language arts coach of Lincoln Elementary, had worked with Principal 

Andy for 6 years, but she had been an educator for 22 years.  Kate’s interview with the 

researcher was held in a conference room the school used for grade-level team meetings—the 

interview was conducted after the researcher’s grade-level team observation.  Kate described 

the 2014–2015 school year as different than usual because she had been out of the building 

for professional reasons throughout the school year to help write curricula aligned to the new 

standards, as well as for personal reasons.  Kate said, “My role is to support teachers in 

implementing the reading and writing curriculum among other things…work to coach them 

[teachers] to facilitate conversations in grade-level meetings, to look at data, to help 

implement writing in their classrooms” (Kate, 2592,2744).   

Among other topics, Kate addressed her role as language arts coach and described 

how she included in her responsibilities working with three literacy interventionists who 

supported students’ below grade level predominantly in reading. She pulled a group or two of 

students from class on her own when she was able.  Kate also spoke about the increase in 

school enrollment, which required time spent to support nine new first-year teachers, and 

how that changed her priorities for the year.  As a language arts specialist, Kate worked with 

new teachers to “start thinking about [Writing Workshop] toolkits so that they have a little bit 

of mentor texts and things to go into a [student–teacher] conference” (Kate, 24320,24816).   

Kate shared with the researcher her work with the district’s professional learning 

communities, which supported unpacking units with the teachers.  She described how at the 
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school grade-level meetings, she facilitated the teachers to unpack curricula further.  Kate 

explained how in the past, the school had been affiliated with the TCRWP and other literacy 

support; however, this year, the school had decided to spend Title I funds in other ways to 

support the school.  The on-demand and writing continuums introduced by TCRWP 

previously were explored this year during grade-level meetings.   

Kate addressed Andy’s leadership and described how he had supported her when she 

asked to go to workshops at the TCRWP to continue her learning to support Lincoln 

Elementary School teachers.  Kate also shared how Andy held cabinet meetings that included 

himself, his assistant principal, and math and language arts coach to find out what the 

teachers needed.  “If teachers need something, he’s very good about making sure they get 

what they need.  You need coverage, you want to go visit another person’s class and watch” 

(Kate, 7177,7244).  Kate said Principal Andy’s leadership included listening, addressing 

concerns, asking questions, and finding out answers.  “He’s a sounding board and a resource 

to teachers…he has created a lot of trust amongst teachers, but I also think that he trusts the 

teachers and counts on them to do what they’re supposed to do” (Kate, 26518,26782). 

Observations of Grade Level Teams, Lincoln Elementary School 

 The grade level team meeting began in the principal’s outer office, the fourth grade 

teachers and language arts coach  are gathered around a large table grading on-demand 

writing assessments and collaborating with each other on the use of the rubric.  The internet 

was down at the school, which was a bigger problem as the third, fourth and fifth grade 

teachers were administering the brand new online state assessment.  The principal was pulled 

away from the team to make phone calls about decisions he would need to make to hold or 

postpone testing. The language arts coach led the meeting and asked that teachers together 
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look for patterns and trends that they were seeing within the data.   The fourth grade team 

teachers asked her for the third grade writing continuum.  The teachers looked to support 

students below grade level in writing.  The principal was able to re-join the team after a brief 

interval. The teachers used sticky notes to indicate students’ writing weaknesses that need to 

be addressed in their work.  Teachers used language like, “to teach into” and “bump them 

up” referring to lessons the teacher can use to impact student growth.  The teachers talked 

about student writing together and seemed to enjoy how their students “hooked them into the 

writing” or stated a claim.  The team discussed creating a school set of anchor writing 

samples, to use in the future as a benchmark.  The team talked about TCWRP resources and 

how the book included a CD with materials; however, the new computers did not have a CD 

drive.   The principal used funding this year on technology and other resources.  The 

principal made some notes to seek resources for the team.  The language arts coach listened 

to teachers’ concerns and asked clarifying questions.  Team discussion moved into summer 

school for some students to support their literacy needs.  The team continued working and the 

principal supported with the facilitation of time, so the next grade level team would have 

time to meet. 

Case Study 3: J. F. Kennedy Elementary School 

Narrative: Cameron, Principal of J. F. Kennedy Elementary School  

Following dismissal, Principal Cameron welcomed the researcher by opening the 

locked door to her office; she invited the researcher to store personal belongings in the office 

while the principal and researcher took a short walk to the teacher’s lounge and the school 

cafeteria for a soda and snack.  As the principal and researcher walked the halls of one of the 

oldest school buildings in the district, teachers stopped them along the way to say, “Hello,” 
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and share friendly chitchat about the writing curriculum and how it was nicely aligned to the 

reading curriculum.  Principal Cameron and the researcher returned to the principal’s office 

and settled in at a large conference table.  The interview began with the demographic 

questions.  Cameron was a first-year principal, but not a stranger to this staff or building.  

Three years prior, she had been a classroom teacher at J. F. Kennedy.  She also served as 

Department Head for English language learners at the district’s high school for two years.  

Cameron spoke Spanish, which was a huge asset in this urban school that served children 

from Spanish-speaking families.   

Cameron told the researcher that she hoped to be able to help with this research study.  

She shared immediately,  

On my typical day, I’d like to say that I supported teachers a lot but I don’t... on a 

day-to-day basis, the only time that I actually have anything to do with coaching them 

about writing and speaking with them is if it’s an observation. (Cameron, 2525,2604) 

Principal Cameron shared her challenges with disciplinary issues, managing 

classroom coverage with a substitute shortage, parent meetings, Planning and Placement 

Team meetings for students with special needs, and paperwork.  Cameron talked about 

organizing grade-level team meeting time, which appeared to be a key cornerstone to the 

curricula work and student work in the school.   

So we spend that [grade-level team meeting] time discussing, analyzing, strategizing, 

etc.  And sometimes that time will be extended over the hour point [allotted time] a 

little bit because I’ll bring back information that I have gathered when I go to my 

principal TC [Teachers College Reading Writing Project] session and I’m trying to... 

share some tidbits with them. (Cameron, 4578,4824) 
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Cameron talked in detail about the on-demand writing assessment and described the 

TCRWP rubric and how they used it to develop instruction.   

So, they’ll do a pre on-demand and a post on-demand per unit and they have created a 

data sheet.  And we also have categorized it into different bands with red, yellow, and 

green proficiency levels.  So we color-code them, and we track the data, and we also 

look at subcategories on the rubrics. (Cameron, 5449,6175)   

It became clear to the researcher that Cameron’s classroom teacher experience in 

writing and her participation with TCRWP had strengthened her knowledge as a principal 

about leading the work of implementing the new writing curriculum.  The principal set the 

school goal to focus on writing.  The principal set her own professional development goal on 

writing and the teachers aligned their professional development goal to writing.  Principal 

Cameron shared how she reflected with the TCRWP consultant for in-time support for her 

teachers on their goal.  From the review of what was seen in student writing and observed in 

classrooms, she described how she set an expectation for teachers to develop an increased 

volume, or amount of student writing.  This writing expectation, aligned to the school goal, 

was important as the students needed to have the stamina to write on paper, and to generate 

ideas without giving up. This goal required practice to address the physical and mental 

elements for writing in volume.  The feedback and reflection guided her to lead teacher 

professional development in this area.   

I have [teachers] bring their [student] writing journals and they did a writing journal 

exchange amongst themselves on their grade-level.  They switched a high, medium, 

low [ability] journal with someone on their grade level.  And they did that for 15 
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minutes, and then they had to switch it with somebody at another grade level. 

(Cameron, 10186,10670) 

Cameron shared with the researcher common “look-fors” in the units from the TCRWP, 

which she learned from attending principal sessions.  The classroom “look-fors” were 

evidences that the curriculum was being implemented through-out the school year.  For 

example, the physical layout of the room to support a student gathering area, supports for 

student independence, or items that the principal should see posted on the wall, like anchor 

charts as a result of mini-lessons taught.  Other “look-fors” included specific student work 

resulted from the teacher’s lessons from the unit of study.  The classroom “look-fors” were 

part of the group of artifacts used in triangulating this study.  These “look-fors” allowed the 

principal a resource to support their knowledge of the writing curriculum in each grade level 

for fidelity of implementation. 

Cameron shared that the common school goal and initiative to focus on writing had 

an effect on fidelity of implementation.  She stated that teachers felt comfortable that they 

were able to take risks to meet student needs.  “I also think the risk-taking piece, because 

they feel comfortable to fail at something and be okay discussing it” (Cameron, 

29149,29262).  Cameron emphasized with her teachers that they were looking for overall 

student growth,  

not looking for geniuses and miracles, it’s all right, we just want to see our kids 

growing.  And what we can do to help our kids grow.  So I think that helps them a 

little bit to take those risks. (Cameron, 29264,30074)  
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Narrative: Veronica, Language Arts Coach of J. F. Kennedy Elementary 

Veronica, a language arts coach at J. F. Kennedy Elementary had been an educator 

for 32 years and the last 10 years as the school’s language arts coach.  The researcher met 

Veronica in the literacy room where her responsibilities involved offering both reading and 

writing support to teachers.  The language arts coach described her role when the teachers 

requested support or had a problem with curricula.  First, Veronica conferred with the 

teachers to find out specifically what they needed.  Veronica shared a recent example of 

helping a teacher use questioning techniques during a teacher–student conference.  Veronica 

smiled as she recounted her support of the classroom teacher.  Veronica shared how she 

referred to TCRWP consultants for support  through email throughout the school year or 

during the six on-site visits when she was unsure how to support or help a teacher with 

further guidance. 

Veronica discussed Principal Cameron’s leadership, noting how the principal always 

supported the teachers with materials and her own knowledge base.  Veronica reported that 

Principal Cameron was available, informative, and always willing to help.   

She is a careful observer and she listens to remember, because if you say “This is 

giving me a problem,” three days later she might pass you in the hall and say “how is 

such and such going.”  It’s a very individualistic approach and how does she do it? 

They say she must not sleep between midnight and 6 a.m. (Veronica, 8076,8150)   

Veronica felt the students had been improving in writing because the principal “makes it a 

point to be firm, fair, and friendly” (Veronica, 20611,20790).  The improvements were seen 

through the student on-demands. 
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Observations of Grade Level Teams, J. F. Kennedy Elementary 

 The observation began in the principal’s office, which duplicated for a conference 

room.  The room was freshly painted, clutter-free and had positive signs around the room.  

The bookshelf was full of professional resources.  The observation began with the first grade 

teachers, the principal, and the TCRWP consultant.  The focus of the grade level time was 

around the unit or writing in science.  The discussion was around science vocabulary words, 

such as translucent that needed to be pre-taught.  The grade level team went into the lab 

classroom; the principal jumped up to help the teacher get clipboards loaded with science lab 

sheets for the students.  The principal was an active participant of the classroom and sat to 

the side to take notes.  The TCRWP consultant modelled a lesson for the students in the 

classroom and the grade level teachers observed.  Writing science lab sheets for the 22 first 

graders was new.  The consultant walked the students systematically through the lab 

experiment.  The students were asked to visualize the steps, to “turn and talk” to each other 

and use the classroom as a resource.  The TC consultant reminded students to write long 

sentences, encouraging the students to write in volume.  The principal left the room to 

support an unexpected student need with the school social worker.  The lesson continued and 

the principal returned after addressing the issue.  The team debriefed with the TCRWP 

consultant about the lesson, and the team discussed how to push the first graders to use the 

guided inquiry and get students to use strong verbs.  The conversation moved to student 

choice for independence.  The team talked about the gradual release of responsibility; teacher 

(I do), teacher and class (we do), and students do.  Kindergarten team was next.    

 The kindergarten team met in the principal’s office and the TC consultant worked 

with teachers to pick two books to lead the lesson about what the author teaches the reader.  
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The TCRWP consultant modeled the lesson in the office and the teachers prepared to go into 

the classroom to try out the lesson.  The teachers took risks with each other teaching the same 

lesson in each classroom.  In the hallway, the teachers encouraged one another, gave 

feedback, and celebrated the implementation of the lesson.  The TC consultant gave coaching 

in real-time to the teacher, quietly in their ear as needed.   

Case Study 4: Thomas Jefferson Elementary School 

Narrative: Dana, Principal of Thomas Jefferson Elementary School  

Dana, principal of Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, met the researcher at the 

front door of Thomas Jefferson Elementary School after school hours; the interview took 

place in the principal’s office.  Principal Dana showed the researcher a “Pi Day” math t-shirt, 

describing how her school had collaborated with a secondary school in close proximity to 

Thomas Jefferson Elementary.  Mathematics was a strength and passion for Dana.  Her 

previous position was as K–12 mathematics coordinator in a neighboring school district.  

Being in her previous position for three years had afforded her myriad opportunities to 

participate in professional development, both in mathematics and in literacy through 

TCRWP.  This was Dana’s first year as school principal in Thomas Jefferson Elementary.   

The school qualified for Title I funding which enabled the teachers to have the 

affiliated support of TCRWP in writing instruction for four years.  In the past, the school 

followed the district curriculum, which included some district developed curricula units and 

TCRWP developed units and resources.  This 2014-2015 school year, the schools with 

TCWRP were given permission to focus more deeply on the TCRWP writing units aligned to 

the CCSS.  Dana shared that the teachers loved focusing on the new CCSS writing units; 
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however, she found it a challenge to get substitutes to provide the time for the grade-level 

teams to work together when it was time to collaborate.  

I have been checking in with the teachers, like, in conversations, you know, when I 

go in and do observations, or when we have our mid-year reflections.  [I ask] how is 

that going, how it has changed from before, and the teachers are saying the volume of 

writing this year has increased significantly. (Dana, 3710,3849) 

Dana discussed her continued learning from the TCRWP consultants as the Principal and 

how it supported her daily practice.   

Because it’s [the professional development] for principals, with your administrator’s 

hat on, like, when you go in to a classroom, what you should be looking for [in the 

classroom], and they give you [curriculum] calendars.  In grade one, this kind of 

writing should be going on.  That does help me when I go into the classroom. (Dana, 

4515,4900)  

Principal Dana explained how she shared “things that stand out” (Dana, 

12406,12624) from her training with her staff by several methods, including in person 

meetings, e-mail messages, printed copies in their mailboxes, or professional development.  

Dana talked about the importance of grade-level meetings and having teachers stay on the 

TCRWP curriculum-pacing calendar.  The curriculum-pacing calendar was a resource, which 

was developed to support teachers to plan their time accordingly.  This assured that the units 

are covered within the school and are in a similar place in the unit to collaborate with one 

another.  Principal Dana monitored the pace by being in the classrooms, attending writer’s 

celebrations, talking about the work in grade-level meetings, and checking lesson plans, 

although that happened only once or twice a year.   
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[Teachers] should for the most part be following the calendar and moving forward.  If 

[students] don’t master it during that one unit, they do come back to it, and they 

probably will in the next one.  So, I have been trying to get teachers to embrace that. 

(Dana, 6211,6420) 

In addition, Dana shared with the researcher her professional growth plan.  Her professional 

goal was to increase student performance by 9 points in grades 3, 4, and 5 on the opinion-

writing rubric.  Dana’s goal aligned with the school and teacher goals, as part of the 

argumentative writing. There were three K-8 writing continuums, for each of the three units: 

narrative, argumentative and informative.   Nine points represented one year’s growth in 

student writing. 

Principal Dana honored her teachers’ input and shared her reflections with the 

TCRWP consultants in order to support the teachers further.   

I really like our staff developers; I feel like we are on the same page.  They really 

almost always push in to the classroom to do that demo lesson, or get teachers to do 

some co-teaching.  I feel that it’s so important, because we could talk all day about 

what good writers do, but when she goes in the classroom, and really demos it, it 

comes to life. (Dana, 11191,11730) 

Dana explained to the researcher how she practiced what she preached and stepped in 

to do the work that she asked everyone else to do.  Dana stepped in for lunch duties or 

covered a classroom for a parent–teacher conference.  Dana shared how she collaborated 

with her teachers when she could, but made hard decisions when required.  In Dana’s school 

district, as a first-year principal, she was able to collaborate with her mentor, supervisors, and 

principal colleagues also affiliated with the TCRWP.  To build relationships, Dana explained 
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to the researcher that she walked around and listened to staff, going out of her way to make 

the teachers feel appreciated.   

I talk about, how is your daughter, if somebody was sick, how [are] you feeling, just 

try to get beyond the work... I am really trying to build relationships.  I got invited to 

one of the teacher’s wedding; I was really touched. (Dana, 18189,18542) 

Principal Dana worked to build relationships to have a common ground to help 

teachers improve their practices.   

I am not out to get anyone.  I have told [the teachers] over and over, it’s a growth 

model; next year I will be a better principal, and this is year one for me.  I am honest; 

I put it out there.  I am, like, I want the kids to grow, I want us to grow... let’s just 

move forward and that’s what I am looking for. (Dana, 19108,19252) 

Observations of Grade Level Teams, Thomas Jefferson Elementary School  

The researcher entered the school and found the TC consultant sitting at the end of 

the table in the principal’s office that doubled as a conference room.  The fifth grade teachers 

celebrated his tenth visit to the school.   The agenda included unit planning, goals, and a lab 

visit.  The principal began the meeting by reiterating to the team that the school was 

dedicated to the TC units.  The principal spoke about planning the pacing curriculum map for 

the following school year.  The team talked about setting dates to celebrate to help keep to 

the curriculum pace.  The TC consultant talked later about setting dates to send a message 

that the grade level teachers do their best to stay on pace.  TC did a make and take test center 

for the teachers.  The games emphasized test-taking games that included skills with the 

upcoming first year of the state assessment.  The principal was pulled out of the TC grade 

level meeting and went behind closed doors with a parent, outside consultant, and a 
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detective.  The principal was able to join later as the teachers modeled these test-taking 

games in one classroom.  The TC consultant demonstrated his approach with the students.  

The grade level team returned to the office to debrief the lesson.  The teachers talked about 

how they would roll the activity out to the student.  The emphasis of the session was how to 

help teachers to stay on pace.   

Demographics of Classroom Teachers  

Eighty-six elementary classroom teachers worked in the four schools, as seen in table 

6.  Of those teachers, 74% (n = 64) agreed to participate in the study by responding to the 

Teachers Writing Survey.  The Teacher Writing Survey was completed using a link to a 

Google Form, which provided survey questions designed by Cutler and Graham (2008).  The 

link to the survey was e-mailed to the classroom teachers working at each site.  At 

Washington Elementary School, 86% of the teachers participated (n = 18).  At Lincoln 

Elementary School, 85% of the teachers participated (n = 23).  At J. F. Kennedy Elementary 

School, 78% of teachers participated (n = 14).  At Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, 

45% of teachers participated (n = 9); this school had the smallest participation rate of the four 

schools in the study.   

Most (89%) of the teacher participants in the study were female (n = 57).  According 

to the results of the demographic questions on the Teachers Writing Survey, 90.6% of the 

teachers were White (n = 58); 4.7% of the teachers were Hispanic (n = 3); none of teachers 

was Black (n = 0); 1.6% of the teachers were Asian (n = 1); and 3.1% of the teachers 

designated themselves as “other” (n = 2).  The teachers’ education levels varied:  Four and 

seven tenths of the teachers had earned Bachelor’s degrees (n = 3); 7.8% of the teachers had 

earned some education beyond the Bachelor’s level (n = 5); 67.2 % of the teachers had 
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earned Master’s degrees (n = 43); and 20.3% had earned some education beyond the 

Master’s level (n = 13); and none of the teachers who participated had earned Doctorate 

degrees (n = 0).   

The teacher participants evaluated the quality of their own preparation to teach 

writing (gained in their teacher certification programs) on a scale anchored by exceptional 

and inadequate.  Across all cases, 7.8% of the teachers rated their training as exceptional (n = 

5); 26.6% of the teachers rated their training as very good (n = 17); 42.2% of the teachers 

rated their training as adequate (n = 27); 15.6% of the teachers rated their training as poor 

(n = 10); and 7.8% of the teachers rated their training as inadequate (n = 5).   

The years of teaching experience varied across all school cases: 28.1% of the teachers 

had taught 1 to 4 years (n = 18); 12.5% of the teachers had taught 5 to 9 years (n = 8); 14.1% 

of the teachers had taught 10 to 14 years (n = 9); 25% of the teachers had taught 15 to 19 

years (n = 16); 14.1% of the teachers had taught 20 to 24 years (n = 9); 1.6% of the teachers 

had taught 25 to 29 years (n = 1); and 4.7% of the teachers had taught 30 to 34 years(n = 3).  

The participants taught grade levels from kindergarten through fifth grade.  The sample had a 

fairly even distribution of teachers: 21.9% taught kindergarten (n = 14); 15.6% taught first 

grade (n = 10); 14.1 % taught second grade (n = 9); 17.2% taught third grade (n = 11); 18.8% 

taught fourth grade (n = 12); and 12.5% taught fifth grade (n = 8). 

Results 

This qualitative multiple-case study used research instruments to collect, analyze, and 

report the findings.  Principals and language arts coaches were interviewed.  The Teachers’ 

Writing Survey (TWS; Cutler & Graham, 2008) represented the teacher’s voice in terms of 

what and how the writing curricula were being taught.  Teachers were asked additional 
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questions about the role of the principal in supporting the fidelity of the writing curricula 

implementations.  The researcher divided the Teacher Writing Survey questions into four 

categories related to how teachers (a) monitored fidelity, (b) supported an environment for 

fidelity, (c) supported fidelity to student action, and (d) indicated implementation gaps.  The 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (MLQ; Avolio & Bass, 2004) revealed key findings in 

principals’ leadership styles based on input from both classroom teachers and the principals 

themselves.  Findings address the original research questions that guided the study.  Five 

themes emerged from this research study.  This section concludes with a summary of 

findings before the themes are introduced in subsequent sections.   

Principal Interviews 

Principals were interviewed over two sessions.  Holding two sessions allowed the 

researcher to be respectful of time constraints and also facilitated the review of the survey 

and questionnaire data with each of the principals.  The Level of Use (LoU) protocol (Hall et 

al., 2006) was purposefully embedded in the interviews to accompany the coding process. 

The LoU added another dimension of principal knowledge of the TCRWP curricula. 

Unexpected data collected in the interviews included enumeration of the insider language. 

Enumeration of the interview transcriptions revealed the number of instances that the insider 

language was used throughout the interview.  This number was totaled for an enumeration 

score.  The LoU protocol allowed the researcher to examine at a surface level the degree of 

innovation regarding principals’ leadership styles and actions as they pertained to the 

implementations of their schools’ writing curricula.  The insider language was examined 

after the researcher noticed repeated language during data analysis.  The HyperRESEARCH 

program assisted the researcher in the enumeration of the insider language. 
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Results of Principal Interviews  

The mandated CCSS standards have required the adoption of new writing curricula 

for all classroom teachers teaching kindergarten through fifth grades.  The forms of writing 

changed from experience and opinion to forms of writing that were evidenced-based.  In 

addition, the focus on teaching writing skills shifted to integrated reading, writing, speaking 

and listening.  The changes regarding the new writing curricula aligned with the CCSS 

standards required teachers to develop new skills and confidence to implement the new 

curricula.  The interviews revealed this change was a significant challenge for the principals 

to support. This challenge was expressed in the code change increase on demand and time, 

which was mentioned 65 times by all of the school principals (n = 4).   

All four principals indicated a desire to support their teachers with the new writing 

curricula, but they were faced with limited resources to meet the varying needs of the 

teachers.  The teachers’ responses in the MLQ confirmed this challenge: “This would give 

her more time to do what is good for the school instead of having to spend the majority of her 

time doing teacher evaluations and paper work” (Jamie, 983,1141).  This challenge for the 

principals was to build new knowledge and schema of the new writing curriculum, which 

was expressed in the code new units of study, reported in 10 instances in 3 of the 4 interviews 

with principals (n = 3).   

The principals expressed the need to have built-in time in the day to meet with grade-

level teams to unpack the writing curricula.  This need was further hindered by the lack of 

substitutes to cover classroom teachers for collaborative grade-level meetings.  In addition, 

the principals needed to support teachers by being in the classrooms to coach, observe, and 

provide feedback; however, this work was challenged by other demands and responsibilities 
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that caused the principals to find themselves stuck in their offices.  These results were 

consistent with the findings of Wood (2015), who studied the roles of the principals with the 

adoption of a new curriculum.  Wood indicated that the implementation was a challenge to 

support fully alone and found that the principal needed to build a culture of shared intentions.  

In Wood’s study, the principals were challenged to meet the teachers’ needs; they created the 

grade-level team, a vehicle with a focus on supporting teachers with a curricular cycle that 

included unpacking the curricula, looking at student writing and assessing students using the 

writing continuum that informed instruction.  This cycle gave the teachers shared ownership, 

responsibility, and decision making (Wood, 2015).  In this research study a similar result that 

principals found that supporting teachers with the new curriculum as a challenge.  The 

principals framed their actions around supporting the challenges that they were faced.  The 

principals in this research also formed and participated in grade-level teams every 6 weeks to 

support and unpack the curricula.   

The code regarding principals’ challenge to provide differentiated teacher support 

appeared 31 times in 3 of the 4 of the school principal interviews (n = 3).   Principals wanted 

to support the teachers more frequently, but other administrative responsibilities challenged 

the principal for time.  While they were in the office, the principals handled student 

discipline, managed the coverage of classrooms with substitute shortages, met with parents in 

scheduled and impromptu meetings, attended Planning and Placement Team (PPT) meetings, 

and completed various reports, evaluation documents, and other paperwork.   

The codes challenge of expected and unexpected meetings appeared 11 times in 50% 

of the school principal interviews (n = 2).  The challenge of student behavioral issues was 

reported 5 times in 2 of the 4 principal interviews (n = 2).  Wood (2015) indicated that before 
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the school was prepared for the change, the principal had to make sure the environment was 

ready for the change and that the vision balanced the needs of the students with other 

demands.  Wood noted that the principals had realistic expectations for themselves.   

Across all four schools, the principals were knowledgeable about literacy but 

possessed different degrees of knowledge regarding the new writing curricula.  The 

principals built their writing schema from professional development and support received by 

the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project.  All principals were involved to varying 

degrees with the grade-level teamwork of unpacking the writing curricula.  Across all cases, 

this process included working with on-demand assessments within the aligned writing 

continuum.  It is important to note that the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project 

supported affiliated principals with timely support, and a list of common “look-fors” in the 

units.  Principal Andy, whose school was not affiliated with TCRWP this year, referred to 

past professional development from outside consultants, including Teachers College Reading 

and Writing Project consultants, along with support for the implementation of the new 

writing curricula from his language arts coach and assistant principal.  

Data analysis across the four cases indicated that relationships with teachers were the 

highest development priority.  Although all four principals agreed that relationships were 

important, the principals admitted it was hard to always work at it, and they had to dedicate 

focused time to this task.  One principal discussed how she built relationships by getting 

beyond work to become more personal, to listen, to ask questions, and to show a true interest 

in her teachers.  Data indicated that these principals—all with different personalities—

demonstrated their connections with their staff members by having fun with Read Across 

America and Pi Day, by being kind, respectful, and personal, or by engaging in professional 
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dialogue.  Findings show that relationships were key to professional trust.  The code 

principal to build environment of trust was coded second highest overall with 122 instances 

across 100% of the cases (n = 4).  Trust was needed for teachers as they approached the new 

writing curricula and had to take the risk of trying something new and possibly failing.  

Trusting relationships supported the ability for teachers to discuss difficulties, unknowns, and 

get needed support.  The principals emphasised student growth, not student perfection.  

Keeping realistic expectations helped teachers take risks to move out of their comfort zones 

and to ensure the implementation of written, taught, and tested curricula. 

Tools to support student growth were used across all four cases; all the principals 

discussed in their interviews or were observed using the on-demand assessments as a tool to 

both monitor growth and to inform teachers regarding instruction for whole groups, small 

groups, and individual students.  The principals discussed various methods of monitoring 

student performance, including using a color-coded system, a point system on a rubric, or a 

writing continuum to track growth.  Student performance was reviewed during grade level 

team meetings.  The teachers collaborated around instruction and how to support students 

who were not making enough growth. 

Level of Use 

The Level of Use (LoU) interview protocol (Hall et al., 2006) was used for Section 1, 

Part 4 of the principal interviews.  The researcher began with the first question (provide an 

example); the principal answered the question as it was phrased to describe the use of the 

intervention.  The intervention in this research was “the role of your leadership style and role 

as principal as it pertains to the writing curriculum.”  The researcher followed the LoU 

interview protocol branching technique, which used decision points (see Appendix J).  The 
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branching technique started with a question; depending on the participant’s response, the 

interview continued or ended.  The branching technique clarified the eight levels: (a) nonuse, 

(b) orientation, (c) preparation, (d) mechanical use, (e) routine use, (f) refinement, 

(g) integration, and (h) renewal (Hall et al., 2006).    

The compiled LoU interview protocol data for each of the elementary schools are 

shown in Table 7.  Findings show that principals with the most professional development in 

the TCRWP categorized the role of the principal in supporting the implementation of writing 

curricula in their LoU as integration of the innovation.  The TCRWP affiliation supported the 

involvement and LoU of the principals to work with other principal colleagues in and out of 

their own district as part of the cohort model.  The LoU revealed no connection of level of 

use to years as principal; rather, the LoU scores were connected to professional development 

obtained from the TCRWP.   

For example, Principal Jamie had 5 years of TCRWP experience and 13 years as a 

principal and was at the integration level of use.  Cameron had been a principal for 1 year 

and had 8 years of professional development from the TCRWP.  Principal Andy, with past 

school affiliation with the TCRWP, directed funding away from the TCRWP for the current 

year.  Andy had 2.5 years of TCRWP professional development and had been principal for 

10 years.  In his interview, Principal Andy spoke of having trusted staff, such as his language 

arts coach, to support knowledge in the school; he was in the LoU stage of refinement to vary 

the impact of implementation of the writing curriculum by not including TCRWP consultants 

for the year.  His decision was based upon the fact that the district curricula required 

additional writing units and was not completely aligned with the TCRWP writing units.  

Thomas Jefferson Elementary School’s Principal Dana was classified by the researcher as a 
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mechanical level of use—her primary expertise was in math, despite her professional 

development at TCRWP in her former leadership position outside of the district.  

Insider Language 

Insider language in education for this research study included language, terminology, 

or vernacular that was frequently used by people who had knowledge of operations, methods, 

or programs that occurred in the classroom.  Discourse of language builds a community 

(Swales, 1990).  When a community is saturated with the same language, it shows alignment 

(Swales, 1990).  The researcher considered principals’ insider language important during the 

analysis of the study because the common language appeared to demonstrate knowledge of 

the writing curricula.   

The insider language found in the data was related to the TCRWP curriculum; the 

researcher organized the insider language into categories: (a) classroom use, (b) curriculum 

conversations, (c) writing workshop content, (d) Teachers College Reading and Writing 

Project support, and (e) teachers’ strategies with students.  Principal Jamie from Washington 

Elementary School used insider language in 115 instances, Principal Andy from Lincoln 

Elementary School used insider language in 83 instances, Principal Cameron from J. F. 

Kennedy Elementary School use insider language in 130 instances, and Principal Dana from 

Thomas Jefferson Elementary School used insider language in 50 instances.  The higher 

frequency of insider language did not align with the number of years the principals had held 

their roles; rather, the higher frequency of insider language was related to the experience and 

knowledge of TCRWP (see Appendix R).   



 

167 

Table 7. 

Level of Use for Principals and Teachers College Reading and Writing Project  

Principal Insider Language  Level of Use 

Jamie 115 Instances LoU Integration: State in which the user is combining own efforts to use the innovation 

with the related activities of colleagues to achieve collective effect on clients within their 

common sphere of influence. 

Andy 83 Instances LoU Refinement: State in which the user varies the use of the innovation to increase impact 

on clients within immediate sphere of influence.  Variations are based on knowledge of both 

short- and long-term consequences for clients.  

Cameron 130 Instances LoU Integration: State in which the user is combining own efforts to use the innovation 

with the related activities of colleagues to achieve collective effect on clients within their 

common sphere of influence. 

(Continued) 
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Principal Insider Language  Level of Use 

Dana 50 Instances LoU Mechanical: State in which the user focuses most effort on the short-term, day to day 

use of the innovation with little time for reflection.  Changes in use are made more to meet 

user needs than client needs.  The user is primarily engaged in stepwise attempt to master the 

tasks required to use the innovations, often resulting in disjointed and superficial use.  
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Enumeration  

The enumeration examined in this research study involves a report of the frequency 

with which a code repeated throughout a case and instrument, often indicating its importance.  

According to the enumeration of the case-study codes, action: principal to build environment 

of trust appeared across all cases and all instruments 122 times, the most frequent code in the 

research study.  The principals thought it was important to establish trusting environments in 

order to build the fidelity of implementation of the writing curricula.  Building a trusting 

environment aligns to the strengths of transformational leadership (Avolio & Bass, 2004).   

Leadership as a reflection of self was seen across all cases, coded 93 times; these data 

were also categorized as transformational leadership, which involves thinking about the 

work and how it affects others (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  The third highest enumeration was 

the action of the principal becoming knowledgeable regarding the writing curriculum.  This 

code was strongly present across all cases and instruments. 

Teachers’ Writing Survey 

Responses for the Teachers’ Writing Survey were collected for each case or school.  

The results demonstrated alignment to the CCSS curriculum, and were reported out through 

the researcher tables in the instrument’s entirety (see Appendix U).   The results of the 

Teachers’ Writing Survey were analyzed through a researcher created organization that is 

described in the next section.  

Results of Teachers’ Writing Survey  

Responses from the Teachers’ Writing Survey questions were categorized by the 

researcher into four sections: (a) monitor fidelity, (b) support environment to build fidelity, 

(c) support fidelity to student action, and (d) indicate implementation gaps.  The first 
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category, monitor fidelity, focused on how the teacher monitored the writing progress of 

students in order to make decisions about writing instruction.  The second category, 

environment to build fidelity, contained responses regarding important instructional 

operations in the class that supported fidelity of the writing standards in the classroom.  The 

third category, fidelity to student action, included responses focused on the instructional 

practices that build student independence.  The fourth category, implementation gaps, was 

intended to report work that demonstrated that the writing curriculum was not being followed 

with fidelity.  Survey responses were discussed and reviewed with the principals in the 

second round of interviews.  The researcher examined the four categories for each case and 

across all four cases.  Table 8 shows responses to the questions from the Teachers Writing 

Survey, presented by school.  Table 9 shows the results by grade level. The criteria 

benchmarks are indicated in the narrative for each question.   
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Table 8. 

Teachers Writing Survey: Monitor Fidelity by School 

Question  

Washington 

(n = 18) 

Lincoln 

(n = 23) 

J. F. Kennedy 

(n = 14) 

Jefferson 

(n = 9) 

Mean 

(N = 64) 

20. How often [do] you conference with 

students about their writing?  

89% 87% 93% 89% 89% 

49.How often [do] you monitor the 

writing progress of your students in order 

to make decisions about writing 

instruction?   

83% 78% 79% 100% 85% 

43.How often [do] you reteach writing 

skills or strategies that you previously 

taught? 

56% 52% 50% 33% 48% 

(Continued) 
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Question  

Washington 

(n = 18) 

Lincoln 

(n = 23) 

J. F. Kennedy 

(n = 14) 

Jefferson 

(n = 9) 

Mean 

(N = 64) 

40. How often [do] you provide mini-

lessons on writing skills or processes 

students need to know at this moment—

skills, vocabulary, concepts, strategies, or 

other things? 

94% 96% 86% 100% 94% 

51. How often [do] students use rubrics 

to evaluate their writing?  

50% 39% 43% 33% 49% 

50. How often [do] you encourage 

students to monitor their own writing 

progress?  

94% 83% 100% 78% 81% 

Note: All percentages have been rounded to nearest whole.  Benchmark was set for weekly or more often. 
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Table 9. 

Teachers Writing Survey: Monitor Fidelity by Grade Level  

Question  

K 

(n = 14) 

1st 

(n = 10) 

2nd  

(n = 9) 

3rd  

(n = 11) 

4th  

(n = 12) 

5th   

(n = 8) 

20. How often [do] you conference with students 

about their writing?  

100% 100% 89% 82% 75% 75% 

49. How often [do] you monitor the writing 

progress of your students in order to make 

decisions about writing instruction? 

100% 70% 89% 82% 66% 88% 

43. How often [do] you reteach writing skills or 

strategies that you taught previously? 

86% 70% 44% 45% 1% 38% 

(Continued) 
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Question  

K 

(n = 14) 

1st 

(n = 10) 

2nd  

(n = 9) 

3rd  

(n = 11) 

4th  

(n = 12) 

5th   

(n = 8) 

40. How often [do] you provide mini-lessons on 

writing skills or processes students need to know 

at this moment—skills, vocabulary, concepts, 

strategies, or other things? 

100% 100% 89% 91% 83% 100% 

51. How often [do] students use rubrics to 

evaluate their writing? 

14% 60% 11% 55% 42% 88% 

50. How often [do] you encourage students to 

monitor their own writing progress?   

86% 90%%% 100% 90% 92% 75% 

Note: All percentages have been rounded to nearest whole.  
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Monitor fidelity.  Monitoring instruction is integral to the teaching process of writing 

(Graham, McKeown, Kiuhare, & Harris, 2012); although all teachers monitor instruction, it 

is optimal to monitor frequently to provide feedback to students (Graham et al., 2012).  

Within the format of the Writer’s Workshop, teachers monitored and provided student 

feedback throughout the writing unit.  To build fidelity of instruction, the teachers monitored 

students by conferring with students, making decisions about the writing to inform teaching 

instruction, and giving students tools to monitor their own learning.   

Conferring.  The teachers were asked how often the teacher held conferences with 

students about their writing.  Receiving regular, timely adult feedback about students’ writing 

has a positive effect size of .80 on student writers to improve their writing (Graham et al., 

2012).  The researcher used the benchmark of weekly or more often.  Washington Elementary 

School reported 89% of the teachers conferred with their students weekly or more often; 

similarly, at Lincoln Elementary School, 87% of the classroom teachers reported conferring 

with students weekly or more often.  J. F. Kennedy Elementary School showed 93% of the 

teachers conferred weekly or more often, which was slightly higher than the other cases.  

Thomas Jefferson Elementary School teachers’ use of student conferences mirrored 

Washington Elementary School teachers’ use of student conferences (89%).   

The researcher examined the grade-level data and noticed that 100% of the 

kindergarten and first-grade teachers conferred weekly or more often; however, the 

percentage generally declined as grade levels increased.  Eighty-nine percent of the second-

grade teachers conferred with students weekly or more often, compared to 82% of third-

grade teachers, 92% of the fourth-grade teachers, and 75% of fifth-grade teachers.   



 

176 

Monitoring.  Teachers were asked how often they monitored the writing process for 

their students in order to make decisions about writing instruction.  The researcher used the 

benchmark of weekly or more often.  In Washington Elementary School, 83% of the teachers 

reported modeling the writing process, whereas at Lincoln Elementary School, 78% of the 

teachers reported modeling the writing process.  At J. F. Kennedy Elementary School, 79% 

of the teachers reported modeling the writing process, and at Thomas Jefferson Elementary 

School, 100% of the classroom teachers, the highest of the case studies, reported modeling 

the writing process.   

Data were reported by grade level in aggregate to determine if grade level had an 

influence on teachers’ monitoring.  Of note, the highest percent of teachers who monitored 

weekly or more was in kindergarten with 100%.  In general, monitoring occurred across the 

grades with no distinguishable pattern. 

Reteaching. Teachers were asked how often they reteach writing skills or strategies 

that they had previously taught.  The benchmark was set at weekly or more often.  Reteaching 

can occur individually, in a small group, or in the whole group.  Generally, teachers present 

three to four teaching points a week, which allows the teacher flexibility for supporting 

student needs through reteaching (Graham et al., 2012).  In Washington Elementary School, 

56% of the teachers reported they retaught writing skills or strategies that they had previously 

taught, the highest percentage across all four cases.  At Lincoln Elementary School, teachers 

were less apt to reteach writing skills or strategies (52% of the teachers had retaught a 

lesson).  At J. F. Kennedy Elementary School, 50% of the classroom teachers retaught 

weekly or more often.  Thirty-three percent of the teachers at Thomas Jefferson Elementary 

School reported that they retaught lessons weekly or more often.    
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Data indicated that more weekly reteaching occurred in the lower grades.  Eighty-six 

percent of the kindergarten teachers reported reteaching weekly or more often; 70% of the 

first-grade teachers retaught; 44% of the second-grade teachers retaught; 45% of the third-

grade teachers reported reteaching; 1% of the fourth-grade teachers reported reteaching, and 

38% of the fifth-grade teachers reported reteaching.   

Mini-lessons.  Teachers were asked how often they provided mini-lessons on writing 

skills or processes students needed to know, including skills, vocabulary, concepts, and 

strategies.  The researcher set the benchmark for an ideal response for this question at weekly 

or more often.  Teachers in all cases reported approximately the same percentage.  At 

Washington Elementary School, 94% of the teachers reported providing mini-lessons.  At 

Lincoln Elementary School, 96% of the teachers provided mini-lessons, the second-highest 

of the cases studied.  Slightly less at J. F. Kennedy Elementary School provided mini-lessons 

on writing skills or processes students needed to know (86%).  The highest percentage was at 

Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, where 100% of classroom teachers provided mini-

lessons on writing skills or processes students needed to know.   

Data regarding use of mini-lessons ranged between 83% and 100%, with little 

influence with the grade level.  Among the second-grade teachers, 89% reported they used 

mini-lessons on writing skills or processes several times a week or more often.  Among the 

fifth-grade teachers, 100% used mini-lessons; 100% of the first-grade teachers used mini-

lessons; among kindergarten teachers, 100% provided mini-lessons.  Among third-grade 

teachers, 91% used mini-lessons, and among the fourth-grade teachers, 83% responded they 

provided mini-lessons on writing skills or processes students needed to know several times a 

week or more often.  
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Rubrics.  Teachers were asked on the Teachers Writing Survey (Cutler & Graham, 

2008) how often students used rubrics to evaluate their own writing.  With the benchmark set 

at weekly or more often, all the schools ranged between 33% and 50%.  Specifically, at 

Washington Elementary School, 50% of the teachers indicated students used rubrics to 

evaluate their own writing, compared to 39% of the teachers at Lincoln Elementary School.  

Forty-three percent of the teachers at J. F. Kennedy Elementary School reported students 

used rubrics to evaluate their writing; the school that used rubrics the least across the cases 

was Thomas Jefferson Elementary, where 33% of the classroom teachers indicated they used 

this tool.   

The highest level of use was for fifth-grade teachers—88% reported that they used 

rubrics for students to evaluate their own writing.  Next highest were first-grade teachers 

(60%), followed by 55% of third-grade teachers, 42% of fourth-grade teachers, and 14% of 

kindergarten teachers using rubrics.  Second-grade teachers used rubrics the least amount 

(11%).   

Self-monitoring.  Giving students tools to help support their monitoring of their own 

practices is an effective writing strategy to improve writing, showing a reported effect size of 

.76 (Graham et al., 2012).  Teachers were asked how often they encouraged students to 

monitor their own writing progress, with a benchmark of weekly or more often.  The schools 

ranged between 78% and 100%.  At J. F. Kennedy Elementary School, 100% of the 

classroom teachers encouraged students to monitor their own writing weekly or more often.  

At Washington Elementary School, 94% of teachers encouraged students to monitor their 

writing.  At Lincoln Elementary School, 83% of teachers engaged in this practice.  At 
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Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, 78% of teachers used the strategy of having students 

monitor their own writing progress weekly or more often.   

Among first-grade and third grade teachers, 90% encouraged students to monitor their 

writing weekly or more often.  Among second-grade teachers, 100% encouraged students to 

monitor their writing.  Among third-grade teachers, 90% reported they encouraged students 

to monitor their writing.  Among the fourth-grade teachers, 92% encouraged students to 

monitor their writing.  Among the fifth-grade teachers, 75% encouraged students to monitor 

their writing weekly or more often.  

Alignment of student writing activities.  The Teachers Writing Survey provided a 

list of writing activities for teacher participants to check to report what activities students had 

or would do during the school year.  This list was compiled to align with the Common Core 

State Standards and the district curricula.  The writing activities selected demonstrated 

fidelity to the district curricula (aligned to the Common Core State Standards) and to criteria 

set by the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project. 

The current Common Core State Standards for writing vary in complexity across the 

grade levels.  The K–5 standards require teaching students to write various assignments, 

including (a) opinion pieces on topics or texts including evidence to support students’ 

opinion, (b) informational or explanatory texts to examine a topic and articulate ideas and 

information clearly, and (c) narratives to develop real or invented experiences with 

description and sequenced events (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2012).  The list 

of activities is shown in Table 10. 
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Table 10. 

Teachers Writing Survey: Alignment of Student Writing Activities 

 Writing Activity 

Alignment 

19. Writing Activity 

Data in 

Aggregate Washington Lincoln Kennedy Jefferson 

Reflective 

of Teachers 

College 

Reflective 

of District 

Curricula 

Stories 92% 94% 91% 85% 50% X X 

Lists 70% 66% 78% 50% 88% X X 

Alphabet books  14% 11% 13% 21% 11%   

Personal Narratives 91% 88% 87% 93% 88%   X* X 

Book Reports 23% 33% 22% 14% 22%   

(Continued) 
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 Writing Activity 

Alignment 

19. Writing Activity 

Data in 

Aggregate Washington Lincoln Kennedy Jefferson 

Reflective 

of Teachers 

College 

Reflective 

of District 

Curricula 

Complete Worksheet  56% 55% 74% 28% 55%   

Books  58% 55% 83% 64% 77% X X 

Journal Writing  72% 72% 61% 86% 77% X X 

Poems  73% 77% 61% 10% 55% X X 

Comic Strips 9% 0% 17% 7% 11%   

Plays 11% 11% 17% 7% 0%   

(Continued) 
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 Writing Activity 

Alignment 

19. Writing Activity 

Data in 

Aggregate Washington Lincoln Kennedy Jefferson 

Reflective 

of Teachers 

College 

Reflective 

of District 

Curricula 

Copying Text 31% 44% 30% 36% 0%   

Writing letters to another person   63% 77% 70% 50% 33% X X 

Writing to persuade  69% 77% 61% 71% 66%   X* X 

Writing in response to material read  69% 61% 78% 64% 67% X X 

Writing summaries  59% 50% 65% 57% 67% X X 

Biographies  14% 11% 13% 14% 33%   

Autobiographies  5% 6% 4% 0% 11%   

(Continued) 
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 Writing Activity 

Alignment 

19. Writing Activity 

Data in 

Aggregate Washington Lincoln Kennedy Jefferson 

Reflective 

of Teachers 

College 

Reflective 

of District 

Curricula 

Writing to Inform  89% 88% 87% 86% 93%   X* X 

Other 19% 11% 17% 29% 0% X X 

Note. X = alignment in the category.   

* Most closely aligned to Common Core State Standards for writing. 
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Table 11. 

Teachers’ Writing Survey: Alignment of Student Writing Activities by Grade 

  Writing Activity 

Alignment 

19. Writing Activity Kindergarten 

First  

Grade 

Second  

Grade 

Third 

Grade 

Fourth 

Grade 

Fifth  

Grade 

Reflective 

of Teachers 

College 

Reflective 

of District 

Curricula 

Stories 93% 100% 78% 82% 100% 100% X X 

Lists 71% 80% 83% 91% 75% 63% X X 

Alphabet books  50% 10% 0% 0% 0% 0%   

Personal Narratives 79% 100% 100% 100% 83% 88%   X* X 

Book Reports 0% 50% 33% 1% 25% 38%   

(Continued) 
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  Writing Activity 

Alignment 

19. Writing Activity Kindergarten 

First  

Grade 

Second  

Grade 

Third 

Grade 

Fourth 

Grade 

Fifth  

Grade 

Reflective 

of Teachers 

College 

Reflective 

of District 

Curricula 

Complete Worksheet  57% 80% 44% 55% 42% 63%   

Books  57% 70% 44% 45% 58% 50% X X 

Journal Writing  29% 80% 67% 73% 100% 100% X X 

Poems  44% 90% 89% 64% 83% 63% X X 

Comic Strips 0% 0% 22% 0% 1% 38%   

Plays 0% 0% 0% 0% 33% 38%   

Copying Text 44% 40% 22% 37% 25% 13%   

(Continued) 
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  Writing Activity 

Alignment 

19. Writing Activity Kindergarten 

First  

Grade 

Second  

Grade 

Third 

Grade 

Fourth 

Grade 

Fifth  

Grade 

Reflective 

of Teachers 

College 

Reflective 

of District 

Curricula 

Writing letters to another 

person   

50% 70% 56% 91% 58% 75% X X 

Writing to persuade  50% 50% 33% 100% 75% 100%   X* X 

Writing in response to 

material read  

1% 90% 67% 100% 83% 100% X X 

Writing summaries  0% 30% 67% 100% 92% 88% X X 

Biographies  0% 0% 0% 18% 33% 38%   

(Continued) 
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  Writing Activity 

Alignment 

19. Writing Activity Kindergarten 

First  

Grade 

Second  

Grade 

Third 

Grade 

Fourth 

Grade 

Fifth  

Grade 

Reflective 

of Teachers 

College 

Reflective 

of District 

Curricula 

Autobiographies  0% 0% 0% 0% 17% 13%   

Writing to Inform  86% 100% 67% 91% 92% 100%   X* X 

Note. X = alignment in the category.   

* Most closely aligned to Common Core State Standards for writing. 
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In the Teachers Writing Survey (Cutler & Graham, 2008), the researcher asked 

teacher participants to choose which of the writing activities the teachers had accomplished 

or planned to accomplish with their students in the upcoming school year.  A limitation of the 

study is that the survey was developed prior to the Common Core State Standards.  Writing 

terminology may have changed since this survey was developed, which may have influenced 

teachers’ responses.  For example, journal writing might have been selected more frequently 

if it had been called “Writer’s Notebook.”  Among teachers in this study, the best-aligned 

writing activities were writing personal narratives, writing to persuade, and writing to inform.   

The researcher examined the CCSS in ELA and literacy to the Teachers Writing 

Survey questions.  Teachers’ grade level may have influenced responses, because writing to 

respond to reading may not occur often in kindergarten and first grade when students write 

slowly and may prefer symbols such as a happy face or a “LOL” or a frowning face to 

indicate a funny or sad passage of writing  in a text, respectively.  Autobiography was 

identified in the new writing curriculum as memoir.  The researcher matched the writing 

activities to the CCSS, and found personal narratives had an overall alignment of fidelity of 

91% across all cases.  Writing to persuade had an overall alignment of 69%  to the CCSS and 

writing to inform had an overall alignment of 89%.  Conversely, the survey activities that had 

little or no relevance to the Common Core State Standards were writing comic strips (9%), 

copying text (31%), and biographies (14%).  In addition, autobiographies showed the lowest 

percentage of teacher use (5%).   

The survey allowed an open-ended response for participants to include additional 

writing activities; teachers from three of the four schools used this option.  Teachers from 

Washington Elementary School included “how-to” writing, and “non-fiction all about” 



 

189 

writing units both part of the primary grade informational genre units.  Teachers from 

Lincoln Elementary School added to the survey writing activities, “work on projects,” use of 

“mentor texts,” “turn and talk,” “sketching,” and “fantasy and realistic fiction units.”  The 

researcher is unclear exactly what work on projects meant for the teacher, mentor texts were 

professional books that teachers and students used as exemplar text in which writers learn.  

Turn and talk was a strategy used during the writer’s workshop that required students to turn 

to a partner and respond to the teacher’s question.  The students would take turns responding 

orally as part of the writing process.  Finally, a teacher from J. F. Kennedy Elementary 

School reported that writing assignments should include “spoken word pieces, literacy 

essays, science lab reports, non-fiction reports, and presentations.”  These additional 

activities are aligned to the TCRWP, the Common Core State Standards, and the 21st-century 

skills initiative.  Thus, the findings indicate to the researcher a high degree of fidelity for 

writing activities that matched Common Core State Standards across all four school sites.  

Environment to build fidelity.  The researcher’s second category, environment to 

build fidelity involved environmental factors, which were collected through statements or 

questions related to the implementation of writing curricula fidelity.  Table 12 shows the 

results by school, and Table 13 shows the results by grade level.  In this research study, 

environmental factors included the teachers’ attitudes toward writing, classroom 

management, and instructional decisions made in the classroom.  The analysis of the 

Teachers Writing Survey (Cutler & Graham, 2008) data were first completed by individual 

schools, and then across all four cases by grade level to ascertain if grade level influenced 

teachers’ responses.   
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Attitude toward writing.  In response to the statement, “I like to teach writing,” the 

school response ranged from 56% to 100%.  At Washington Elementary School, 94% of the 

teachers agreed that they liked to teach writing, and at Lincoln Elementary School, 84% of 

the teachers agreed that they liked to teach writing.  All the teachers at J. F. Kennedy 

Elementary School agreed that they liked to teach writing; in contrast, at Thomas Jefferson 

Elementary School, only 56% of the teachers agreed that they liked to teach writing.   

When the data were examined across grade levels, a narrow range of 82% to 100% 

was evident.  Among the kindergarten teachers, 86% reported they liked to teach writing.  

Among first-grade teachers, 90% reported they liked to teach writing.  All of the second-

grade teachers reported they liked to teach writing.  Among the third-grade teachers, 82% 

agreed they liked to teach writing to some degree.  Of the fourth grade teachers, 83% liked to 

teach writing.  Eighty-eight percent of the fifth-grade teachers reported they liked to teach 

writing.  Students in classrooms in which teachers who like writing may positively influence 

students’ interest for the content area (Good & Brophy, 2003).  

 



 

191 

Table 12. 

Teachers Writing Survey: Environment to Build Fidelity by School 

Items 

Washington 

(n = 18) 

Lincoln 

(n = 23) 

J. F. Kennedy 

(n = 14) 

Jefferson 

(n = 9) 

Mean 

(N = 64) 

10. I like to teach writing.  94% 84% 100% 56% 89% 

42. Model enjoyment of writing  78% 74% 93% 89% 84% 

30. How often [do] you read your own writing to 

your students?  

94% 78% 72% 100% 86% 

11. Effectively manage my classroom during writing 

instruction (Agree+) 

83% 96% 100% 78% 89% 

23. How often [do] your students engage in 

“planning” before writing? (Weekly+) 

94% 91% 86% 100% 93% 

(Continued) 
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Items 

Washington 

(n = 18) 

Lincoln 

(n = 23) 

J. F. Kennedy 

(n = 14) 

Jefferson 

(n = 9) 

Mean 

(N = 64) 

56. How often [do] you allow one or more students 

in your classroom to use computers during the 

writing period? (Monthly+) 

17% 22% 29% 33% 25% 

29. How often [do] you encourage students to use 

“invented spellings” at any point during the writing 

process? (Scale 4,5,6,7) 

72% 83% 57% 89% 75% 

57. How often [do] students use writing to support 

reading? (Weekly+ ) 

72% 91% 100% 66% 82% 

59. How often [do] your students use writing in other 

content areas such as social studies, science, and 

math? (Weekly+) 

72% 52% 57% 57% 60% 

(Continued) 
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Items 

Washington 

(n = 18) 

Lincoln 

(n = 23) 

J. F. Kennedy 

(n = 14) 

Jefferson 

(n = 9) 

Mean 

(N = 64) 

54. How often do you communicate with parents 

about their child’s writing progress? (Monthly+) 

22% 9% 7% 11% 12% 

53. How often [do] you ask parents to listen to 

something their child wrote at school? (Monthly+) 

22% 9% 43% 22% 24% 

Note: Percentages are rounded to nearest whole number. 

 

  



 

194 

Table 13. 

Teachers Writing Survey: Environment to Build Fidelity by Grade Level 

Question 

Kinder-

garten 

Teachers 

(n = 14) 

First  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 10) 

Second  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 9) 

Third  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 11) 

Fourth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 12) 

Fifth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 8) 

10. I like to teach writing.  (Agree+) 86% 90% 100% 82% 83% 88% 

42. Model enjoyment of writing (Several times a 

week+) 

91% 70% 56% 73% 33% 63% 

30. How often [do] you read your own writing to 

your students? (Several times a month+) 

100% 80% 78% 91% 92% 63% 

11. Effectively manage my classroom during 

writing instruction (Agree+) 

86% 90% 100% 82% 100% 100% 

(Continued) 
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Question 

Kinder-

garten 

Teachers 

(n = 14) 

First  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 10) 

Second  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 9) 

Third  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 11) 

Fourth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 12) 

Fifth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 8) 

23. How often [do] your students engage in 

“planning” before writing? (Weekly+) 

100% 100% 67% 100% 83% 88% 

56. How often [do] you allow one or more 

students in your classroom to use computers 

during the writing period?  (Monthly+) 

0% 10% 0% 9% 33% 100% 

29. How often [do] you encourage students to use 

“invented spellings” at any point during the 

writing process? (4,5,6,7) 

100% 100% 89% 45% 50% 63% 

(Continued) 
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Question 

Kinder-

garten 

Teachers 

(n = 14) 

First  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 10) 

Second  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 9) 

Third  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 11) 

Fourth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 12) 

Fifth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 8) 

57. How often [do] students use writing to 

support reading? (Weekly+) 

21% 50% 89% 73% 100% 88% 

59. How often [do] your students use writing in 

other content areas such as social studies, 

science, and math? (Weekly+) 

29% 60% 56% 82% 67% 100% 

54. How often do you communicate with parents 

about their child’s writing progress? 

(Monthly+) 

21% 20% 11% 0% 25% 33% 

(Continued) 
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Question 

Kinder-

garten 

Teachers 

(n = 14) 

First  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 10) 

Second  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 9) 

Third  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 11) 

Fourth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 12) 

Fifth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 8) 

53. How often [do] you ask parents to listen to 

something their child wrote at school?  

(Monthly+) 

6% 50% 22% 18% 17% 50% 

Note: Percentages are rounded to nearest whole number. 
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Modeling enjoyment of writing by school.  When asked how often the teacher 

modeled the enjoyment of writing at least several times a week, 78% of Washington 

Elementary School teachers responded that they modeled this enjoyment several times a 

week or more often.  At Lincoln Elementary School, 74% of the teachers modeled this 

enjoyment.  At J. F. Kennedy Elementary School, 93% of the teachers modeled the 

enjoyment of writing.  At Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, 89% of teachers modeled 

the enjoyment of writing at least several times a week.   

By grade level, in aggregate, kindergarten teachers reported modeling the enjoyment 

of writing most frequently (91%), followed by first-grade teachers at 70%, second-grade 

teachers at 56%, third-grade teachers at 73%, fourth-grade teachers the lowest at 33%, and 

fifth-grade teachers at 63%.   

Reading teachers’ writing to students.  Teachers were asked how often they read 

their own writing to their students.  The researcher used the benchmark of several times a 

month or more often.  At Washington Elementary School, 94% of teachers reported they 

shared their writing several times a month or more often.  At Lincoln Elementary School, 

78% of the teachers shared their writing.  Similarly, at J. F. Kennedy Elementary School, 

72% of the teachers shared their writing, and 100% of Thomas Jefferson Elementary School 

classrooms teachers shared their writing.   

In general, grade level did not correspond to the frequency of teachers sharing their 

writing; however, kindergarten teachers were most likely to share their writing with students 

(100%).  Fifth-grade teachers shared the least (63%).  Among the first grade teachers, 80% 

shared their writing with students, 78% of the second-grade teachers shared their writing with 
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students, 91% of the third-grade teachers shared their writing with students, and 92% of the 

fourth-grade teachers shared their writing with students.   

Managing the classroom.  Management of the classroom to build student 

independence was important to the success of Writer’s Workshop.  The Writer’s Workshop 

followed a general model, which began with students gathered together on a carpet for a 10-

minute mini-lesson with a focused teaching point.  During the mini-lesson, often the teacher 

modeled the lesson as part of a gradual release model.  The gradual release of responsibly 

model is an instructional approach that shifts responsibility from the teacher to the student to 

build student independence: the teacher does, the class does, and then the students do 

(Pearson & Gallagher, 1998, Duke & Pearson, 2002, Fisher & Frey, 2007).  After the mini-

lesson class created anchor charts hung for students to reference throughout the writing 

process continued the scaffold for independence.  Management of the classroom environment 

was needed for teachers to be able to foster student independence with routines, as well as to 

give access to writing materials.  This independence allows the classroom to run smoothly 

and lets the teachers be available to conference with small groups of students or confer one-

to-one with individuals on their writing.  Classroom management has the highest effect size 

of student achievement: “A classroom that is chaotic as a result of poor management not only 

does not enhance learning, it might even inhibit it” (Marzano, 2007, p. 188).   

Teachers indicated their level of agreement that they effectively managed their 

classrooms during writing instruction.  All (100%) the teachers at J. F. Kennedy Elementary 

School reported they were effective with classroom management for the Writer’s Workshop.  

At Lincoln Elementary School, 96% of the teachers felt effective with classroom 

management.  At Washington Elementary School classroom, 83% of the teachers felt they 
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were effective with classroom management during writing, and at Thomas Jefferson 

Elementary School, 78% of the teachers reported they felt their classroom management 

during writing instruction was effective.   

Viewed by grade level, the data showed teachers in primary grades K–3 were less 

likely to feel effective in their classroom management compared to their counterparts in 

intermediate grades 4–5.  Specifically in kindergarten, 86% of the teachers felt effective; 

90% of the first grade teachers felt effective.  All the teachers in second-grade classrooms felt 

effective.  Among third-grade teachers, 82% felt effective.  All the fourth- and fifth-grade 

teachers reported feeling effective with the management of the classroom environment for 

writing.   

Engaging students in planning.  Writing often requires planning as part of the 

process, but this planning differs for each grade level.  Teachers were asked to indicate how 

often students engaged in planning before writing.  The researcher set a benchmark of weekly 

or more often to report the data.  In Washington Elementary School, 94% of the classroom 

teachers had their students engage in the planning process, compared to Lincoln Elementary 

School, where 91% of the classroom teachers engaged their students in planning.   At J. F. 

Kennedy Elementary School, 86% of the teachers had students plan, and at Thomas Jefferson 

Elementary School, 100% of the teachers had students plan before writing.   

A closer review of the data by grade level showed that 100% of kindergarten, first-

grade, and third-grade teachers had students plan before writing, compared to 67% of 

second-grade teachers.  Among fourth-grade teachers, 83% had students plan before they 

wrote, and 88% of the fifth-grade teachers had students plan before writing.  
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Using technology in the classroom.  Technology is an increasingly important 

element in the skills that students need in the world.  For example, students respond to 

standardized assessments on computers, and most jobs require understanding of computers.  

Embedding writing skills with technology would then be important to build fluency in 

keyboarding.  According to Graham et al. (2012), students who use word processors to write 

showed an increased small effect size of .47 on student writing.   

In the current study, teachers were asked how often students were allowed to use 

computers in the writing period.  The benchmark was set at monthly or more often.  At 

Washington Elementary School, 17% of the teachers used technology.  At Lincoln 

Elementary School, 22% of the teachers used technology.  At J. F. Kennedy, 29% of the 

teachers used technology.  At Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, 33% of the teachers 

used technology monthly or more often, the highest usage among the four schools. 

The researcher examined the data by grade level.  Technology use increased 

progressively with the grade levels.  None of the kindergarten teachers or second grade 

teachers used technology in student writing.  Among first-grade classroom teachers, 10% 

used technology in student writing monthly or more often.  Among third-grade teachers, 9% 

used technology in student writing.  Among fourth-grade classroom teachers, 33% used 

technology in student writing.  All of the fifth-grade classroom teachers used technology in 

student writing monthly or more often.   

Encouraging spelling inventiveness.  Student writers are encouraged to put their 

thinking on paper in volume without being delayed by or limited to words they can spell 

correctly (Graham et al., 2012).  Teachers were asked to indicate how often they encouraged 

students to use invented spellings at any point during the writing process.  Invented spellings 
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are more commonly known at this time as sound spelling.  The purpose of encouraging 

invented spelling in the primary grades is to for students to employ a greater variety of words 

in their writing, than those they can only spell correctly (Clark, 1988; Stice & Bertrand, 

1990).  This also builds student independence in writing.  The researcher set the benchmark 

at 4, 5, 6, and 7 on the Likert-scaled question.   

At Washington Elementary School, 72% of the teachers encouraged invented 

spellings.  At Lincoln Elementary School, 83% of the teachers encouraged invented 

spellings.  At J. F. Kennedy Elementary School, 57% of the teachers encouraged the use of 

invented spelling.  At Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, 89% of the teachers encouraged 

the use of invented spelling.   

In terms of grade levels, as expected, in the lower grades, students were more likely 

to be encouraged to sound out a word to invent the spelling.  Teachers at all grade levels 

encouraged invented spellings; teachers in kindergarten and first grade across all cases 

encouraged invented spelling 100% of the time.  Second-grade teachers encouraged invented 

spelling 89% of the time.  Third-grade teachers encouraged students the least to invent the 

spelling of a word (45%).  Progressively more of the fourth-grade teachers (50%) and fifth-

grade teachers (63%) encouraged students to invent spelling words while writing. 

Using writing to support reading.  Literacy skills are integrated into other subject 

areas such as math, science, and social studies.  Writing can also support reading and vice 

versa (Bangert-Drowns, Hurley, & Wilkinson, 2004).  Teachers were asked how often 

students used writing to support reading.  The researcher set the benchmark at weekly or 

more frequently.  At Washington Elementary School, 72% of teachers had students use 

writing to support reading weekly or more frequently.  At Lincoln Elementary School, 91% 
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of the teachers used writing to support reading.  At J. F. Kennedy Elementary School, 100% 

of the teachers used writing to support reading, and at Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, 

66% of the teachers used writing to support reading weekly or more frequently.  

The data were compared by grade level across all four cases to determine if grade 

level influenced the teachers’ responses.  The teachers in the upper grades, in general, 

reported using writing to support reading.  Among the fourth-grade teachers, 100% of the 

teachers used writing to support reading weekly or more frequently.  Among the second-

grade teachers, 89% used writing to support students’ reading.  Among fifth-grade teachers, 

88% used writing to support students’ reading.  Among the third-grade teachers, 73% used 

writing to support students’ reading.  Among first-grade teachers, 50% used writing to 

support students’ reading.  Among the kindergarten teachers, 21% used writing to support 

students’ reading weekly or more frequently.   

Using writing in other contexts.  Teachers were asked how often students used 

writing in other content areas such as social studies, science, or math.  The researcher set the 

benchmark for reporting at weekly or more often.  At Washington Elementary School, 72% 

of the classroom teachers used writing in other content areas, compared to 52% of the 

teachers at Lincoln Elementary School, and 57% of the teachers at J. F. Kennedy Elementary 

School and Thomas Jefferson Elementary School.   

Data examined across cases in each grade level showed that all the teachers in fifth 

grade used writing in other content areas weekly or more often, 82% of the third-grade 

teachers used writing in other content areas, and among fourth grade teachers, 67% used 

writing in other content areas.  Writing in other content areas was used less in the lower 

primary grades.  Among the second-grade teachers, 56% used writing in other content areas, 
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and among first-grade teachers, 60% used writing in other content areas.  Among 

kindergarten teachers, 29% used writing in other content areas weekly or more often. 

Communicating with parents.  The environment to build fidelity of implementation 

included communication with parents.  Teachers were asked how often they communicated 

with parents about their child’s writing progress.  The benchmark was set at monthly or more 

often.  At Washington Elementary School, 22% of the teachers communicated with parents 

about their child’s writing progress, compared to teachers at Lincoln Elementary School, 9% 

of whom communicated with parents about their child’s writing progress monthly or more 

often.  Similarly, at J. F. Kennedy Elementary School, 7% of teachers communicated with 

parents about their child’s writing progress, and 11% of the teachers at Thomas Jefferson 

Elementary School communicated with parents about their child’s writing progress.   

Data examined by grade level showed that teachers involved the parents in a limited 

way in relation to writing.  Among kindergarten teachers, 21% communicated with parents 

about their child’s writing progress monthly or more often.  Among first-grade teachers, 20% 

communicated with parents.  Among second-grade teachers, 11% communicated with 

parents about their child’s writing progress.  Among the third-grade teachers, none of the 

teachers communicated with parents.  However, all of the third-grade teachers communicated 

with parents several times a year.  Of fourth-grade teachers, 25% communicated with parents 

about their child’s writing progress monthly or more often.  Fifth-grade teachers showed the 

highest amount of encouragement and communication with parents (33%).   

Asking parents to listen to children’s writing.  Teachers were asked how often 

parents were asked to listen to something their child wrote at school.  The researcher set the 

benchmark at monthly or more often.  At Washington Elementary School, 22% of the 
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teachers asked parents to listen their child’s writing, and at Lincoln Elementary School, 9% 

of the classroom teachers asked parents to listen to their child’s writing.  The highest 

percentage of teachers asking parents to listen to their child’s writing was at J. F. Kennedy 

Elementary School (43%).  At Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, 22% of the teachers 

asked parents to listen to their child’s writing monthly or more often.   

In terms of grade level, 50% of first- and fifth-grade teachers asked parents to listen 

their child’s writing monthly or more often.  Among second-grade teachers, 22% asked 

parents to listen their child’s writing.  Among third-grade teachers, 18% asked parents to 

listen their child’s writing, 17% of fourth-grade teachers asked parents to listen their child’s 

writing, and 6% of kindergarten teachers asked parents to listen their child’s writing. 

Fidelity to student action.  Common Core State Standards and 21st-century skills 

encourage students to build independence and engage in academic discourse (NGA Center & 

CCSSO, 2010; P21 Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2011).  The next set of questions 

from the Teachers Writing Survey collected teachers’ responses to providing students 

opportunities that supported fidelity to the writing curricula aligned to the Common Core 

State Standards.  For the question, “How often [do] students select their own writing topics” 

the benchmark was set at several times a month or more.  Table 14 shows fidelity to student 

action by school.  Table 15 shows fidelity to student action by grade level. 
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Table 14. 

Teachers Writing Survey: Fidelity to Student Action by School 

Question 

Washington 

(n = 18) 

Lincoln 

(n = 23) 

J. F. 

Kennedy 

(n = 14) 

Jefferson 

(n = 9) 

Mean 

(N = 64) 

22. How often [do] 

students select their own 

writing topics?  

100% 74% 86% 100% 90% 

48. How often [do] your 

students use a graphic 

organizer when writing?  

56% 65% 64% 56% 60% 

21. How often [do] 

students conference with 

their peers about their 

writing?  

89% 87% 100% 78% 89% 

24. How often [do] your 

students “revise” their 

writing products?  

89% 91% 100% 100% 95% 

27. How often [do] your 

students help their 

classmates with their 

writing?  

83% 96% 86% 78% 86% 
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Students select writing topics.  All the teachers at Washington Elementary School 

and Thomas Jefferson Elementary School agreed that students selected their own writing 

topics several times a month.  At Lincoln Elementary School, 74% of the teachers reported 

that had students select their own topics.  At J. F. Kennedy Elementary School, 86% of the 

teachers had students select their own writing topics several times a month.   

Table 15. 

Teachers Writing Survey: Fidelity to Student Action by Grade Level 

Question 

Kinder-

garten 

Teachers 

(n = 14) 

First  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 10) 

Second  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 9) 

Third  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 11) 

Fourth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 12) 

Fifth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 8) 

22. How often [do] 

students select their 

own writing topics?  

93% 100% 89% 100% 92% 88% 

48. How often [do] 

your students use a 

graphic organizer 

when writing?  

21% 20% 78% 73% 100% 88% 

(Continued) 
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Question 

Kinder-

garten 

Teachers 

(n = 14) 

First  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 10) 

Second  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 9) 

Third  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 11) 

Fourth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 12) 

Fifth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 8) 

21. How often [do] 

students conference 

with their peers about 

their writing?  

79% 100% 100% 82% 84% 88% 

24. How often [do] 

your students “revise” 

their writing products?  

86% 100% 89% 100% 92% 100% 

27. How often [do] 

your students help 

their classmates with 

their writing?  

64% 100% 100% 100% 83% 88% 

       

Data were further examined by grade level.  All the first- and third-grade classroom 

teachers reported that students in their classrooms selected topics that they wanted to write 

about several times a month or more, whereas 93% of kindergarten teachers had students 

self-select what they wanted to write about several times a month or more.  Among fourth-

grade teachers, 92% reported asking students to select their own writing topics.  Among the 
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second-grade classroom teachers, 89% asked students to select their own writing topics, 

whereas 88% of fifth-grade classroom teachers had students select topics.  Across the grade 

levels, encouraging students to select their own topics was practiced in the units of study, in 

alignment with the mandated CCSS standards.   

Students use graphic organizers.  Students are often encouraged to use graphic 

organizers, including brainstorming lists and drawing pictures to inspire writing topics 

(Calkins & Cruz, 2013; Graves, 1994; Harvey & Goudvis, 2007; Harris, Graham, Mason, & 

Friedlander, 2008).  Graphic organizers help writers organize their thoughts to plan their own 

writing, which fosters independence (Calkins & Cruz, 2013; Graves, 1994; Harvey & 

Goudvis, 2007; Harris, et al., 2008).  Across the cases, teachers responded to the survey 

question, “How often do your students use a graphic organizer when writing,” on a Likert-

type scale of 1 to 7.  The benchmark for the teacher response was set at 4, 5, 6, or 7.  At both 

Washington Elementary School and Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, 56% of the 

teachers reported that their students used graphic organizers when writing.  At Lincoln 

Elementary School, 65% of the teachers asked their students to use this tool when writing.  

Similarly, at J. F. Kennedy Elementary School, 64% of the classroom teachers had their 

students use graphic organizers.  

The researcher examined the data across cases at each grade level.  In general, as the 

grade level increased, so did the use of graphic organizers.  In kindergarten, 21% of the 

classroom teachers used graphic organizers.  Similarly, 20% of first-grade teachers asked 

their students to use graphic organizers.  The second-grade classroom teachers had an 

increase in use:  Among second-grade teachers, 78% asked their students to use graphic 

organizers.  Among the third-grade teachers, 73% asked their students to use graphic 
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organizers.  The highest use of graphic organizers was reported by the fourth-grade teachers: 

All of the fourth-grade teachers supported student writing with the use of graphic organizers.  

Among the fifth-grade teachers, 88% asked their students to use graphic organizers.   

Students confer with their peers.  Teachers encouraged students to be resourceful, 

and often formally or informally paired students to work collaboratively.  Teachers were 

asked how often students conferred with their peers about their writing.  At J. F. Kennedy 

Elementary School, 100% of the teachers reported that students conferred with peers monthly 

or more often.  At Washington Elementary School, 89% of the teachers had students confer 

with their peers.  At Lincoln Elementary School, 87% of teachers had students confer with 

their peers.  At Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, 78% of teachers had students confer 

with their peers monthly or more often.   

The researcher found the teachers at lower grade levels were more apt to have 

students’ confer monthly or more often with their peers.  All (100%) of the first- and second-

grade teachers had students engage in peer conferences.  Among fifth- grade teachers, 88% 

used peer conferences, compared to 82% of the third-grade teachers and 84% of the fourth-

grade teachers.  The least frequent users of peer conferences were kindergarten teachers 

(79%).   

Students revise their own writing.  The next Teachers Writing Survey question 

related to the frequency with which students revised their writing products.  The question 

was asked using the same Likert-type scale of 1 to 7, with the benchmark set for 4, 5, 6, or 7.  

At Washington Elementary School, 89% of the teachers indicated their students revised their 

writing products.  At Lincoln Elementary School, 91% of the teachers indicated their 

students revised their writing products.  At J. F. Kennedy Elementary School and Thomas 



 

211 

Jefferson Elementary School, all the teachers (100%) indicated their students revised their 

writing products.  

The researcher examined the data by grade levels.  All (100%) of the first-, third-, and 

fifth-grade teachers indicated their students revised their writing products.  Among the 

fourth-grade teachers, 92% indicated their students revised their writing products.  Among 

the second-grade teachers, 89% indicated their students revised their writing products, and 

86% of the kindergarten teachers indicated their students revised their writing products.   

Students help each other.  The next Teachers Writing Survey question asked how 

often students helped their classmates with their writing, with the benchmark set at 4, 5, 6, or 

7 on the 7-point Likert-type scale.  According to Graham et al. (2012), students sharing 

feedback had a moderate effect size of .37 on student writing.  At Washington Elementary 

School, 83% of the teachers encouraged students to help their classmates with writing, 96% 

of the teachers at Lincoln Elementary School encouraged students to help their classmates 

with writing, 86% of the teachers at J. F. Kennedy Elementary School teachers encouraged 

students to help their classmates with writing, and 78% of the teachers at Thomas Jefferson 

Elementary School encouraged students to help their classmates with writing.   

The researcher drilled down to the grade levels.  All (100%) of the first-, second-, and 

third-grade teachers encouraged students to help their classmates with writing, 64% of 

kindergarten teachers encouraged students to help their classmates with writing, 83% of the 

fourth-grade teachers encouraged students to help their classmates with writing, and 88% of 

fifth-grade teachers encouraged students to help their classmates with writing.   

Implementation gaps.  As the new writing curricula are being implemented, some 

implementation gaps may be revealed by the Teachers Writing Survey data and the units of 
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study.  These areas may be specific to a grade level or involve strategies teachers have yet to 

diffuse into their current practices.  For the first question about frequency of teaching 

sentence construction skills, the researcher set the benchmark at daily or more frequently.   

As reflected on with the principals during the interviews, each teacher may have 

interpreted this question differently.  Some teachers may have considered this a question 

about sentence construction and concluded that sentence construction strategies are taught 

within the writer’s own work; if so, then ideally, this strategy score should be high.  If the 

teacher interpreted this question as sentence construction skills in isolation, for example, 

daily oral language, then the results should be infrequent or not at all.  Table 16 shows 

implementation gaps by school, and Table 17 shows implementation gaps by grade level. 
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Table 16. 

Teachers Writing Survey: Implementation Gaps by School 

Question 

Washington 

(n = 18) 

Lincoln 

(n = 23) 

J. F. 

Kennedy 

(n = 14) 

Jefferson 

(n = 9) 

Mean 

(N = 64) 

31. How often [do] you teach 

sentence construction skills?  

94% 84% 100% 56% 89% 

55. How often [do] you allow 

one or more students in your 

classroom to write by 

dictating their compositions 

to someone else?  

0% 0% 0% 11% 3% 

46. How often [do] your 

writing lessons have multiple 

instructional goals. 

56% 43% 50% 78% 53% 

47. How often [do] you use 

writing prompt to encourage 

student writing?  

83% 96% 100% 78% 90% 

45. How often [do] your 

students work at writing 

centers? (daily-several times 

a week) 

72% 74% 64% 11% 68% 
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Table 17. 

Teachers Writing Survey: Implementation Gaps 

Question 

Kinder-

garten 

Teachers 

(n = 14) 

First  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 10) 

Second  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 9) 

Third  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 11) 

Fourth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 12) 

Fifth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 8) 

31. How often [do] 

you teach sentence 

construction skills?  

100% 70% 0% 28% 0% 13% 

55. How often [do] 

you allow one or 

more students in 

your classroom to 

write by dictating 

their compositions 

to someone else?  

0% 0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 

46. How often [do] 

your writing lessons 

have multiple 

instructional goals. 

57% 80% 22% 64% 83% 75% 

(Continued) 
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Question 

Kinder-

garten 

Teachers 

(n = 14) 

First  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 10) 

Second  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 9) 

Third  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 11) 

Fourth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 12) 

Fifth  

Grade 

Teachers 

(n = 8) 

47. How often [do] 

you use writing 

prompts to 

encourage student 

writing?  

36% 30% 11% 37% 33% 38% 

45. How often [do] 

your students work 

at writing centers?  

50% 10% 0% 0% 0% 13% 

Note: Benchmark 4, 5, 6, 7. 

Sentence construction.  At Washington Elementary School, 94% of teachers reported 

teaching sentence construction skills; 84% of the teachers at Lincoln Elementary School 

reported using sentence construction skills.  The highest number of teachers who reported 

using sentence construction skills were at J. F. Kennedy Elementary School (100%).  At 

Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, 56% of the teachers reported teaching these skills.   

The researcher examined the grade levels; at the kindergarten level, 100% of the 

teachers taught sentence construction skills; 70% of the first-grade teachers taught sentence 

construction skills, and none of the second- and fourth-grade teachers taught sentence 
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construction skills.  Of the third-grade teachers, 28% taught sentence construction skills, and 

13% of the fifth-grade teachers taught sentence construction skills.   

Write by dictating.  The next TWS question was “How often [do] you allow one or 

more students in your classroom to write by dictating their compositions to someone else?”  

The researcher set the benchmark at daily or more frequently.  While dictation is not part of 

the Common Core State Standards, there may be times in which one or more students need 

modifications to support their writing.  Findings indicate that none of the classroom teachers 

at Washington, Lincoln, and J. F. Kennedy Elementary Schools incorporated the strategy of 

dictation in their classrooms; 11% of the teachers at Thomas Jefferson Elementary School 

used this strategy. In terms of grade levels, only 1% of fourth-grade classroom teachers 

reported using dictation as a strategy; no other grade levels used dictation as a writing 

strategy.   

Multiple instructional goals.  The next TWS question was “How often [do] your 

writing lessons have multiple instructional goals?”  More or fewer instructional goals would 

be expected depending on the teacher’s interpretation of the question—that is, if the teacher 

assumed the instructional goals were the teaching points or if the teacher assumed the 

instructional goals were taught to individuals, small groups, or the whole group.  At 

Washington Elementary School, 56% of the teachers used multiple instructional goals, 43% 

of the teachers at Lincoln Elementary School used multiple instructional goals, 50% of the 

teachers at J. F. Kennedy Elementary School used multiple instructional goals, and 78% of 

the teachers at Thomas Jefferson Elementary School used multiple instructional goals.  

The researcher examined the grade levels for use of instructional goals.  Of the 

kindergarten teachers, 57% used multiple instructional goals, 80% of first-grade teachers 
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used multiple instructional goals, 22% of the second-grade teachers used multiple 

instructional goals, 64% of the third-grade teachers used multiple instructional goals, 83% of 

fourth-grade teachers used multiple instructional goals, and 75% of the fifth-grade teachers 

used multiple instructional goals.   

Use a writing prompt.  The next question used the 7-point Likert-type scale, and the 

researcher set the benchmark at 5, 6, or 7.  The question was “How often [do] you use a 

writing prompt to encourage student writing?”  At Washington Elementary School, 83% of 

the teachers used writing prompts, and at Lincoln Elementary School, 96% of the teachers 

used writing prompts.  The highest percentage of teachers using writing prompts was at J. F. 

Kennedy Elementary School (100%).  At Thomas Jefferson Elementary School, 78% of the 

teachers used writing prompts.   

Data were examined by grade level for use of writing prompts.  Of the kindergarten 

teachers, 36% used writing prompts; 30% of the first-grade teachers used writing prompts, 

11% of the second-grade teachers used writing prompts, 37% of the third-grade teachers used 

writing prompts, 33% of the fourth-grade teachers used writing prompts, and 38% of the 

fifth-grade teachers used writing prompts.  

Writing centers.  Similar to the previous question about multiple instructional goals, 

the final TWS question also depended on how the teachers interpreted the question.  The 

question was “How often [do] your students work at writing centers?”  The benchmark was 

set at daily to-several times a week.  At Washington Elementary School, 72% of the teachers 

who participated used writing centers, and at Lincoln Elementary School, 74% of the 

classroom teachers used writing centers.  At J. F. Kennedy Elementary School, 64% of the 



 

218 

teachers used writing centers, and 11% of teachers at Thomas Jefferson Elementary School 

used writing centers.  

The researcher examined the data by grade level to see overall use of writing centers.  

Half of the kindergarten teachers used writing centers, 10% of first-grade teachers used 

writing centers, and 13% of fifth-grade teachers used writing centers.  Teachers in second-, 

third-, and fourth-grade all reported no use of writing centers to support students’ writing.  

Summary of the TWS findings.  In summary, the researcher organized the Teacher 

Writing Survey questions into four sections: (a) monitor fidelity, (b) environment to build 

fidelity, (c) fidelity to student action, and (d) implementation gaps.  In addition, the survey 

included a section that aligned students’ writing activities to the mandated state standards and 

curricula of the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project.  In the four sections, in 27 

questions across 64 teacher participants in four cases, instances in which 100% of the 

classroom teachers in a school used a particular strategy occurred 16 times, indicating a 

higher degree of use for those activities.  In addition, the researcher examined the Teacher 

Writing Survey data by grade level across all four schools.  The data sorted in this way 

revealed fidelity to the curricula when a grade-level teachers had 100% agreement, or 

conversely, zero agreement.   

Monitor fidelity.  In monitoring fidelity, 100% of the teachers at one or more schools 

(a) monitored student progress to make decisions about their writing, (b) encouraged students 

to monitor their own writing progress, and (c) provided mini-lessons on writing skills based 

on need to know in the moment writing.  These actions were confirmed in the grade-level 

observations and during principal and language arts coach interviews.  In the four sections, at 

least 75% of the teachers at all grade levels were likely to use conferences with student about 



 

219 

their writing; kindergarten and first-grade teachers had were 100% likely to use conferences 

with students.  When grade-level teachers were asked about monitoring students’ writing 

progress, it was interesting that most grade level teachers used in the moment mini-lessons 

with the highest usage levels occurred at both ends of the grade-level continuum.  

Environment to build fidelity.  In the second section, environment to build fidelity, at 

one school, 100% of the teachers reported they (a) liked to teach writing, (b) read their own 

writing to their students, (c) managed their classrooms effectively during writing instruction, 

(d) engaged students in planning before writing, and (e) encouraged students to us writing to 

support reading.  K–2 teachers were more likely to like to teach writing; 100% of the second-

grade teachers liked to teach writing.  Kindergarten through fourth-grade teachers read their 

writing more often to their students, compared to their counterparts in other grade levels; 

however, 100% of kindergarten classroom teachers read their writing to their students.   

All the teachers in second-, fourth-, and fifth-grade felt that they managed their 

classrooms effectively, although the other grade levels were also high.  All the kindergarten, 

first-, and third-grade teachers engaged students in planning before they began their writing.  

All the fifth-grade teachers used computers during the writing period; however, no 

kindergarten and second-grade teachers used computers in their classrooms.  Teachers in the 

lower grades were more apt to encourage student use of invented spelling—all kindergarten 

and first-grade encouraged invented spelling.  All fifth-grade teachers used writing across all 

content areas.  Use of writing across all content areas generally increased with grade level. 

Fidelity to student action.  With regard to fidelity to student action, two elements in 

the Teacher Writers Survey data showed a high degree of use across all grade levels: students 

selecting their own topics and use of graphic organizers.  Among first- and third-grade 
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teachers, 100% supported the practice of having students select their own writing topics.  

Graphic organizers were used by 20% of kindergarten and first-grade teachers, and the use 

progressively increased to fourth grade, where 100% of the teachers used graphic organizers.  

Fifth grade teachers reported strong usage of graphic organizers (88%).   

All first- and second-grade teachers reported involving students in writing 

conferences with their peers.  All first-, third-, and fifth-grade teachers indicated students 

revised their work.  All the first-, second-, and third-grade teachers had students help their 

classmates—the smallest percentage was found among the kindergarten teachers (64%).  The 

highest percentage of teaching sentence construction skills was among kindergarten teachers.  

The percentages of teachers promoting students’ use writing centers to encourage writing 

tapered off as grade level increased.  

Implementation gaps.  Writing activities were examined for alignment with the 

mandated state standards and the curricula of the Teachers College Reading and Writing 

Project.  Data in aggregate indicated that the most frequently used writing activities were 

aligned with the district and Teachers College Reading and Writing Project curricula: writing 

stories (92%), writing personal narratives (91%), and writing to inform (89%). 

The Teacher Writing Survey data analyzed across the cases illuminated the teaching 

practices within the classrooms of each site.  Although the participating teachers taught in 

varying grade levels, it was important for the researcher to examine the grade levels to 

discern any influence grade-level may have had on teachers’ responses.  In summary, the 

schools in this multiple-case study were building fidelity to their curricula; however, other 

areas of the Teachers Writing Survey data would be worth investigating further to build 

fidelity.  Further recommendations are found in Chapter 5.   
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Teachers Writing Survey: Voices of the Teachers  

The researcher included an open-ended question on the Teachers Writing Survey 

(Cutler & Graham, 2008), which solicited the teachers’ points of view on the role of the 

principals in implementing the writing curricula.  The researcher separated the teachers’ 

responses by school.  The responses are discussed in the following sections. 

Washington Elementary School K–5 Classroom Teachers.  Washington 

Elementary School teachers stated that the principal should be knowledgeable about the 

writing curriculum in order to coach teachers, or even be an “expert” across the grade levels.  

Teachers reported that a principal who was knowledgeable would be better able to support 

the teachers by providing appropriate professional development for fidelity of instruction.  

Teachers felt the principal should observe teachers, praise teachers for their strengths, and 

support teachers in areas of need.  In addition, the principal’s knowledge of curricula should 

include knowledge of writing assessments and curriculum implementation timelines.  

Teachers indicated the principal should provide materials, unit of study books, and other 

literature giving access to teaching strategies, models, and exemplars.  Other ways the 

principal should provide support included creating opportunities for teachers to attend 

workshops and scheduling time with the staff developer at the TCRWP.  “These are 

incredibly helpful in helping us successfully navigate our Writing Workshop curriculum, 

collaborate with colleagues, and get new ideas for our classroom” (Washington Elementary 

School Teacher, 620,660). 

Voices of Lincoln Elementary School K–5 Classroom Teachers.  Lincoln 

Elementary School teachers expressed opinions regarding the role of the principal in the 

implementation of a writing curriculum.  A strong voice from the survey revealed ways that 
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the principal should support the teacher.  For example, one way teachers felt supported was 

when principals ensured that time was blocked into the schedule to allow classroom teachers 

to teach writing “uninterrupted.”  The principal’s role was seen as a way to ensure that the 

Writing Workshop model was in place and to guide teachers who needed support with 

instruction.   

The role of the principal in the writing workshop may be to be involved in the 

celebration of published writing pieces.  Students should also be encouraged to share 

writing in their portfolios with principals in order to receive praise about their hard 

work.  Occasionally, the principal might share how they use writing daily at school in 

order to perform important tasks.  This can help students see how important writing is 

to everyone. (Lincoln Elementary Teacher, 695,818) 

Teachers noted that the principal should meet with grade-level teams when reviewing student 

work in writing to look for student progression or growth.  

Voices of J. F. Kennedy Elementary K–5 Classroom Teachers.  The teachers of 

J. F. Kennedy Elementary School claimed that the principal should be knowledgeable of the 

kindergarten through fifth-grade curricula.  The principal’s role is to be active in the learning 

process by being available to coach and help teachers to improve teaching the units of study.  

Teachers stated that the principal’s role included helping the teachers monitor student 

progress in writing by using the “rubric scored on-demands” (J.F. Kennedy Elementary 

School Teacher, 360,659) and student writing folders.  The teachers suggested the role of the 

principal is to emphasize the importance of writing to the teachers and students by 

highlighting their work.  Principal Cameron was  
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well-versed in the TC [TCRWP] writing curriculum and plays a big part in allowing 

us to remain a “project” school, which gives us the best professional development 

from Columbia University.  We also can take advantage of the TC Calendar Days and 

choose workshops tailored to our needs.  Our principal also attends workshops at 

Columbia during the year.  When she walks in our classrooms, we know she 

understands what we are doing at any moment.  We feel very well-supported!  

(J.F. Kennedy Elementary School Teacher, 426,659) 

Voices of Thomas Jefferson Elementary School of K–5 Classroom Teachers.  The 

teachers indicated the principal’s role is to support the teachers in the implementation of the 

new writing curricula by learning the units of study in writing along with the teachers.  

Teachers opined that the principal should also keep track of what writing units are being 

covered in the writing timeline.  The teachers stated that the principal’s responsibility should 

include providing necessary materials, support, and release time for the teachers to work with 

colleagues with the writing units of study.  Further, the teachers expected that the principal’s 

role is to track progress of students’ writing and to celebrate the school’s successes.  A 

teacher commented, “It is essential that the principal be familiar with the curriculum and 

assist teachers to continue to work towards new goals, improving their instruction each year” 

(Thomas Jefferson Elementary School Teacher, 307,365). 

Summary 

Across all four cases, data indicated the teachers had expectations regarding the 

principals’ role in supporting the writing curricula implementations.  Teachers’ indicated the 

need for their principals to learn the writing units of study with them, to be more 

knowledgeable, and to support the needs that arise when teachers are implementing the new 
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writing curricula.  This support includes organizing professional development and providing 

relevant materials.  The teachers posited that the principals’ role includes meeting in grade-

level teams with the teachers to support units of study and to track student progress with the 

measurement of the on-demands.  Finally, principals should offer deserved praise, participate 

in the pacing of the unit of study, and join in the writing celebrations. 

Findings of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

As discussed previously, the MLQ is a reflective tool that measures a full-range 

model of leadership (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  The full range of leadership includes the 

distribution of leadership behaviors from the leaders’ self-ratings and the teachers’ ratings of 

their leaders.  The leadership continuum includes (a) transformational leadership, 

(b) transactional leadership, (c) passive/avoidant behavior (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  

Transformational leadership includes the “5 I’s”: (a) idealized influence attributes—leaders 

are admired and followers want to emulate the leader through their idealized attributes, (b) 

idealized influence—leaders demonstrate high moral standards, values, beliefs and 

principles, (c) inspirational motivation—leaders act in ways that motivate others, 

(d) intellectual stimulation—leaders stimulate by reframing a question or considering a 

problem with a different point of view, (e) individual consideration—leaders act as coaches 

or mentors to help develop strengths (Avolio & Bass, 2004).   

Within the range of leadership are elements that have been quantified into questions 

on the MLQ (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  In the current study, the researcher used the MLQ to 

determine the leadership styles of the principals, to examine data for commonalities, and to 

use the open-ended teacher responses to share with the principals in the second interview 

session.  The measurement includes an ideal frequency range in each part of the model.  The 
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purpose of employing the MLQ was to gain understanding of leadership styles of the 

principals in each of the four case studies.   

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire findings indicate that all four principals were 

transformational leaders.  The first indicator that these leaders were transformational was that 

the principals all assumed some degree of risk in their agreement to be part of the research 

study; assuming risk is an attribute of growth (Rolf, 2010).  As shown in Table 18, the 

principals who had longer tenure as principal had relatively high scores as transformational 

leaders (M = 3.3).  A score of 3 or higher demarks a strong inclination toward the specific 

style.  The principals in their first year of leadership had either the highest transformational 

score (M = 3.6) with an equally high mean contingent reward score of 3.6 or scored slightly 

higher on contingent reward (M = 3.2) than on transformational (M = 3.1) leadership.   

All principals scored in the ideally low area for active management by exception, 

passive management by exception, and laissez-faire.  These findings were consistent with 

results reported by Menon (2014), who also used the MLQ.  All the school principals scored 

within the research-validated benchmark reference criterion for transformational leadership.   
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Table 18. 

The Full Range Leadership Model: Ideal Frequency 

Case 

5 I’s in  

Aggregate 

Transformational 

CR 

Contingent 

Reward 

MBEA 

Management 

by 

Exception- 

Active 

MBEP 

Management 

by 

Exception- 

Passive 

LF 

Laissez-

Faire 

Jamie 3.3 3.0 1.4 0.4 0.1 

Andy 3.3 2.9 1.2 0.9 0.6 

Cameron 3.6 3.6 1.5 0.0 0.3 

Dana 3.1 3.2 1.6 0.6 0.1 

Ideal  *Ideal frequency 

should be at  

“fairly often” (3)  

or higher. 

*Ideal 

frequency 

should be 

between 

“sometimes” 

(2) and 

“fairly 

often” (3) or 

higher. 

**Ideal 

frequency 

should be 

between 

“once in a 

while” (1) 

and 

“sometimes” 

(2).  

*Ideal 

frequency 

should be 

between “not 

at all” (0) and 

“once in a 

while” (1). 

Ideal 

frequency 

should be 

between 

“not at all” 

(0) and 

“once in a 

while” (1). 

 



 

227 

The MLQ allowed the researcher to drill down further into their transformational 

leadership style.  Table 19 shows, in terms of the 5 I’s, three of the four principals had the 

highest frequency count of inspirational motivation, which involves the propensity to inspire 

others to achieve their full potential; a fourth principal’s strength was in idealized influence, 

which was the attribute of being trusted and respected.  On average, the principals scored 

within the average frequency range.  These findings align with the importance of principals 

establishing a culture of trust.  One principal scored 0.5 higher than the ideal frequency in 

intellectual stimulation, and three of the four principals scored slightly lower than the ideal 

frequency by 0.1 to 0.2.  This finding of intellectual stimulation connects to the idea that the 

principal may support principal knowledge of writing curricula as a stronger indicator of 

support for teachers’ implementation of new curricula; as mentioned, years of experience 

was not a strong indicator of support for teachers’ implementation.  However, years of 

experience may have had an impact on teachers’ perceptions that teachers were being 

developed into leaders, because all principals with 10 to 13 years of experience had slightly 

higher than ideal frequencies, and only one of the two principals with one year of experience 

scored higher than ideal.  This was not a surprise—a new principal would not have had time 

to develop teachers into leaders.   
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Table 19. 

Transformational Leadership: Overall into the 5 I’s: Ideal Frequency 

Case 

Idealized 

Influence: 

Attributes  

(IIA) 

Trusted and 

respected 

Idealized 

Influence: 

Behavior  

(IIB) 

Demonstrates 

high moral 

standards, 

values, beliefs 

and principles 

Inspirational 

Motivation 

(IM) 

Inspires 

others to 

achieve full 

potential 

Intellectual 

Stimulation 

(IS) 

Challenges 

others to 

achieve 

innovative 

thinking 

Individual 

Consideration 

(IC) 

Develops 

followers into 

leaders 

Jamie 3.6 3.4 3.4 2.9 3.1 

Andy 3.5 3.4 3.6 2.9 3.1 

Cameron 3.7 3.6 3.9 3.5 3.4 

Dana 3.2 3.2 3.5 2.8 2.8 

Average 3.5 3.4 3.6 3.0 3.1 

      

The last measurements of the MLQ are the outcomes of leadership, composed of 

three categories: (a) extra effort, (b) effectiveness, and (c) satisfaction with leadership.  

Principals with the most experience with the TCRWP showed higher frequency rates in extra 

effort and effectiveness.  In the satisfaction with leadership category, three of the four 



 

229 

principals were rated higher than ideal.  Principals with more experience with the Teachers 

College Reading and Writing Project had the highest ideal frequency. 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire: Voices of the Teachers 

The MLQ concluded with three open-ended response questions to collect teachers’ 

responses about (a) how the leader can be more effective, (b) obstacles facing the leader, and 

(c) what was admired about the leader.  Multiple responses from the teachers indicated that 

their leaders were effective; therefore, some teachers could not answer the questions.  In all 

cases, the list of what was admired about the school principal was more elaborate than the 

responses to the other two questions.  The open-ended responses are reported in aggregate in 

Table 20.   

Across all four cases, teachers reported that their principal would be more effective if 

the principal were able to spend more time in classrooms.  This perception was consistent 

with the principal interview findings and overall code related to the challenge of time.  One 

reason for this time challenge was connected to another finding:  In 3 of the 4 schools, 

teachers reported that their principals were pulled out of the building often.  This situation 

was considered an obstacle for the principal.  Teachers in 3 of the 4 schools reported that 

their principals had “too much on their plate” or too many responsibilities.  Half of the 

teachers offered the suggestion that hiring an assistant principal would help their principal be 

more effective.  It is important to note that one school had an assistant principal already.  

Teachers suggested that the principals set more realistic expectations and be willing to take 

more risks for a “higher reward.”  Half of the teachers reported that their principals needed to 

provide more follow-through to be more effective; 25% of the teachers indicated this would 

require a higher level of organization.   
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Table 20. 

Teachers Voice for Principals 

What Can Help Leader be  

More Effective? 

Obstacles Facing  

Leader Effectiveness 

What is Admired  

About the Leader? 

More time in classrooms 

Pulled out of building less 

More support, assistant  

principal 

Realistic expectations 

Take more risks 

Organization 

Check in with teachers  

more often 

Part of all meetings 

Outside meetings,  

pulled out of the building  

Lack of funding 

Too much on plate 

Lack of parent involvement 

Balance goals for school  

and flexibility 

Balance emotion with purpose 

Not enough delegation 

Too nice 

Intimidating 

Building community  

Optimistic, positive 

Approachable, open door 

Helps 

Organized 

High expectations 

Calm, open 

Fair, understanding 

Listens 

Professional, respectful 

Knowledge 

   

School principals faced a variety of obstacles, according to teachers’ responses to the 

open-ended questions of the MLQ.  Principals were pulled out of their buildings by district 

leaders for meetings, which removed the principal from the buildings, and more specifically, 

from the classrooms with the teachers and students.  Other obstacles included the difficulty 

of finding a balance.  Teachers at one school noted their principal was trying to balance 
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implementation of school writing goals and flexibility with the goals.  Teachers in another 

school reported the difficulty of balancing the school’s purpose with the principal’s 

emotions.  Teachers reported principals being “too nice” as an obstacle, indicating that 

principals need to be firmer.  The teachers also noted that one of the principals was “too 

intimidating,” indicating that principals need to be approachable.  Both examples of teacher-

reported obstacles facing principals revealed the importance of finding a balance.  In 

addition, principals’ delivery of information to staff members required balance involved with 

knowing and addressing staff in ways that let the principals’ messages be accepted and heard. 

Teachers across the four cases admired their principals.  Across all of the cases, 

principals were admired for building community in the schools.  Building community 

included setting a clear vision and building positive respectful relationships.  Teachers 

admired their principals for their willingness and ability to listen.  The teachers in all the 

cases indicated the principals made them feel that when the principals listened to the 

teachers, the teachers were the principals’ priority.  Teachers noted their principals listened 

for an extended time.  Teachers in two of the schools referred to their principals as 

approachable and noted their principals had open doors.  In 50% of the cases, teachers 

mentioned that the principals helped solve problems.  In 3 of the 4 schools, the  teachers 

specifically indicated their principals were optimistic about the schools, the teachers, and 

students’ ability to achieve.  In 75% of the cases, teachers reported that their principals were 

calm, professional, and respectful to teachers.   

Discussion of Themes 

In this section, each theme is explored in detail.  Evidence was developed from 

category codes, subthemes, instances, and quotes in the data.  Other sources of evidence 
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included the Level of Use interview protocol (Hall et al., 2006), enumeration, insider 

language, Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 2004) results, Teachers 

Writing Survey (Cutler & Graham, 2008) results, and observational data.  Pseudonyms are 

used throughout as appropriate, and when a topic justifies confidentiality, evidence is 

reported in aggregate.  The themes are reported in the order shown in Table 19.  The issue of 

fidelity is addressed.  A summary is provided at the end of the chapter. 

Table 21 shows themes found in this research study.  The themes are used to support 

responses to the research questions that inspired conducting this research study of principals’ 

leadership style and actions to build fidelity of implementation of writing curricula. The 

themes are discussed individually, and evidence and connections to the research literature are 

provided.  

Table 21. 

Five Themes Revealed in the Research Study 

Number Theme 

Theme 1 Principals build writing schema through acquisition of writing knowledge. 

Theme 2 Principals prioritize grade-level team meetings for collaborative learning 

around writing practices. 

Theme 3 Principals construct a culture of trust for teachers to promote risk taking and 

problem solving. 

Theme 4 Principals set writing goals and monitor fidelity of implementation. 

Theme 5 Principals navigate tension among and between principals and teachers. 
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The five themes revealed in this research were developed as a culmination of 

interviews with four principals and three language arts coaches, observations of grade-level 

team meetings in all four schools, the Teacher Writing Survey data, the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire data collected from each principal and participating teachers, and 

artifacts.  The researcher coded the data according to Saldaña (2012).  The researcher 

developed an analysis matrix, which allowed themes to emerge within and across each case 

to address the research questions, according to the process recommended by Stake (1995).  

The researcher used a data matrix of instances and codes.  The instances and codes together 

were used to build subthemes, and the subthemes were developed into five themes.  One or 

more of the five themes address the three research questions that guided this study. 

Theme 1, principals build writing schema through acquisition of knowledge.  The 

principals orchestrated affiliations with the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project, 

which ensured access to support that was used to continue their own learning and provided 

professional development for the teachers both at the university and within their own 

classrooms.  The Teachers Writing Survey results indicated that the teachers were 

implementing the writing curricula with fidelity.  Theme 1 addressed the principals’ 

knowledge of writing and schemas, which drove informed principal actions that supported 

teachers in implementing the writing curricula with fidelity.   

Theme 2 was principals prioritize grade-level team meetings for collaborative 

learning around writing practices.  The principal distributed leadership with teachers and 

with Teachers College Reading and Writing Project consultants while they participated in 

grade-level team meetings in their professional learning communities.  The principals 

participated by sharing and supporting the teachers with their own understandings, as well as 
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through side-by-side writing-focused learning sessions with the teachers.  The grade-level 

teams examined student work against the writing continuum rubric to meet student needs.  

The teams worked on various aspects of the instructional strategies of writing to support 

student growth.  Focus was placed on student work, benchmarks, and leverage bands, which 

affected instruction for student growth.   

Theme 3 was principals construct a culture of trust for teachers to promote risk 

taking and problem solving.  A relationship was built between the principals and teachers 

through time spent together working toward a common goal  of student improvement and 

through the principals’ presence in the classrooms and in the grade-level team meetings, in 

which they sought to understand the challenges teachers faced.  Additionally, the principals’ 

development of trust was accomplished through an environment that provided teachers the 

safety to take risks in working with the new writing curricula.  Expectations in this 

environment were that teachers would ask questions and ask for help, and the principal 

would respond to the teachers’ needs for support and materials. 

Theme 4 was principals set writing goals and monitor fidelity of implementation.  

This theme captured principals’ efforts to set key expectations for teaching and learning.  

Further, this theme exemplifies the work of the principal in continued monitoring and support 

of teachers’ needs.   

Finally, Theme 5 was principals navigate tension among and between principals and 

teachers.  Although the principals were accountable for the implementation of the new 

writing curricula aligned to Common Core State Standards, they also managed mandates and 

responsibilities in other content areas.  These responsibilities limited the principals’ time and 

availability to support teachers as much as teachers wanted or needed.  The push and pull on 
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the principals created tensions for the principals and teachers that are explored in depth in the 

final theme.  

Theme 1: Principals build writing schema through acquisition of writing knowledge 

I’ve got to tell you, like, being part of TC [Teachers College Reading and 

Writing Project] is like the only time that I feel like I’m growing as an 

administrator.  Because I feel like I have something to contribute to my staff. 

(Cameron, 25134,25316). 

Principals across all four cases reflected on the fact that their knowledge and 

leadership challenges were occurring during the implementation of new mandated state 

standards, which had significant implications for the written, taught, and tested curricula.  At 

the same time, other state mandates, such as teacher evaluation, also required the principals’ 

time and deep levels of understanding.  The code principal reflective of practice occurred 93 

times across all cases, the fourth most frequently mentioned code.  Principals reflected on 

themselves as learners and on the writing practices of their schools.  They all placed a great 

sense of urgency on themselves to increase their knowledge and understanding of the change 

of all curricula; however, the focus of this research was the new writing curricula.  Principals 

were expected to provide hands-on and in-time support to teachers, even though district 

literacy and building level coaches were removed from the school buildings to perform 

district level professional development on the writing units of study.  

All the principals’ schools had the designation of Title I, and three of the four 

principals were affiliated with the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project.  Three of 

the four principals budgeted Title I funds for training sessions for their staff both on- and off-

site, for additional calendar days, and for the principal monthly cohort.  Calendar days are 
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professional development workshops at Teachers College.  The principal monthly cohort 

consists of a group of principals who participated in teacher workshops, discussed ways in 

which they could support their teachers, and developed their awareness of what to look for to 

ensure that writing curricula were being implemented with fidelity.   

The Teachers College Reading and Writing Project was a major influence on all the 

principals’ knowledge bases.  TCRWP workshops were presented for the principals by 

published literacy leaders in the organization or by authors who were friends of the 

university.  During the interviews, the principals showed or talked about documents that 

supported what to look for in the teaching of reading and writing.  One document gave the 

principals things to look for when they were observing writing in grades K–2, which 

included general practices for Writing Workshop and balanced literacy components that 

supported growth in writing.  Elements comprising the task of teaching writing (referred to 

by the principals as “classroom look-fors”) included the general Writing Workshop, writing 

volume, entries, drafting, mini-lessons, and conferring in small groups (TCRWP Principals 

Conference, 2015).  One principal in this research study created a binder she referred to as a 

toolkit, which included the classroom “look-fors” needed in the teaching of writing, writing 

continuum rubrics, sticky notes, and pens.  The classroom “look-fors” gave her an overview 

of what types of anchor charts, student writing, and features of the classroom environment 

she should observe when the principal visited the classroom.  The principals used this 

resource as a springboard for meaningful discussions or questions with the classroom 

teachers in their schools.   

The TCRWP cohort model enabled the principals to network with other colleagues 

for ideas, resources, or to contemplate questions together.  District principals traveled to and 
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from the principal cohort workshops together.  The principals quickly developed a 

collaborative support system for writing curricula implementation and other principal-related 

topics.  Bongarten (2006) studied a principal who had professional affiliation with Teachers 

College Reading and Writing Project.  The findings from the current study are consistent 

with Bongarten’s findings that showed principals are committed to building knowledge of 

literacy instruction through participation in literacy learning communities.  Collaboration was 

key in all principals’ knowledge of building new curricula (Bongarten, 2006).  Without 

TCWRP affiliation, principal Andy collaborated with his assistant principal, who had 

significant experience with the TCWRP about the new writing curricula. 

In the current study, all principals purchased and read books, magazines, and online 

blogs from literacy and leadership organizations.  “I am always looking for stuff to make 

myself smarter in literacy, but in writing” (Jamie, 7947,8183).  These books became 

resources for principals to share with teachers who needed support and with those who were 

interested.  Resources that the principals felt were effective for classroom teachers were 

purchased for teachers’ use and discussed during grade-level team meetings or with the 

TCRWP consultants. 

Principals built their knowledge by being present in the classrooms and by learning 

with the teachers when the TCRWP consultants came to the schools.  Two consultants 

visited; one specialized with the primary grades and the other with the intermediate grades.  

Principals attended meetings and lab classrooms where the consultants demonstrated lessons.  

The researcher observed this process with the grade-level teachers.  First, the grade-level 

teachers and consultant communicated before the classroom demonstration or model.  The 

teachers generally met and discussed a unit.  After the lesson, the team left the classroom to 
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debrief what had occurred in the classroom.  All the principals felt the time they were 

learning with the teachers was sacred time.   

Principals attended all the grade-level demonstrations, built a greater knowledge base 

from the consultants, and were able to support more teachers.  Thus, teachers considered 

their principals to be valuable resources.  Findings indicate that a more comprehensive 

knowledge of the writing curricula allowed principals to support their teachers more 

effectively.  Similarly, Quint et al. (2007) found that principals’ professional development set 

in motion a change in teaching.  The more knowledgeable the principal, the more likely they 

were to share knowledge, increasing the likelihood that it was implemented in the classroom 

(Quint et al., 2007). 

One indicator of knowledge is common insider language.  The principals’ insider 

language indicated that years of training and affiliation of the TCRWP was correlated with 

insider language collected during the principal interviews.  Principals’ number of years of 

experience was not the indicator of insider language regarding the topic of writing.  The 

language used included writing curriculum, units, continuum, toolkits, on-demands, and 

writing rubrics.  Discourse of language builds a community (Swales, 1990).  When the 

community is saturated with the same language, it shows fidelity and congruence (Swales, 

1990).  (The full list of insider language is shown in Appendix R.)  Principals with a more 

comprehensive schema from years of training about writing used more insider language 

during their interviews, and the more insider language used, the higher was the degree of 

fidelity to curricula.  Similarly, Armstrong (2012) found that principals who were 

implementing the Reader’s Workshop model used “common language” as one means to 

ensure teachers were using the workshop model (p. 82).  
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Theme 1 and Relation to Research Questions 

Analysis of the data indicated that across all four cases, the school principal was a 

driving force in support of teachers during the transition to new writing curricula.  Although 

the principals reflected on their own schemas of writing, three out of the four principals 

looked to TCRWP affiliation to support teachers and build their own knowledge bases.  

Research Question 1 was as follows:  “How do elementary school principals’ 

leadership styles support coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing curricula 

aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  Theme 1 showed that all principal participants 

were learning leaders who led by example to improve their own knowledge bases.  They used 

available resources to increase their knowledge and develop their schemas of the new writing 

curriculum.  It was important to the principals to increase their knowledge in order to be able 

to make informed decisions to support teachers.  The principals all reflected on an ideal 

scenario in which they entered classrooms to coach or support teachers directly; although this 

leadership style was not named, the researcher concluded that the principals were learning 

leaders.  

Research Question 2 was as follows:  “What are elementary school principals’ 

sequenced actions taken to support coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing 

curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  Theme 1 showed principals’ first step 

was to reflect upon their knowledge of the writing curricula and to build their own schemas 

of the writing curricula.  Most of the principals were able to build their knowledge bases by 

being affiliated with TCRWP.  This resource allowed principals to collaborate with other 

principals, to attend professional development for principals, and to gain access to resources 

to support them as they implemented a coherent writing program across the grade levels and 
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sought fidelity of instruction in their classrooms.  One valuable resource developed by the 

TCRWP was the list of “look-fors” in the teaching of writing.   

Although one principal chose not to budget for the TCRWP affiliation, his school had 

undergone a significant student enrollment change, which had been supported by the hiring 

of an assistant principal.  The principal described the assistant principal as highly 

knowledgeable about the TCRWP.  Collaborations occurred in the school, and practices from 

the past TCRWP affiliation were present.  

The development of schemas enabled the principals to prioritize participation in the 

onsite consultant work TCRWP conducted with the teachers.  The principals and the 

language arts coaches worked to sustain these practices in the classrooms.  Collaboration 

with other principals and TCRWP consultants developed the principals’ schemas to support 

the classroom teachers effectively as they implemented the new curricula.  

Research Question 3 was as follows:  “What challenges do elementary school 

principals encounter in their support of coherence and fidelity of implementation in writing 

curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  Schools selected for this study all 

had access to the funding for TCRWP support.  Schools without funds may have had limited 

access to resources.  As the principals built their own schemas of the writing curricula, the 

principals needed to have systems in place to be able to develop and support the 

differentiated needs of the teachers.  Other challenges included principals’ need to know 

what to look for in the classrooms and their need to support their teachers with resources and 

technologies. 
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Theme 2: Principals prioritize grade-level team meetings for collaborative learning 

around writing practices 

The secretary knows that's like sacred time, don't pull me unless there's a fire 

in the building. (Jamie, 8400,8600). 

 

The culture of this school district classifies all work done with groups of teachers in 

the building as grade-level team meetings.  The researcher observed various work 

accomplished during the grade-level team meeting time, including teachers learning together.  

The group of teachers learning together is often referred to as professional learning 

communities (Armstrong, 2012).  The principals’ knowledge of the writing curricula 

informed the principals’ actions regarding prioritizing time for professional learning 

communities.  The principals valued teachers learning in collaboration.  

The principals ultimately scheduled and planned for substitutes to cover the 

classrooms so teachers could attend professional learning experiences.  The regularly 

scheduled grade-level team meetings occurred approximately every four to six weeks.  The 

teachers may not have been aware of the work that occurred “behind the scenes” as 

principals planned the budget, arranged the TCRWP consultant schedule, selected calendar 

day workshops, and gathered materials for professional learning.   

Principals across all cases were part of their schools’ grade-level team meetings, as 

evidenced by the interviews, observations, and teacher responses to open-ended questions.  

Although the principal was present, and in some cases, facilitated norm keeping, the 

principals exhibited shared leadership with their teams.  The grade-level meeting content 

varied with the schools’ needs.  The meetings were often half a day long, so the principals 

split the time into three sections.  One hour of planning time was allocated at the teachers’ 
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discretion, one hour was designated for scientific researched-based instruction (SRBI) work 

regarding student needs, and one hour was flexible depending on where the teachers were in 

their writing units.  The observed grade-level team meetings were organized slightly 

differently depending on the amount of time budgeted.  The teachers took ownership of this 

valuable time, and it was repeatedly classified as “sacred time” by the principals.   

To support the teachers, in some schools, the language arts coaches took the lead 

during these meetings.  The professional learning for the teachers focused on teacher needs 

throughout the instructional cycle of writing.  The grade-level team of teachers helped one 

another unpack the writing units, building an understanding through discussions and an 

opportunity to gather materials to best fit the writing units.  The grade-level team discussed 

questions, and if resources were needed, they were requested.  The principal used the 

TCRWP calendar days to support teachers who asked for or needed help with particular 

writing components.  “I will go through [the catalog] and I’ll pick the ones that I know will 

be coming up in the units of study or things I know have been very problematic” (Jamie, 

26365,26674).  Thus, the principal was expected to be a teacher resource.  These actions 

were consistent with the findings of Marzano et al. (2005) that principals needed to have 

monthly grade-level meetings, be visible, and have a shared purpose of focused instruction. 

Professional learning communities with TCRWP consultants occurred according to 

teachers’ needs.  In one observed grade-level training, the consultant modeled in a lab 

classroom with a small-group conferring session with three students.  The consultant used 

student writing samples that were below grade level, on grade level, and above grade level.  

The consultant had the students examine each piece for common components.  The teacher 

began to name writing elements, and soon the “students” wanted to go off on their own to try 
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it themselves.  In another observation, the team unpacked a lesson, and each teacher took a 

turn in the classroom, delivering the lesson and returning to the hallway for self-reflection, 

warm feedback, and tips.  All the grade-level teachers had a chance to execute the lesson 

while their grade-level team, language art coach, and principal observed.  This professional 

learning inside their classrooms was valuable.  With an unspoken foundation of trust, the 

teachers were able to reflect together with warm and supportive feedback.  In another 

observation, the consultant worked with the classroom teachers to make “game” stations to 

review basic test-taking strategies for an upcoming SMARTER Balanced Assessment.  

Although grade-level teams examined student growth in all content areas, in the 

current study, the researcher delimited the focus to writing.  The grade-level teams examined 

students’ on-demand writing assessments.  The grade-level teams accustomed themselves to 

a writing continuum that spanned kindergarten through sixth grade.  The grade-level teams 

used only a section of the continuum, comprising the grade level below, grade level, and 

grade level above to be able to score student work on various elements of writing.  

Occasionally, the teachers used higher or lower grade level on the continuum to meet the 

needs of the child.  During the interviews, the principals spoke about the teams calibrating 

themselves to score students similarly.  “If it’s fresh off of an on-demand, sometimes we’ll 

do some norming activities…scoring the [writing] rubric…depends on where they are in this 

cycle and where the meetings fall, but we generally have…a drilled-down discussion” 

(Cameron, 6597,7068).  As the teams of teachers read and scored student work, the teachers 

discussed the elements of writing that were strong and others that needed attention.  The 

teachers made notes to plan for future small-group lessons or individual conferring to support 

the students.   



 

244 

Principals encouraged teachers to meet students” where they are now” and to grow 

student achievement scores 9 points on the writing continuum.  This growth required 

teachers’ careful, intentional planning to differentiate teaching for students.  The principals’ 

knowledge of writing curricula facilitated conversations with teachers about focusing 

instruction on the leverage bands, which produced a higher impact on student writing 

performance.  The principals’ focus was on supporting the teachers.  

As long as you are willing to learn and improve your practice, then I will bend over 

backwards to support you in any way that is necessary, and I am understanding.  I get 

it.  I have not forgotten what it’s like to be a classroom teacher. (Andy, 13315,13555) 

Theme 2 and Relation to Research Questions 

In conclusion, the principals all prioritized regularly scheduled time for grade-level 

teams to collaborate on the writing instruction.  Depending on where the grade-level teams 

were in the instructional cycle, the grade-level teams worked together on understanding the 

writing curricula units, examining student work, and receiving professional development in 

the lab classrooms, all in support of the implementation of the new writing curricula.  The 

principals were part of their teams and had structures in place that shared the leadership with 

the other members of the group.  TCRWP consultants supported the grade-level teams 

throughout the school year.  The grade-level teams collaborated with TCRWP consultants 

through e-mail and were supported onsite.  The TCRWP support built a high level of 

coherence in grade-level fidelity across the four schools, as evidenced by the Teachers 

Writing Survey results.  

Research Question 1 was as follows:  “How do elementary school principals’ 

leadership styles support coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing curricula 
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aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  The principals used a model of distributive 

leadership with the grade-level team meetings.  Principals organized the grade-level team 

time into parts for the team to have time to focus on their own work.  The principals shared 

leadership with their language arts coaches and TCRWP consultants to support the writing 

curricula.  The principals continued their leadership, showing their leadership styles as 

learning leaders by creating environments in which their teachers could learn.  The principals 

reflected on how they continued their own learning as a result of the conversations and 

modeling of the grade-level meeting time.   

Research Question 2 was as follows:  “What are elementary school principals’ 

sequenced actions taken to support coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing 

curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  Theme 2 showed that the regular 

grade-level team meetings in which teachers met to collaborate on unpacking the writing 

curricula led to deeper understanding of how to make decisions on what to teach, as well as 

knowledge regarding how the lessons should look and sound.  In addition, the grade-level 

team time was important for teacher teams to examine student work.  The teachers completed 

exercises to calibrate scoring of the student writing against curricula continuum rubrics to 

ensure the teachers set similar expectations.  The teachers made instructional decisions for 

future explicit teaching for small groups or individual conferring sessions.  The TCRWP 

consultant work supported teachers’ discussions and provided opportunities for teachers to 

observe a lesson or to try out a new lessons, with support.  The one school without a TCRWP 

consultant was able to replicate the model with the language arts coach and teachers 

supporting teachers.  
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Research Question 3 was as follows:  “What challenges do elementary school 

principals encounter in their support of coherence and fidelity of implementation in writing 

curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  The challenge for creating 

opportunities for grade-level teams to meet with the language arts coach and the principal 

related to lack of funding or lack of enough substitutes to cover the classrooms.  These 

challenges become a district concern.  The participating schools also set time after school for 

additional grade-level meetings.  The challenge of holding meetings after school was that 

principals were unable to meet with each team, because all the K–5 grade-level teams met at 

the same time.  

Theme 3: Principals construct a culture of trust for teachers to promote risk taking and 

problem solving 

One of the classroom teachers, when I came back, was talking about how her 

kids were having so much difficulty taking a stance, and then supporting it 

with evidence.  I said, “Let’s try a debate.  I’ll give it a go.  Might work, might 

not work.  Might fall flat on my face.  If you don’t laugh at me, I’ll be good.  

(Jamie, 16083,16421) 

The CCSS writing standards required a newly aligned writing curriculum for teachers 

to implement.  Implementing a new curriculum created tension among teachers to interpret 

and deliver the content with certainty.  The principals constructed an environment of trust to 

support teachers with the new writing curricula.  Principals were “in the trenches” with the 

teachers and had to “walk the talk” to understand the work.  These principals were rated 

transformational leaders by their teachers, according to the results of the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 2004).   
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In this research, the principals guided the mandated curricula changes by inspiring 

and motivating others.  The leaders also encouraged others to take risks, try new things, and 

to grow.  The findings of this study support Yang’s (2014) finding that the principal shares 

the will to solve school problems, develops a vision for the school, and provides 

opportunities to share power to allow teachers to reach their potentials.  The principals in this 

research study built relationships and connections and encouraged others to do their best.  

For example, Principal Andy shared that he  

empowers [the teachers] to be their own instructional leaders.  I empower them to 

bring in the pieces that they don’t know…I empower them to dig deep and to drill 

down to specifics of curriculum and how to teach kids what kids need.   

The transformational principal develops a sense of belonging to the group and to the 

group goal of implementing change (Geijsel, Sleegers, Leithwood & Jantzi, 2003).  Jamie 

shared that she helped teachers solve problems, share responsibility, and take ownership.  

The findings of this study confirm Bongarten’s (2006) claim that effective principals 

integrate three leadership styles: instructional, distributive, and transformational.  Further, 

transformational leadership supports professional school culture; however, transformational 

leadership alone is not enough.  The findings of the study confirm Menon’s (2014) results 

that although teachers’ job satisfaction is positive with transformational leaders, teachers do 

not consider transformational leadership behaviors sufficient for effectiveness in education. 

Principals across all four cases discussed the value they placed on building 

relationships with teachers.  Principals shared in the interviews the importance of building 

and maintaining relationships and described how this relationship building requires 

purposeful effort.  Principals were sensitive to the teachers and the pressure they were under 
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with the curricula changes.  One principal stated that she chose not to delegate for fear of 

overburdening the staff.  The effort of the principal was noted in the interviews with the 

language arts coaches and in the teachers’ open-ended responses to questions on the survey 

and questionnaire.  Principals shared high levels of respect for their staff.  “If you want to be 

respected, you have to treat [the teachers] with respect” (Andy, 4379,5104).  Principals gave 

respect to the teachers partly through listening:  Principals listened throughout the day, 

during informal and formal opportunities.  Teachers communicated with the principals in 

informal hallway conversations, in before-school interactions, and any time of the day with 

an open-door policy.  The principal had formal opportunities throughout the school year to 

listen to the teachers in grade-level meetings, in the teacher evaluation process, and in formal 

observations.  The principals listened, validated teachers’ concerns, empowered teachers to 

improve professionally, and supported teachers in solving problems.  Amato’s (2008) 

narrative inquiry showed that when principals treated teachers and staff respectfully and the 

principal listened and validated their input, staff were willing to support positive change. 

Principals praised staff for professional accomplishments.  “I don’t think I take credit 

for anything, even though I help lead.  It’s really the success of what we do here, it comes 

from them” (Andy, 6146,6882).  Although the principals praised and respected the teachers, 

they articulated that principals cannot make everyone happy, nor is that their goal.  Principals 

needed to make informed decisions on best practices for school improvement.  The teachers 

supported this finding across all cases, stating the principals they admired were fair, 

professional, and respectful.  Findings of this research support Roman’s (2009) conclusions, 

that principals develop a culture of trust when they acknowledge teachers’ efforts and 

provide useful information for making decisions. 
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Teaching is an art; with so many factors in each lesson, every class contains some 

degree of uncertainty when teaching new curricula.  Teachers collaborated and received 

professional development; however, only teachers “in the trenches” of teaching understand 

the dynamics needed to manage the class and deliver the curriculum.  In this research study, 

principals were in the trenches with the teachers, at the grade-level meetings to unpack the 

curricula and on the floor in the classrooms monitoring instruction from the students’ points 

of view.  The principals modeled taking risks when they were supporting teachers with 

coaching.  One classroom teacher asked the principal for support in helping her students take 

a stance with evidence in their writing.  During the first interview, a principal shared that she 

had just returned from principal institute development, so she volunteered to coach the 

teacher in a debate.  “Let’s try a debate.  I’ll give it a go.  Might work, might not work.  

Might fall flat on my face.  If you don’t laugh at me, I’ll be good” (Jamie, 16083,16421).  

Principals across all cases encouraged teachers to monitor their lessons, and if the lessons 

were not going well or not proceeding as intended, to stop and adjust instruction.  Principals 

sought or used their knowledge of writing to support teachers. 

One principal shared that one qualification of teachers he hired was that they were 

willing to ask for help.  Teachers may feel insecure about asking for help; however, 

principals said they would rather that teachers ask questions to receive help or resources to 

support new curricula.  Principals described an open-door policy to signal their 

approachability in support of teachers.  In some circumstances, principals encouraged 

teachers to solve their own problems by asking questions.  Encouraging the staff to solve 

problems empowered staff to have open minds and take risks.   
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Principals across all cases recognized that teachers had different needs for feedback 

and support.  New teachers required more support from principals and language arts coaches.   

We have a lot of new teachers who are just digging in and they don’t even have a 

good handle on what the actual curriculum is [or] how to deliver it.  That’s most of 

our work this year is to dig deep into those pieces, provide them as many strategies 

and as much help that we can give them as far as that. (Andy, 8881,9180) 

During the interviews, it was evident that principals were respectful of teachers.  

Principals viewed their role as one of helping to facilitate teacher growth.  Although many 

teachers asked for support, it was the principals’ responsibility to provide feedback during 

classroom walkthroughs.  Teachers heard principals’ feedback as encouragement, probing 

questions, and difficult conversations.  Difficult conversations were sometimes necessary to 

address teachers’ instructional practices that were not aligned to the fidelity of the curricula.  

Ideally, difficult conversations were received with intention for growth.   

I try to have good relationships with everyone, but also honest and open relationships.  

And I think they appreciate that they can share with me, but I can also give them 

honest feedback, and they don’t take offense to that. (Cameron, 27194, 27756) 

The main challenges for principals, discussed under a separate theme, were getting into the 

classrooms and providing timely feedback. 

Conclusion of Theme 3 and Relation to Research Questions 

The codes and instances revealed the importance for principals to build environments 

of trust.  The principals accomplished this through building professional relationships with 

teachers that allowed the teachers to feel they could take risks and ask for help.  Principals 

encouraged these behaviors by modeling lessons, and providing opportunities for reflection, 
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and directing teachers on what to do.  Principals expected teachers to ask questions and seek 

support if they were uncertain about what and how to teach lessons.  The principals’ goal was 

to allow teachers to reflect and grow, not to make teachers feel bad; yet, there were bottom-

line expectations.   

I’ll tell them, I love you guys; however, it’s not about you.  It’s about the kids…so we 

bring it back to how does this writing rubric help our kids…what are we learning 

from it and what are our kids getting out of it.  So, once they tie it back to the kids, 

they’re feeling like it’s more beneficial. (Cameron, 28038,28755) 

Research Question 1 was as follows:  “How do elementary school principals’ 

leadership styles support coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing curricula 

aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  Theme 3 developed the need for a culture of 

trust so that teachers could learn new curricula.  All the principals, as evidenced by the MLQ 

results, were in the ideal range of transformational leaders who develop their teachers by 

building relationships and level of trust.  Transformational leaders support teachers to 

perform beyond expectations (Geijsel, et. al., 2003). 

Research Question 2 was as follows:  “What are elementary school principals’ 

sequenced actions taken to support coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing 

curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  Theme 3 provided insights on the 

actions principals take to build trust.  The principal must make the time to build relationships 

with teachers to create the environment of trust that enables teachers to take risks and learn 

from mistakes.  Although the principals built relationships authentically in their own ways, 

teachers shared they did enjoy a culture of trust, even with new principals who were 

establishing themselves in a new school. 



 

252 

Research Question 3 was as follows:  “What challenges do elementary school 

principals encounter in their support of coherence and fidelity of implementation in writing 

curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  Developing relationships and trust 

takes time.  Principals interviewed must make time to establish this trust to fulfill the 

district’s expectations.   

Theme 4: Principals set writing goals and monitor fidelity of implementation 

The expectation that they must be doing the on-demand per unit, there is a 

non-negotiable, it’s a whole-school initiative, we’re doing it together so 

having that non-negotiable about data collection, about data entry, about data 

analysis, and I really try to focus on the analysis piece. (Andy, 5283,5446). 

Principals across all cases used their knowledge of district expectations for writing to 

set their goals for writing and to support the teachers.  In order to achieve the visions, the 

principals set goals, timelines, and clear expectations in writing for teachers.  With their 

schools’ visions as the overarching framework, the principals set the time to implement 

professional development and collect information to understand how professional 

development helps support the teachers.  Specifically, one principal discussed how she set 

the vision that the TCRWP consultant would build upon their demonstration lessons and 

move into classroom coaching with the teachers, resulting in less observational work and 

more hands-on modeling.  The clear expectations included setting non-negotiable 

assessments, rubrics, data entry, and data analysis.  The vision, clearly communicated by the 

principal, became part of teacher-evaluation growth plans as a teacher goal and indicator of 

student growth.   
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Teachers supported the school writing vision by aligning their teacher evaluation 

goals with the schools’ goals.  They used the writing continuum rubric to measure on-

demand writing.  The principals support the writing curricula by following the writing pacing 

guide, using the “look-fors,” and seeking materials in time for teachers.  For example, a 

principal said, “Okay, we got this new unit coming in.  What are they going to need to order 

to make this run smoothly?” (Jamie, 24230, 24689).  Resources for teachers included time 

for grade-level team collaboration and for professional development.  Principals arranged 

time for teachers to learn from one another in their classrooms, often using substitutes to 

cover, or arranged time during TCRWP lab classroom time.  In lab classrooms, teachers or 

consultants taught a lesson and gave teachers the opportunity to observe and ask questions.  

Armstrong (2012) found that principals provided coverage and took turns with the teachers to 

demonstrate lessons in their classrooms.  

Principals who are knowledgeable of writing curricula know what to look for in 

classroom visits; thus, they are likely to notice “red flags” (TCRWP Principals Conference, 

2015).  The “look-fors” in classroom are observable things or actions that show the teacher is 

following the curricula (TCRWP Principals Conference, 2015).  Red flags are actions that do 

not match the curricula or actions or things that are part of the standards but missing from the 

classroom (TCRWP Principals Conference, 2015).  The principals in the current study 

maintained visibility in their schools by visiting classrooms.  In the classroom visits, the 

principal sat among the students, listened, and conferred.  They were able to gain a real sense 

of fidelity to instruction and discover opportunities to support teachers during the process.  

Participants in the current study described examples of classroom “look-fors” for the writing 

curricula, including anchor charts matching the units, student work, student notebooks, the 
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volume of writing, and the amount of teacher feedback given to students.  Principals who 

were knowledgeable were aware of what the writing curricula should contain as they visited 

classrooms and thus were able to support teachers during the process.   

Subsequently, the principals worked side-by-side with teachers as coaches in the 

classrooms.  They arranged follow-up “just in time” conversations with meaningful 

feedback.  The principal was just one resource for classroom teachers; other available 

resources included the school’s language arts coach, the TCRWP consultant, and grade-level 

colleagues.  One principal noted, “Okay, we got this new unit coming in.  What are they 

going to need in order to make this run smoothly, because I would hate for people to say, 

‘Well I couldn’t access the materials that [I] needed’” (Jamie, 24230,24689).  These findings 

are consistent with Armstrong’s (2012) conclusions that principals meet the needs of the 

teachers by using coaching plans and creating opportunities for peer visits. 

Theme 4 and Relation to Research Questions 

Principals help implement writing curricula through their leadership styles and their 

actions.  The work begins as principals become knowledgeable about the curricula.  The 

knowledge helps them build their schemas and then capture and share their schools’ visions.  

As the visions and district expectations become clear, principals monitor and support the 

process.  Principals monitor curricula by being in the classrooms and knowing what to look 

for to support writing outcomes.  

Research Question 1 was as follows:  “How do elementary school principals’ 

leadership styles support coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing curricula 

aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  Theme 4 indicates that the integrated principal 

leadership model needs to include learning leadership.  Instructional leaders need to have 
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deep knowledge to support teachers with feedback and staff development (Blase & Blase, 

2004).  Principals’ writing schemas support setting appropriate visions; however, feedback 

and professional development are the drivers that help improve teachers’ proficiency.  To be 

successful, the feedback must not only be high quality, but also delivered in such a manner 

that the feedback is accepted and used in teachers’ practices in the classroom.  

Research Question 2 was as follows:  “What are elementary school principals’ 

sequenced actions taken to support coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing 

curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  Theme 4 reflects the way the 

principals’ first set school goals to align with district goals.  Next, the principals align their 

own goals to those of their teachers.  With all staff working on the same goals, there is an 

increased level of coherence across grade levels, schools, and the district.  In classrooms, the 

principals used the classroom “look-fors” that they had learned in their training.  The 

principals worked to be visible around the school and in the classrooms.  The principals 

learned how to support teachers by observing the classrooms.  The teachers felt more willing 

to ask for help and perceived that their principals understood the realities of the classroom 

firsthand. 

Research Question 3 was as follows:  “What challenges do elementary school 

principals encounter in their support of coherence and fidelity of implementation in writing 

curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  The greatest challenge to principals’ 

work was time.  The principals had many responsibilities beyond supporting the new 

mandated writing curricula implementations.  The principals all shared frustration that some 

days these responsibilities kept them in their offices and out of the classrooms.  The teachers 

agreed that the number of principals’ responsibilities prevented them from doing the 
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important work of being in the classrooms.  Teachers suggested schools hire assistant 

principals to support principals’ work. 

Theme 5: Principals navigate tension among and between principals and teachers 

She [The principal] has so many demands on her, that sometimes she is not 

available when needed. (Teacher, 2892,3039) 

Across all four cases, data analysis indicated that the mandated changes in school 

writing curricula created tension for principals.  The principals were torn between their 

responsibilities of being instructional leaders and managing their school buildings.  Findings 

indicate that handling student behavioral issues, addressing facilities concerns, and meeting 

with parents were unpredictable and time consuming tasks during the school day, presenting 

a core challenge for principal participants.  All four principals in the study reported this 

challenge.  Their work often kept the principals in their offices and out of the classrooms.   

In addition to handling behavioral problems, principals had increased administrative 

duties, such as creating schedules, managing paperwork, and writing teacher-evaluation 

reports.  These demands created hardships on the principals’ time.  The challenge of time 

added to the principals’ tensions—the tensions they placed on themselves and the tensions of 

being visible and supporting teachers in the classrooms.  The challenges noted by principals 

in this study were consistent with Armstrong’s (2012) list of other principal demands, for 

example, central office meetings, parent and teacher meetings, and other administrative tasks.  

These tasks hindered daily communication with the teachers.  Principals often felt 

disappointed and dissatisfied when their self-expectations of supporting teachers in the 

classroom were not met. 
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Findings indicate that the principals needed training on the new writing curricula, on 

other curricula, and on teacher evaluations training.  This training, implemented by the 

district on a large scale, was needed to ensure calibration of principals.  This training, 

however, removed the principals from their schools and contributed to increasing tensions.  

All four principals’ interviews and observations produced the codes for challenge of 

balancing time, which was the seventh highest code (65 mentions).  “The number of 

responsibilities [the principal] has seems daunting—teacher evaluation, budgets, professional 

development, behavior management, parents, etc.  If some of this was alleviated perhaps [the 

principal] would be more effective in some aspects of her job” (Washington Elementary 

School Teacher, 3690, 4069).  The lack of substitutes to cover teachers who were absent or to 

cover grade-level meetings resulted in cancellations of meetings or meetings without 

complete teams present.  This lack of time not only created tension and strain on the staff, but 

tasks were not completed.  Not having full teams during grade-level meetings was a 

challenge to fidelity of the new writing curricula.  This challenge was out of the principals’ 

control and thus likely difficult to overcome. 

The new mandated writing curricula represent a major challenge to school districts.  

The language arts coaches have been used as district resources to revamp curricula and 

assessments to align closely to the new standards.  However, the revamp of the curricula 

occurred at the expense of the schools:  The language arts coaches were redeployed from the 

buildings to write the units of study and assessments aligned with the mandated standards.  

The language arts coach at Lincoln elementary commented, “I’ve been out of the building…a 

huge number of days which leaves me not available to support the teachers as much as I 

would like and they probably like, and would be beneficial.”   
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The lack of language arts coaches presented a challenge to the teachers and 

principals.  After the language arts coaches wrote the new units, they gave them to the 

teachers to implement and share feedback.  At a time when the teachers needed the most 

support, without the real-time coaching from the language arts coaches, teachers turned to 

their principals to provide help, which increased the tension.  Principal Andy described the 

pressure that teachers felt in response to changes in the writing standards:   

[The teachers] are in a little bit of turmoil on, one, what to teach, two, how to deliver 

the instruction…it takes three to five years to be really skilled at their practice as a 

classroom teacher if things [curriculum] is changing and you’re not adequately 

prepared to change. (Andy, 23400, 23781) 

This tension created a need that principals began to fill by building their own knowledge to 

support teachers.  The supports teachers needed were not one-size-fits-all remedies.  The 

principals relied on their own levels of knowledge and tried to support teachers while 

learning the new curricula and assessments at the same time.  In addition to supporting the 

teachers with the writing curricula, managing other new initiatives of K–5 curricula, and 

handling mandates involving teacher evaluation, the principals were overwhelmed.   

New mandates generated further tension and uncertainty among all stakeholders.  The 

principals were pulled out of their schools for professional training in the district teacher-

evaluation system.  Thus, learning the new teacher-evaluation system strained the principals’ 

time.  A code that emerged across all principal cases was increase of administrative type 

duties, which included creating schedules, handling paperwork, and writing teacher-

evaluation reports.  With the vortex of change created by the new mandates, pressure to 

understand the new writing curricula rapidly and implement it with fidelity began to factor 
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into the mandated teacher evaluations.  The findings were consistent with findings by Didier 

(2007) and Armstrong (2012) indicating that, despite principals’ efforts to put supports into 

place, curricula changes frustrate teachers.   

Principal Jamie discussed the other needs of her school.  The focus had been on T-

EVAL [teacher evaluation], SBAC [Smarter-Balanced Assessment Consortium, and SRBI 

[scientific researched-based instruction].  The teachers faced student gaps of knowledge and 

needed to adjust their approaches to teaching the curricula.  The teachers needed more 

feedback and confirmation of support in the classroom.   

In the interviews, the principals seemed to confess to the researcher that they were not 

meeting the expectations placed on them.  They wanted to be in the classrooms more, 

supporting teachers, and they lamented the fact that they were pulled out of the building.  The 

J. F. Kennedy Elementary language arts coach commented during her interview that the staff 

wondered, “How does she [the principal] do it?  They say she must not sleep between 

midnight and 6 a.m.”  The principals faced the challenge of balancing time in the day, the 

demands of the position, and the needs of the community.  This challenge of balancing time 

occurred 65 times throughout the interviews, the seventh highest code.  In an MLQ open-

ended response, A teacher commented about this challenge: “By the way, this doesn’t mean 

[the principal] should work longer hours, it means she needs more help with the work load” 

(Andy, 3243, 3485).  

In addition, the teachers needed more support with student discipline in the 

classroom.  Discipline took the principals out of the classrooms to handle student 

consequences and follow up with parents.  It was noted that a discipline problem or an 

unexpected parent meeting could consume a principal’s entire school day.  Working in the 
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office meant the principal was not in the classroom.  Thus, the principals found it difficult to 

monitor fidelity of curricula implementation and provide feedback, support, and 

encouragement.   

Theme 5 and Relation to Research Questions  

Research Question 1 was as follows:  “How do elementary school principals’ 

leadership styles support coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing curricula 

aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  The principals needed to have transformational 

leadership qualitative to support the growth and improvement of teachers, but the principals 

also needed to have change leadership.  The principals needs to have empathy for the teacher 

during this change process, yet have enough knowledge of the curricula to support teachers’ 

needs.  These steps take time to implement. 

Research Question 2 was as follows:  “What are elementary school principals’ 

sequenced actions taken to support coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing 

curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  Even though principals would ideally 

like to serve as instructional leaders, the principals in the study were unable to be in the 

classrooms as often as desired to work with teachers.  The principal needed to maximize the 

time that they did have with teachers during grade-level team meetings.  This sacred time 

helped the principals keep connected to the teachers and the work.  The principals were able 

to support teachers with the help of outside consultants whose time was devoted to 

supporting the teams.  The principals sent the message regarding the importance of the work 

by making the time sacred and uninterrupted. 

Research Question 3 was as follows:  “What challenges do elementary school 

principals encounter in their support of coherence and fidelity of implementation in writing 
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curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  The challenge was that the principal 

and teacher were learning the new writing curricula at the same time.  The principals who 

had affiliations with TCRWP used this curricula support to help teachers.  Despite this 

support, however, there was a push and pull on principals’ time.  Principals and teachers 

managed concurrent mandates that included state standards adoption in other content areas as 

well as teachers’ evaluations.  

Summary 

The purpose of this qualitative research was to gain insight from elementary school 

principals who had training from the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project 

regarding their leadership styles and actions.  Five overarching themes emerged from the 

data: (a) principals build writing schemas through acquisition of writing knowledge, 

(b) principals prioritize grade-level team meetings for collaborative learning and practice 

around writing practices, (c) principals construct a culture of trust for teachers to promote 

risk taking and problem solving, (d) principals set writing goals and monitor fidelity of 

implementation and (e) principals navigate tension among and between principals and 

teachers.  

Principals are often isolated, facing challenges and finding themselves tightly locked 

between the district leaders enforcing the mandated change and teachers who are required to 

make the change.  The principals in this study wanted to help but without knowledge of 

curricula and change, they were unable to do so and felt disappointed that they did not meet 

their own expectations.  The expectation of all the principals was to be in the classroom more 

often than their responsibilities currently allowed them.  The themes of this research support 
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the need for district leaders to consider principals’ needs when they face mandated curricula 

changes.  Conclusions and recommendations are presented in Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS  

This chapter provides a brief overview of the research study and methodically 

addresses the research questions presented at the commencement of this study.  The 

implications of the themes for researchers and practitioners are discussed.  Do you address 

areas for future research? The chapter addresses limitations of the study and concludes with a 

chapter summary. 

Synopsis of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to investigate how school principals’ leadership styles 

and actions build fidelity in the implementation of new writing curricula in their schools.  

The multi-case study included four urban elementary schools affiliated with the Teachers 

College Reading and Writing Project (TCRWP).  Each case represented one of four schools 

and included a principal, a language arts coach, if available, and classroom teachers.  In each 

case, data were collected through several methods, including interviews using the Level of 

Use protocol (Hall et al., 2006), observations, the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire 

(Avolio & Bass, 2004), and the Teachers Writing Survey (Cutler & Graham, 2008).   

The interviews were professionally transcribed.  The researcher shared the transcripts 

with participants and examined the data before beginning the coding process.  The transcripts 

were analyzed prior to completing the full literature review to allow new understandings of 

phenomena to emerge (Stake, 1995).  The researcher coded the data according to Saldaña 

(2012), and an analysis matrix was developed.  The matrix supported the development of the 

five themes that emerged across each case (Stake, 2015).   

Findings from the Teachers Writing Survey (TWS) were collected from kindergarten 

through fifth-grade classroom teachers.  The majority of teachers across all four cases were 
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females with their Master’s degrees.  The researcher examined teachers’ self-reported 

practices related to writing and concluded that the findings in each of the four sections of the 

Teachers Writing Survey (monitor fidelity, environment for fidelity, fidelity to student 

action, and implementation gaps) aligned with the district curricula and CCSS.  In addition, 

the writing activities aligned with the district curricula, CCSS, and the Teachers College 

Reading and Writing Project (TCRWP) writing curricula.  In conclusion, the findings across 

the case studies and grade levels showed consistency.   

The researcher next examined the leader and rater scores of the Multifactor 

Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 2004), which is a reflective tool used to identify 

leadership qualities within the full-range leadership model, consisting of transformational 

leadership, transactional leadership, and passive-avoidant behavior (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  

Findings indicate that years of experience had little impact on transformational leadership 

style; however, within this designation, all four principals studied met the research-validated 

benchmark reference criteria for transformational leadership.  In addition, principals’ 

experiences with writing curricula were a stronger indicator of support for teachers’ 

intellectual stimulation than were years of experience in education. 

The research study culminated in five emergent themes.  The themes represent 

integrated principal actions that address the research questions.  The first theme drove the 

change (implementation of new writing curricula), and each theme was interconnected and 

supported by an accompanying leadership style.  A core research finding was that principals’ 

knowledge, not years of experience, supported implementation of new writing curricula.   

Principals who do not take the learner stance for themselves do not learn much day to 

day, no matter how many years of “experience” they may accumulate, as little of that 
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prior experience was really aimed at their own learning.  Thus principals need to chart 

their own learning and be aware of its curve from day one if they are going to get 

better at leading. (Fullan, 2014, p. 59) 

Research Questions 

1. How do elementary school principals’ leadership styles support coherence and 

fidelity of implementation of writing curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-

century skills?  

2. What are elementary school principals’ sequenced actions taken to support 

coherence and fidelity of implementation of writing curricula aligned to the CCSS 

and 21st-century skills?  

3.  What challenges do elementary school principals encounter in their support of 

coherence and fidelity of implementation in writing curricula aligned to the CCSS 

and 21st-century skills? 

Research Question 1.  The first research question was as follows:  “How do 

elementary school principals’ leadership styles support coherence and fidelity of 

implementation of writing curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  This 

question was intended to explore the principals’ leadership styles that supported teachers 

during state-mandated changes of writing standards.  Principals across the four cases 

revealed their leadership styles through interviews with principals and language arts coaches, 

observations, and teachers’ responses on the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & 

Bass, 2004) and the Teachers Writing Survey (Cutler & Graham, 2008).  

From the findings, it is clear that principal leadership is complex.  Given the 

responsibilities of elementary school principals, it is important that principals are strategic 
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with their leadership styles to empower teachers to take initiative, to take risks, and to be 

open for feedback.  Previous research has shown that a well-accepted practice for school 

leaders is to have an integrated model of leadership style to address their complex 

responsibilities (Bongarten, 2006; Menon, 2014; Yang, 2014).  In this study, an integrated 

leadership model was developed to support a principal’s actions in the implementation of 

new writing curricula.  The integrated leadership model includes transformational leadership, 

learning leadership, and distributive leadership.  The supported principal actions represent 

this study’s five themes: (a) principals build writing schemas through acquisition of 

knowledge, (b) principals demonstrate shared leadership for professional learning 

communities, (c) principals construct a culture of trust to focus on student learning, (d) 

principals set writing goals and monitor fidelity of implementation, and (e) principals 

navigate tension among and between principal and teachers.  

Transformational leadership was the dominant leadership style of the participating 

principals, as evidenced by the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  

The transformational leadership style is evidenced by the trust and relationship developed by 

the principals to encourage teachers in a dynamic way to reach their potentials.  Principals 

built trust by supporting risk taking, observed when principals “practiced what they 

preached.”  Transformational leadership supports an organizational climate that provides 

healthy interactions, respects individual differences, and allows risk taking to motivate 

members (Avolio & Bass, 2004).  A teacher reported, “I enjoy working with the challenges 

she sets up for me” (Jamie, 7879,7971).  Another teacher noted, the principal “shows an 

interest in us as people and we want to work hard for him because we know that he has a 

genuine care for us” (Lincoln Elementary School Teacher, 5995,6300).  Findings from the 
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MLQ indicate that all principals acted in ways that others respected, had a strong sense of 

purpose, and articulated compelling visions of the future.  This research study confirms 

Menon’s (2014) conclusion that although transformational leadership behaviors are effective, 

they are not sufficient in themselves.  Principals are more effective if they use 

transformational leadership in conjunction with other leadership styles when supporting a 

new writing curriculum.   

The diffusion of the state-mandated CCSS was an authoritative decision that shifted 

the adoption of writing curricula to the implementation stage.  To support teachers’ 

implementations of writing curricula most effectively, principals must be knowledgeable 

about the content and be able to influence and change the opinions of others.  Rogers (1995) 

claimed, “Followers seek opinion leaders of higher socioeconomic status, more formal 

education, greatest mass media exposure, more cosmopoliteness, greater change agent 

contact and more innovativeness” (Rogers, 1995, p. 332).  Although previous research has 

supported the idea of principals as instructional leaders, the findings of the current study 

indicate that principals cannot be direct instructional leaders of their schools; rather, 

principals are instructional leaders who lead the learning by example and empower teachers 

to build capacity.   

It is easy to go overboard on instructional leadership.  Principals need to be 

specifically involved in instruction so that they are knowledgeable about its nature 

and importance, but if they try to run the show down to the last detail, it will have a 

very brief run on Broadway indeed. (Fullan, 2014, p.42) 

The principals in this study were learning leaders with the support of Teachers 

College Reading and Writing Project affiliation and consultants, as well as the school 
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language arts coaches.  Fullan (2014) posited that although effective principals should 

regularly be in classrooms to support their own schemas, valuable benefits accrue to 

principals who focus on developing individuals and groups (Fullan, 2014).  Principals and 

teachers in this research study shared the expectation that the principal should be in the 

classroom and participate in grade-level teamwork centered on writing instruction.  

Principals who have the greatest impact on student learning are the ones who focus on 

instruction, teacher knowledge, skills, and motivation, and create supportive working 

conditions such as time for collaboration (Leithwood & Louis, 2012).  Findings in Themes 1 

and 2 in this study confirm that participants’ principal leadership styles included being 

learning leaders.  

Findings show that the integrated model of principal leadership also included 

distributive leadership .  Theme 2 involves principals’ prioritization of grade-level teams for 

collaborative learning and practice around writing practices.  The principals practiced 

distributive leadership with the TCRWP consultants who led professional development and 

supported teachers with by unpacking writing curricula, examining student writing with the 

writing continuum rubrics, and supporting writing practices.  Principals’ practice of 

distributing leadership motivated the grade-level teams of teachers to take responsibility for 

their work.  This finding confirms Wood’s (2015) conclusion that principals need to share 

ownership, responsibility, and decision making with teachers.  

Research Question 2.  The second research question was as follows:  “What are 

elementary school principals’ sequenced actions taken to support coherence and fidelity of 

implementation of writing curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  This 

question was intended to identify actions of principals who had professional development as 
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part of their affiliation with the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project.  The actions 

found in this research study occurred naturally and with support from TCRWP.  In this 

research study, principals’ actions were explicitly performed and captured; however, the 

participants did not explicitly label these actions as practices.  Figure 1 shows the findings of 

the study related to Research Question 2, detailed in the following section.  

 

Figure 1. Principal actions to build curriculum fidelity. 

 

Theme 1 supports how in their efforts to support their teachers effectively, principals 

constantly sought opportunities to improve their knowledge base regarding the new writing 

curricula.  Principals developed their schemas of the new writing curricula delivered through 

the Writer’s Workshop.  Principals used Title I funds to affiliate with the TCRWP.  This 

affiliation and support was key to building both principal and teacher knowledge to improve 

student writing.  Singagliese (2012) concluded that Writer’s Workshop improved students 

and teachers’ attitudes toward writing as well as overall writing ability.   
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The Teachers College Reading and Writing Project gave principals an opportunity to 

be exposed to current research, current practices, and collaboration with other principals on 

writing instruction through organizational affiliation.  The affiliation provided resources, 

which included key tools to inform principals about what to look for in the classrooms and to 

provide real-time support throughout the school year.  Principals gained knowledge by being 

part of the work at the teacher level.  Principals who were often present in the classrooms 

during the writing lessons were knowledgeable of the content, as well as of the challenges 

that teachers faced during the implementations of the writing curricula.  When the primary 

and intermediate consultants from the TCRWP came to the schools, principals who 

designated that time as sacred sent a message about the importance of the work to teachers 

yet also continued building their own schemas.   

The second action of the principals was to set up grade-level team meetings.  

Although the participants in this research study called the teams of teachers working together 

grade-level teams, this type of meeting has also been called a professional learning 

community (Reimer, 2010).  Marzano (2003) posited how principals need to spend time with 

teachers interpreting standards and looking at common assessments in order for teams to 

have professional conversations about instructional practices.  The teachers met in teams for 

multiple purposes.  Focused specifically on writing, the grade-level teams met to unpack the 

curricula, to gain a deeper understanding of the new curricula, to model mini-lessons with 

feedback from colleagues, or to work with writing consultants.  In addition, grade-level 

teams examined student writing in groups called on-demands, checking student work against 

writing continuum rubrics to calibrate their scoring and to look for trends in the students that 

might constitute a strength or challenge.  The teams of teachers developed small groups to 
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support students with explicit instructions in target areas to improve their writing.  This study 

confirms Marzano et al.’s (2005) findings that the principal needs to be visible, focus on 

instruction, have monthly grade-level meetings to discuss instruction, maintain an open-door 

policy, hold systematic meetings, and know how to think and act in the context of change. 

The third action of the principals was to create a trusting environment for teachers.  

To do this, the principals worked to build relationships with the teachers by being visible and 

available to listen.  The principals helped teachers solve problems and empowered them to 

improve professionally.   

Do you want me to help you problem solve, or do you want me to solve your 

problem?  I really try to let them take the lead in solving their own problems.  Most of 

the time, they know the answers. (Jamie, 46189,46673) 

This support included encouraging teachers to take risks to try something new.  This finding 

confirms findings of Hall (2013) and Wood (2015), who called for teachers to take risks.  

The principals worked to acknowledge teachers’ accomplishments, and at the same time, 

gave honest feedback to improve teachers’ practices.  Amato (2008) found that when staff 

were treated with respect, and their input was validated, their willingness to improve 

increased.  Feedback given to teachers should be differentiated to support all the myriad 

needs of teachers. 

The fourth principal action that emerged from the findings was that the visions and 

expectations of the schools need to be clearly articulated.  The goals of school leaders, 

principals, and teachers should be aligned.  The expectations include setting non-negotiable 

or bottom-line expectations for the teachers to follow.  Setting expectations is important to 
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fidelity; Colandrea (2010) found a positive correlation between leadership policy and the 

content of teachers’ lesson plans.   

The fifth principal action to emerge from the findings was that principals monitor the 

instructional practices of the teachers who are implementing district leaders’ expectations.  

One way the principals in this study monitored the implementations was to be in the 

classrooms.  The principals used the classroom “look-fors” to help guide their walks around 

their schools to ensure that what they were seeing and hearing aligned with district 

expectations.  The principals sat down with the students and asked them questions about 

what they were learning and if the work was difficult.  If the work was not aligned, the 

principals held courageous conversations with the classroom teachers and coaches.  The 

principals also monitored instruction by being part of the grade-level team meetings and by 

looking at student work. 

Research Question 3.  Research Question 3 was as follows:  “What challenges do 

elementary school principals encounter in their support of coherence and fidelity of 

implementation in writing curricula aligned to the CCSS and 21st-century skills?”  This 

question was intended to explore the challenges of school leaders to support teachers during 

state-mandated changes in writing standards. 

Principals’ responsibilities have increased enormously over the past two decades.  

They are expected to run a smooth school; manage health, safety, and the building; 

innovate without upsetting anyone; connect with students and teachers; be responsive 

to parents and the community; answer to their districts and above all, deliver results. 

(Fullan, 2014, p. 6) 
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The findings of this study indicate that the challenges principals encountered were 

attributable to increased demands.  As shown in Theme 5, there was a sense of frustration 

and tension among the principals and the teachers.  Heifetz (1994) cautioned leaders that if 

change is not addressed appropriately, the change is unlikely to occur.  The teachers needed 

more support with the new curricula, and the principals were challenged to provide 

differentiated support to the teachers.  With the new teachers’ evaluations and other 

responsibilities, the principals needed to review how they performed their jobs.  They wanted 

more time in the classroom, yet they were pulled out of their offices into mandated meetings.  

Many responsibilities prevented them from being close to the work in the classroom, such as 

scheduled meetings, which included special education team meetings, as well as unexpected 

meetings.  Additional responsibilities that pulled principals from the classrooms included 

student misbehavior and general building management.  “That’s always an obstacle for me, is 

trying to figure out how to push the level of work across the board and not just give 

everybody the same thing.  That’s a challenge.  That’s a real challenge” (Jamie, 21427, 

21619). 

The principals claimed the practice of coaching or modeling in the classroom to 

support classroom teachers in writing was effective.  However, they also reported that they 

wanted to be present to support teachers in the classrooms even more frequently.  This 

finding confirms DeLucia’s (2011) findings that the responsibility of managing the school 

building presents a time constraint for principals to practice leadership.  DeLucia defined 

building management as handling student discipline, processing paperwork, and working 

with parents and teachers.  Principals in DeLucia’s study indicated they felt that 
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collaboration, communication, and relationships could help overcome external barriers such 

as time. 

Although many of the studies in the literature review presented principals as 

instructional leaders, applying this label has revealed blocks to effectiveness.  The results of 

this research study confirm that principals were learning leaders.  A result of being an 

instructional leader is micromanaging (Fullan, 2014).  The principals are second only to 

teachers in terms of their impact on student learning (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000).  Principals 

can fall to the “mercy of myriad expectations, so instructional leadership by micro-managing 

will be ineffective to create change of any size or scale” (Fullan, 2014, p. 10).  Findings of 

this study lead to the conclusion that principals need to implement integrated leadership 

styles to address the urgency in challenging situations. 

Suggestions for Educators and for Future Research 

In this study, the researcher explored how elementary school principals’ leadership 

styles and actions built fidelity in the implementation of writing curricula.  The results of the 

study lead to conclusions that are consistent with current research findings.  Researchers have 

described the principal as a learning leader (Fullan, 2014).  The learning leader focuses on 

what makes the biggest difference, as “principals can fall to the mercy of myriad 

expectations” (Fullan, 2014, p. 10).  This qualitative multiple-case study provides a picture of 

the leadership styles and actions of principals that support the implementation of new writing 

curricula, as well as the challenges that principals may face.  Several recommendations 

emerged for future researchers wishing to study this area further.   



 

275 

Recommendations for Practice 

Recommendations for district-level administrators.  Recommendations based on 

the results of this research study begin with the district level.  District leaders should 

implement a needs assessment survey to examine the duties and responsibilities of 

elementary school principals.  If the district can mitigate these responsibilities with additional 

support (assistant principals) or reduce the responsibilities, the principals could be 

empowered to support teachers and influence change.  For example, the principals in this 

research study revealed paperwork was a time challenge.  A closer investigation of required 

paperwork may reveal ways technology could help save time.  Other challenges addressed in 

this research study included handling teacher evaluations and student discipline.  Teachers 

recommended hiring assistant principals to ease principals’ administrative duties.  District 

leaders could further investigate the unique leadership challenges present in schools that have 

only one principal.   

The level of paperwork, the new teacher evaluation system.  There’s so much more 

paperwork this year, it seems like, and trying to manage just the management piece, 

problems with the cafeteria, some more increase in behavioral issues that have to be 

addressed.  The teacher evaluation thing has been the biggest piece, trying to manage 

all that. (Jamie, 2014,2116) 

This research study focused on the leadership styles and actions of principals in the 

support of new writing curricula implementation.  The researcher recommends the district 

provide principals the opportunity to expand their own knowledge of the writing curricula, 

viewed through the lens of their roles as principals.  The principals in this research study 

benefited from the knowledge presented by the Teachers College Reading and Writing 
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Project.  The TCRWP affiliation allowed principals to collaborate with colleagues from the 

surrounding areas and among themselves.  Participants regarded collaboration with their 

colleagues positively to support what they had learned from the TCRWP and to apply it 

within their schools.  The teachers also regarded principals’ knowledge as a strength and a 

resource for themselves.   

Recommendations for Future Research 

Further research is needed to understand the influence of principals’ leadership styles 

on student achievement.  A mixed-method study could provide insight on principals’ 

leadership styles by comparing results from a high-performing school in a suburban school 

district to results from a high-performing urban school.  The researcher could use the 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 2004) using district and teacher raters 

to reveal a global view of leadership to compare high-performing principals in suburban and 

urban areas.  

Further investigation could be explored with the interpretation of the Teachers’ 

Writing Survey (Cutler & Graham, 2008) results to with the Teachers College Reading and 

Writing Project curriculum.  Researchers could begin this investigation by examining this 

researcher’s designated benchmarks and alignment to the accepted frequency of practices and 

activities.  This same research could also look at the alignment of insider language of 

Teachers’ College Reading and Writing Project with wording of TWS survey questions. 

 Another area for future research is a comparison study of principals’ leadership 

styles and actions comparing the performances of principals’ who are affiliated with the 

Teachers College Reading and Writing Project to the performance of principals with no such 

affiliation.  In addition, the Teachers Writing Survey (Cutler & Graham, 2008) could be used 
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to compare the impact of The Integrative Leadership Style Model for Curriculum 

Implementation (Figure 2) on teachers’ instructional practices for writing.  Follow-up 

observations or lesson-plan reviews could identify instructional practices for further study. 

Another avenue of exploration is a direct observational study of principals for one 

week.  A researcher could observe a principal, record the time spent on specific actions, and 

record the challenges the principal faced and what actions the principal used to address the 

challenges.  Finally, future researchers could examine the practices of principals before and 

after training sessions at the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project.  The researchers 

could examine changes in principals’ practice that occurred as a result of the training.  

Qualitative Trustworthiness 

All researchers are concerned with presenting valid and reliable information.  Thus, 

they pay careful attention to the way they implement all phases of their studies, including 

data collection, data analysis, data interpretation, and presentation of their findings (Merriam, 

2009).  In the current study, the researcher designed strategies to address the limitations and 

achieve maximum trustworthiness.  Despite these strategies, the research study has 

limitations that need to be acknowledged, including threats to credibility and validity such as 

researcher bias.   

This study was a multiple-case study that encompassed four urban schools within the 

same Northeastern United States school district.  The threat implicit to this study may include 

that the same size of principals was limited to four and the principals were all in the same 

urban school district.  This researcher triangulated the data to address the threats to 

credibility and validity.  The triangulated data consisted of multiple interviews, multiple 

interview sources, observations, and data from questionnaires and surveys.  All interviews 
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were professionally transcribed and given to the participants for member checking.  Member 

checking is one way to be sure that the researcher’s bias was limited.  In addition, this 

research study was validated through a qualitative audit.  An auditor reviewed the collection 

and analysis of data, the researcher’s reflexive log, and all decisions made throughout the 

inquiry (Merriam, 2009).  The appendices include data from the survey, observations, and 

insider language, which further increases the trustworthiness of the findings of this research 

study.  

The researcher was the primary instrument for data collection during the interviews 

and observations and thus may have possessed biases that influenced the findings (Merriam, 

2009).  To address researcher bias, the interviews were digitally recorded, professionally 

transcribed, and member checked to ensure accuracy.  In addition, the researcher provided a 

researcher biography in Chapter 3 to support credibility in the researcher. 

Implications for Educators 

The researcher used the findings to develop a model for principals to use to sustain 

preparation to support teachers in the implementation of writing curricula.  Thus, the 

researcher proposes a model called the Integrative Leadership Style Model for Curriculum 

Implementation as illustrated in Figure 2 developed from the findings of this multiple-case 

study.  After analyzing the data from principals’ observations and interviews, the researcher 

realized that the principals created contextual leadership styles and actions driven by need.  

The principals in the study did not explicitly identify their professional practices.  However, 

after the principals revealed their practices, the practices could be identified and 

systematized.  Thus, other principals may benefit from honing and sharing high-leverage 

practices.   
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The Integrative Leadership Style Model for Curriculum Implementation that emerged 

from this study is grounded in the concept of the principal as a learning leader.  In order to be 

effective instructional leaders, the principals constructed foundational schemas regarding 

their knowledge of literacy.  As the findings from this study indicate, principals’ knowledge 

was built from direct and explicit professional development through the TCRWP training 

given at the university and in onsite coaching.  Principals who committed to attending these 

professional development sessions used their knowledge to drive future decision making and 

support of teachers through grade-level teams.   

 

 

Figure 2. The Integrative Leadership Style Model for Curriculum Implementation. 
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The Integrative Leadership Style Model for Curriculum Implementation that emerged 

from this study embeds the development of principals’ knowledge through a professional 

network of principals, as illustrated in the TCRWP cohort affiliation.  The cohort 

collaboration allows principals to solve problems together with other leaders who have 

similar resources and supports for their schools.  This resource sharing and collaboration 

builds a common language for the community to use in identifying best practices for 

curricula implementation.  Also embedded in the model is the principals’ participation in 

grade-level teams through which their knowledge of writing and literacy is distributed to the 

group.  Thus, the principal learns from the grade-level team and contributes to the team.  

Principals’ knowledge is applied in direct support of writing teacher teams.  In sum, the 

knowledge of the principal supports the heterophilous diffusion of innovation (Rogers, 

1995).  

Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to understand the leadership styles and actions of 

school principals related to the Teachers College Reading and Writing Project that build 

fidelity of implementation of writing curricula in their schools.  The researcher studied four 

case studies through interviews of school principals and language arts coaches, observations 

of grade-level team meetings, and examination of survey and questionnaire data about the 

leadership styles and actions of the principal participants in each school. 

Analysis of the data showed five themes: (a) principals build writing schema through 

acquisition of writing knowledge, (b) principals prioritize grade-level team meetings for 

collaborative learning around writing practices, (c) principals construct a culture of trust for 

teachers to promote risk taking and problem solving, (d) principals set writing goals and 
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monitor fidelity of implementation, and (e) principals navigate tension among and between 

principals and teachers.  The significance and implications of each of the five themes were 

presented and the implications for current and future practitioners and researchers were 

proposed and discussed.   

In conclusion, the five themes found from this research study were interconnected.  In 

Theme 1, principal schemas were revealed as a driving force.  Although the participants of 

this study were able to demonstrate specific actions and leadership styles, they were not able 

to identify or sequence them.  Therefore, if principals can identify their best practices 

regarding curricula implementation, the district could create professional development to 

support their efforts.  This work may contribute to the existing body of knowledge of 

principal leadership styles, change, and the connections to supporting teachers in the 

implementation of new writing curricula aligned to new state mandates.  Principals are 

unaware of when the next mandated curricula change occurs; however, a model of research-

based best practices for instructional leaders could anchor their work in the future. 
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Dear Superintendent, 

 

I am currently enrolled in the doctoral program for Instructional Leadership at Western 

Connecticut State University.  This program requires in fulfillment of my doctoral studies 

that I complete a dissertation research study.  With the onset of the Common Core State 

Standards, I have chosen to study how school principals’ leadership styles and actions build 

fidelity in the implementation of a new writing curriculum. 

 

I am seeking permission to study at four elementary schools; specifically with the building 

principal, language arts coach and classroom teachers.  My research study will consist of 45- 

90 minute interviews, observation of grade level professional development with a focus on 

writing and a classroom teacher survey.  The interviews will be conducted outside of the 

school day and in appreciation of the participant’s time each will receive a gift card to a local 

coffee shop. 

 

This research study has been reviewed and approved by Western Connecticut State 

University’s Institutional Review Board, proposal number 1415-100.  Participation in this 

study is completely voluntary and participants may refuse to answer any question and are 

free to withdraw at any time. 

 

Privacy will be protected.  Subjects’ (district, school, principal, language arts coach, 

classroom teachers) will be removed from all data files and reported information.  All 

identities will be maintained in a secure location to protect confidentiality and destroyed at 

the end of the study. 

 

I wish to thank the administrators in XXX Public Schools for considering participation in this 

study.  If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Kristina Eide Hislop  

 

I agree that the study described above can be conducted in the XXX Public Schools.  

 

_________________________ ___________________________ __________________ 

Please Print Name   Signature     Date 

 

Enclosure: Self-addressed stamped envelope for return.  

 

 

Department of Education and Educational Psychology 

 181 White Street Danbury, CT 06810 
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Dear Principal, 

 

I am currently enrolled in the doctoral program for Instructional Leadership at Western 

Connecticut State University.  This program requires in fulfillment of my doctoral studies 

that I complete a dissertation research study.  With the onset of the Common Core State 

Standards, I have chosen to study how school principals’ leadership styles and actions build 

fidelity in the implementation of a new writing curriculum. 

 

I am seeking your permission to participate in my study that would include a leadership 

questionnaire, a 45-90 minute interview, observation, and participation of your staff.  The 

observation would be during a grade level writing professional development.  The 

involvement of your staff would be an interview with your language arts coach, participation 

in a leadership survey and voluntary classroom participation in an online writing survey.  The 

interviews will be conducted outside of the school day and audio recorded, transcribed and 

studied.  In appreciation of all participants’ time, each will receive a gift card to a local 

coffee shop. 

 

This research study has been reviewed and approved by Western Connecticut State 

University’s Institutional Review Board, proposal number 1415-100.  Participation in this 

study is completely voluntary and participants may refuse to answer any question and are 

free to withdraw at any time. 

 

Privacy will be protected.  Subjects’ (district, school, principal, language arts coach, 

classroom teacher) will be removed from all data files and reported information.  All 

identities will be maintained in a secure location to protect confidentiality. 

 

I wish to thank you and your staff for considering participation in this study.  If you have any 

questions, please feel free to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Kristina Eide Hislop  

 

I agree to participate in the study described above.  

 

_________________________ ___________________________ __________________ 

Please Print Name   Signature     Date 

Enclosure: Self-addressed stamped envelope for return.  

 

 

Department of Education and Educational Psychology 

 181 White Street Danbury, CT 06810 
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Dear Language Arts Coach, 

 

I am currently enrolled in the doctoral program for Instructional Leadership at Western 

Connecticut State University.  This program requires in fulfillment of my doctoral studies 

that I complete a dissertation research study.  With the onset of the Common Core State 

Standards, I have chosen to study how school principals’ leadership styles and actions build 

fidelity in the implementation of a new writing curriculum. 

 

I am seeking your permission to participate in my study.  My research study will consist of a 

45-60-minute interview, participation in the leadership survey and additional follow up 

observation during a professional development workshop in writing.  The interviews will be 

conducted outside of the school day, audio recorded and sent for transcription.  In 

appreciation of your time, you will receive a gift card to a local coffee shop. 

 

This research study has been reviewed and approved by Western Connecticut State 

University’s Institutional Review Board, proposal number 1415-100. Participation in this 

study is completely voluntary and participants may refuse to answer any question and are 

free to withdraw at any time. 

 

Privacy will be protected. Subjects’ (district, school, principal, language arts coach, 

classroom teacher) will be removed from all data files and reported information. All 

identities will be maintained in a secure location to protect confidentiality. 

 

I wish to thank you for considering participation in this study. If you have any questions, 

please feel free to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Kristina Eide Hislop  

 

I agree to participate in the study described above.  

 

_________________________ ___________________________ __________________ 

Please Print Name   Signature     Date 

 

Enclosure: Self-addressed stamped envelope for return. 

  

 

 

Department of Education and Educational Psychology 

 181 White Street Danbury, CT 06810 
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Dear Classroom Teacher, 

 

I am currently enrolled in the doctoral program for Instructional Leadership at Western 

Connecticut State University.  This program requires in fulfillment of my doctoral studies 

that I complete a dissertation research study.  With the onset of the Common Core State 

Standards, I have chosen to study how school principals’ leadership styles and actions build 

fidelity in the implementation of a new writing curriculum. 

 

I am seeking your participation in two online questionnaires.  The questionnaires take 

between 20- 30 minutes.  It is possible that you also will be a participant in a grade level 

professional development observation.  In appreciation of your time, you will receive a gift 

card to a coffee shop.  The online survey is anonymous and the gift card will be given to you 

with the exchange of a non-identifying page printed at the end of the survey.  

 

This research study has been reviewed and approved by Western Connecticut State 

University’s Institutional Review Board, proposal number 1415-100.  Participation in this 

study is completely voluntary and participants may refuse to answer any question and are 

free to withdraw at any time. 

 

Privacy will be protected. Subjects’ (district, school, principal, language arts coach, 

classroom teacher) will be removed from all data files and reported information. All 

identities will be maintained in a secure location to protect confidentiality. 

 

I wish to thank you for considering participation in this study. If you have any questions, 

please feel free to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Kristina Eide Hislop  

 

 

I agree to participate in the study described above.  

 

_________________________ ___________________________ __________________ 

Please Print Name   Signature     Date 

Enclosure: Self-addressed stamped envelope for return. 

 

  

 

 

Department of Education and Educational Psychology 

 181 White Street Danbury, CT 06810 
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Principal Interview  

Session 1, Part 1 

Introduction and Overview 

I am working on my dissertation in fulfillment of my doctorate in Instructional 

Leadership at Western Connecticut State University.  For the next 45-90 minutes, I will ask 

you some questions about your role as principal in the implementation of the writing 

curriculum.  I’d also like your consent to audio-record your responses so that I can review 

your statements at a later time.  All of your responses will be confidential.  I am the only one 

who will know your name. Your answers will be combined with those from other people I 

will interview to get an overall picture of the role of a principal in the implementation of the 

writing curriculum. If you need to take a break, or reschedule a section of the interview, 

please let me know.  If you are uncomfortable with any aspect of the interview, please feel 

free to say so and we can stop the audio recording or the interview at any time you wish.  No 

explanation is needed.  Ready?  Now that the audio recorder is on, please state your name, 

the date, and that you consent to have your responses recorded. Thank you. 

 

Session 1, Part 2 

Demographic Survey, Adapted from (Cutler & Graham, 2008) 

1. Please indicate your highest degree:  

 Bachelor’s 

 Bachelor’s + 

 Master’s 

 Master’s + 

 Doctorate 

 

2.  Please identify your evaluation of the quality of the preparation you received for teaching 

writing within your teacher certification program.  

 Exceptional          

 Very good           

 Adequate               
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 Poor         

 Inadequate 

 

3. How many years have you taught?  

 In what grade(s)  

 What subject area(s)?  

 

4. How many years as an Administrator or Principal? 

5. How many years has the school been affiliated with the Teachers College Reading and 

Writing Project? 

6. How many years and in what capacity have you been affiliated or worked with Teachers 

College Reading and Writing Project? 

 

Session 1, Part 3  

Semi-Structured Interview Questions 

7. Please tell me about a typical day, emphasizing your time spent supporting teachers with 

the writing curriculum. 

8. Please tell me about your role in a typical grade level team meeting, with emphasis on 

writing. 

9. Please tell me about your role in a typical professional development in writing curriculum. 

10. Please tell me about the best practices that you use in your work. 

11. Please tell me about challenges that you face with your support of the writing curriculum 

and how you address these challenges. 

  



 

312 

Session 1, Part 4 

Structured Level of Use Interview Protocol, Branching Question Technique 

1. Describe your leadership style and role as principal as it pertains to the writing curriculum.  

A. What do you see as the strengths and weaknesses of your leadership style and role as 

principal as it pertains to the writing curriculum?   

 Have you made an attempt to do anything about the weakness? 

 

B. Are you currently looking for any information about your leadership style and role as 

principal as it pertains to the writing curriculum?  

 What kind?   

 For what purpose? 

 

C. What do you see as being the effects of your leadership style and role as principal as it 

pertains to the writing curriculum? 

 In what way have you determined this?  

 Are you doing any evaluating, either formally or informally of your leadership style 

and actions as it pertains to the writing curriculum?  

 Have you received any feedback from teachers?  

 What have you done with the information that you get? 

 

D. Have you made any changes recently to your leadership style and role as principal as it 

pertains to the writing curriculum? 

 What?  
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 Why?  

 How recently?  

 Are you considering making any changes? 

 

E. As you look ahead to later this year, what plans do you have in relation to your leadership 

style and role as principal as it pertains to the writing curriculum? 

 

F. Are you working with others (outside anyone you may have worked with from the 

beginning) in your leadership style and actions as it pertains to the writing curriculum? 

 Have you made any changes based on this coordination? 

 

G. Are you considering making or planning to make major modifications or replace your 

leadership style and role as principal as it pertains to the writing curriculum? 

 How do you work together?  

 How Frequently?  

 What are the strengths and the weakness of this collaboration? 

 Are you looking for any particular kind of information in relation to this 

collaboration? 

 When you talk to others about your collaboration, what do you share with them? 

 Have you done any formal or informal evaluations of how your collaboration is 

working? 

 What plans do you have for this collaborative effort in the future? 
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Session 2, Part 5 

 Review of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Results 

The researcher will review the full range model of leadership with the principals and present 

to the results in the form of the MLQ Leaders Report.  The researcher will summarize that 

the Leaders Report was been professionally created for you based on the principal and 

teacher input.  The data was presented in several ways to show a comparison to the norm-

referenced scores. The researcher will walk the principal through several sections and ask the 

principal to provide initial reactions to the Leaders Report Results.   

 

Session 2, Part 6 

Review of the Teachers Writing Survey Results 

I would like to review the results of the Teachers Writing Survey.  The researcher will review 

the limitations of some of the survey questions.  The principal will share insights on TWS 

questions that show fidelity of curriculum implementation and any other reflections. This 

unstructured interview will allow for insight for both researcher and participant.  

 

The researcher will end the interview from the open-ended section of what their teachers 

admire most about the principal’s leadership.  The researcher will express gratitude and 

reiterate that the interview is confidential. The researcher will share the results with the 

principals’ at their request at the conclusion of the study. 
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Appendix H: Teachers Writing Survey Instrument 
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Teachers Writing Survey, Cutler & Graham (2008) 

Section I: Please complete the following questions 

1. Please indicate your gender: 

 Male 

 Female 

 

2. Please indicate your ethnicity: 

 Hispanic 

 Black 

 White 

 Asian 

 Other 

 

3. Please indicate your highest degree:  

 Bachelor’s 

 Bachelor’s + 

 Master’s 

 Master’s + 

 Doctorate 

 

4. How many years have you taught? 

 1-4 years 

 5-9 years 

 10-14 years 

 15-19 years 

 20-24 years 

 25-29 years 

 30-34 years 

 35- 39 years 

 40-44 years 

 45+ years 

 

5.  Please identify your evaluation of the quality of the preparation you received for teaching 

writing within your teacher certification program.  

 Exceptional          

 Very good           

 Adequate               

 Poor         

 Inadequate 

 

6. How many years have you taught?  
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7. What grade do you currently teach? 

8. What is your assessment of the overall writing achievement level of all students in your 

classroom? 

 Number of students who are above average writers (writing more than 1 grade level 

above current grade placement) 

 Number of students who are below average writers (writing more than 1 grade level 

below current grade placement) 

 Number of students who are average writers 

 

9. Check which of the following best describes your approach to writing instruction: 

 Process 

 Tradition skills approach 

 Other 

 

Section 2: Questions with scale 

Strongly Disagree, Moderately disagree, Disagree Slightly, Moderately Agree, Strongly 

Agree  

10. I like to teach writing. 

11. I effectively manage my classroom during writing instruction. 

12. I like to write. 

13. I am effective at teaching writing. 

Section 3 

14. During an average week, how many minutes do you spend teaching each of the 

following? 

 Spelling 

 Handwriting 

 Revising Strategies 

 Planning Strategies 

 

15. How much of you instructional time in writing involves whole group? 

16. How much of your instructional time in writing involves small group instruction or 

cooperative learning activities? 

17. How much of your instructional time in writing involves individualized instruction? 

18. Do you use a commercial program to teach writing, handwriting, spelling, or any other 

aspect of composition? 
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 Yes 

 No 

 

19. Please check which of the following writing activities your students have or will do this 

year. 

 Stories 

 Lists 

 Alphabet books 

 Personal Narratives 

 Book Reports 

 Completing Worksheets 

 Books 

 Journal Writing 

 Poems 

 Comic Strips 

 Plays 

 Copying Text 

 Writing letters to others 

 Writing to Persuade 

 Writing in response to book 

 Writing summaries 

 Biographies 

 Autobiographies 

 Writing to inform 

 Other 

 

Section 4: Questions with scale 

Scale: Never, Several times a year, Monthly, Several times a month, weekly, Several times a 

week, Daily, Several times a day.  

20. How often do you conference with students about their writing? 

21. How often do students conference with their peers about their writing? 

22. How often do students select their own writing topics? 

23. How often do your students engage in “planning” before writing? 

24. How often do your students “revise” their writing products? 

25. How often do students share their writing with their peers? 

26. How often do students “publish” their writing? (Publish means to print or write it so that 

it can be shared with others.) 

27. How often do students help their classmates with their writing? 

 

Likert Scale: 1 Never to 7 Always 

28. How often do students are allowed to complete writing assignments at their own place 

29. How often do you encourage students to use “invented spellings” at any time? 
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Scale: Never, Several times a year, Monthly, Several times a month, weekly, Several times a 

week, Daily, Several times a day.  

30. How often do you read your own writing to your students? 

31. How often do you teacher sentence construction skills? 

32. How often do you teach students about ways of organizing text or how texts are 

organized? 

33. How often do you teach students strategies for planning? 

34. How often do you teach students strategies for revising? 

35. How often do you teach students handwriting skills? 

36. How often do you teach spelling skills? 

37. How often do you teach grammar skills? 

38. How often do you teach punctuation skills? 

39. How often do you teach capitalization skills? 

40. How often do you provide mini-lessons on writing skills or processes students need to 

know at this moment – skills, vocabulary, concepts, strategies or other things? 

41. How often do you overly model writing strategies? 

42. How often do you model the enjoyment or love of writing for students? 

43. How often do you reteach writing skills or strategies that you previously taught? 

44. How often do you assign writing homework to students in your class? 

45. How often do your students work at writing centers? 

 

Likert Scale: 1 Never to 7 Always 

46. How often does your writing lessons have multiple instructional goals? 

47. How often do you use writing prompt to encourage student writing? 

48. How often do your students use a graphic organizer when writing? 

 

Scale: Never, Several times a year, Monthly, Several times a month, weekly, Several times a 

week, Daily, Several times a day.  

49. How often do you monitor the writing progress of your students in order to make 

decisions about writing instruction? 

50. How often do you encourage your students to monitor their own writing progress? 

51. How often do students use rubrics to evaluate their writing? 

51. How often do students in your classroom use writing portfolios (add material to a 

portfolio, look at material already in it, and so forth.) 

52. How often do you ask students to write at home with parental help? 

53. How often  do you ask parents to listen to something their child wrote at school? 

54. How often do you communicate with parents about their child’s writing progress? 

55. How often do you allow one or more students in your classroom to write by dictating 

their compositions to someone else? 

56. How often  do you allow one or more students in your classroom to use computers during 

the writing period? 

57. How often do students use writing to support reading? 

58. How often do students use reading to support writing? 

59. How often do your students use writing in other content areas such as social studies, 

science, and math? 

Additional questions for Hislop (2016) research study: 
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A. What is your school location?   

B. Has the Common Core State Standards influenced you during writing workshop?  

C. Open-ended questions Briefly describe your perception of what the role of the principal is 

in implementing the writing workshop?  

D. Briefly describe units of study in writing you have implemented so far this school year. 

E. What experience, if any, do you have with the Teacher’s College Reading and Writing 

Project? 

 

 

  



 

321 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix I: Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, Leader and Rater Sample Forms 
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Sample was removed from dissertation to comply with copyrights. 
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Appendix J: Levels of Use 
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Levels of Use of the Innovation With Decision Points 

Note: Specific questions are embedded in the script for the principal interviews.  This table 

has been inserted for reference, however the manual can be found on the 

http://www.sedl.org/cbam/lou_manual_201410.pdf. 

LoU 0 Nonuse: State in which the user has little or no knowledge of the innovation, has no 

involvement with the innovation, and is doing nothing toward becoming involved. 

Decision Point A: Takes action to learn more detailed information about the innovation. 

LoU I Orientation: State in which the user has acquired or is acquiring information about 

the innovation and/or has explored or is exploring its value orientation and its demands 

upon the user and the user system.  

Decision Point B: Makes a decision to use the innovation by establishing a time to begin. 

LoU II Preparation: State in which the user is preparing for first use of the innovation. 

Decision Point C: Makes user oriented changes. 

LoU III Mechanical Use: State in which the user focuses most effort on the short-term, 

day to day use of the innovation with little time for reflection.  Changes in use are made 

more to meet user needs than client needs.  The user is primarily engaged in a stepwise 

attempt to master the tasks required to use the innovation, often resulting in disjointed and 

superficial use. 

Decision Point D-2: Changes use of the innovation in order to increase outcomes, based 

on formal or informal evaluation. 

LoU IVB Refinement: State in which the user varies the use of the innovation to increase 

the impact on clients within immediate sphere of influence.  Variations are based on 

knowledge of both short and long term consequences for clients. 

Decision Point E: Initiates changes in use of the innovation for the benefit of clients, based 

on input from and in coordination with colleagues. 

LoU V Integration: State in which the user is combining own efforts to use the innovation 

with the related activities of colleagues to achieve a collective effect on clients within their 

common sphere of influence. 

Decision Point E: Initiates changes in use of the innovation for the benefit of clients, based 

on input from and in coordination with colleagues. 

LoU V Integration: State in which the user is combining own effectors to use the 

innovation with the related activities of colleagues to achieve a collective effect on clients 

within their common sphere of influence. 
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Decision Point F: Begins exploring alternatives or major modification to the innovation 

presently in use. 

LoU VI Renewal: State in which the user reevaluates the quality of use of the innovation, 

seeks major modifications or alternatives to present innovation to achieve impact on 

clients, examines new developments in the field, and explores new goals for self and 

system. 
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Appendix K: Language Arts Coach Interview Questions  
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Language Arts Coach Interview 

Session 1, Part 1 

Introduction and Overview 

I am working on my dissertation in fulfillment of my doctorate in Instructional 

Leadership at Western Connecticut State University.  For the next 45-60 minutes, I will ask 

you some questions that probe the role of principal in the implementation of the Writing 

Curriculum.  I’d also like your consent to audio-record your responses so that I can review 

your statements at a later time.  All of your responses will be confidential. I am the only one 

who will know your name. Your answers will be combined with those from other people I 

will interview to get an overall picture of the role of a principal in the implementation of the 

writing curriculum.  If you are uncomfortable with any aspect of the interview, please feel 

free to say so and we can stop the audio recording or the interview at any time you wish. No 

explanation is needed.  Ready? Now that the audio recorder is on, please state your name, the 

date and that you consent to have your responses recorded.  Thank you. 

 

Let’s begin; now that the audio recorder is on, please state your name, the date and that you 

consent to have your responses recorded.  Thank you. 

Session 1, Part 2 

Demographic Survey, Adapted from (Cutler & Graham, 2008) 

1. Please indicate your highest degree:  

 Bachelor’s 

 Bachelor’s + 

 Master’s 

 Master’s + 

 Doctorate 
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2.  Please identify your evaluation of the quality of the preparation you received for teaching 

writing within your teacher certification program.  

 Exceptional          

 Very good           

 Adequate               

 Poor         

 Inadequate 

 

3. How many years have you taught?  

 In what grade(s)  

 What subject area(s)?  

 

4. How many years as an Administrator/Principal/ Language Arts Coach? 

5. How many years has the school been affiliated with the Teachers College Reading and 

Writing Project? 

6. How many years and in what capacity have you been affiliated or worked with Teachers 

College Reading and Writing Project? 

 

Session 1, Part 3 

Semi-structured Language Arts Coach 

1. Describe your role and the writing curriculum. 

2. In what ways does the principal provide leadership to support and ensure writing 

curriculum to the faculty? 
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3. How does your principal stay current with writing initiatives and in what ways (formal and 

informal) is this shared with the faculty? 

4. How does a principal walkthrough affect your writing instruction/ coaching before, during, 

or afterward? 

5. How do you adjust your writing instruction/ coaching after the principal provides you with 

feedback from an observation? 

6. How does professional development or professional learning communities support writing 

instruction? 

7. In what ways do you or your teams look at student work or assessments and what are the 

outcomes, if any? 

8. How are teachers held accountable for writing instructional practices and are there routine 

data collections (student work, lesson plans, conferring notes)? 

9. Are there any other ideas you would like to add about principal roles as curriculum leaders 

of writing, and leadership specifically in Writers Workshop? 

Thank you for your time, I want to again reiterate that the interview is confidential.   
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Appendix L: Research Instruments 
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Principals’ Research Instruments 

Instrument Purpose Time 

Allotment 

Analysis 

Demographic Survey To support rich 

description ie: how 

long as participant 

been a principal or 

what level of 

experience do they 

have with Teachers 

College Reading and 

Writing Project. 

10 minutes •Tabulating data for 

demographic reporting 

•Will be used for 

accurate descriptions of 

the participants and 

cases 

 

Interview  

Semi-structured  

Explore principal 1. 

Actions 2. Reflection 

of Multifactor 

Leadership 

Questionnaire  

3. Reflection of 

Teacher’s Writing 

Survey. 

 

30 minutes x 

3 parts =   

90 minutes 

•Recording and 

transcribing interviews 

•Coding schema to be 

determined 

•Reviewing field notes 

•HyperResearch tool for 

coding 

Interview 

Structured Level of 

Use 

Explore principal 

actions and reflection 

of Multifactor 

Leadership 

Questionnaire 

45 minutes •Recording and 

transcribing interviews 

•Coding schema to be 

determined 

•Reviewing field notes 

•HyperResearch tool for 

coding 

Multifactor 

Leadership 

Questionnaire (MLQ) 

Explore principal 

leadership styles 

15 minutes •Explore principal’s 

leadership styles 

 

Observation Observe principal, 

language arts coach 

and classroom 

teachers in writing 

professional 

development 

60-120 

minutes 

• Explore role principal 

and interactions with all 

participants. 
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Language Arts Coaches’ Research Instruments 

Instrument Purpose Time 

Allotment 

Analysis 

Demographic Survey To support rich 

description ie: how long 

as participant been a 

principal or what level 

of experience do they 

have with Teachers 

College Reading and 

Writing Project. 

10 minutes •Tabulating data for 

demographic reporting 

•Will be used for 

accurate descriptions of 

the participants and 

cases 

 

Interview Explore coach 

perspective of 

leadership style and 

actions of principal 

45 minutes •Recording and 

transcribing interviews 

•Coding schema to be 

determined 

•Reviewing field notes 

•HyperResearch tool for 

coding 

 

Teacher Writing 

Survey  

Explore implemented 

writing curriculum 

15 minutes •Explore writing 

practices 

•To support the 

qualitative analyses of 

interviews and 

questionnaires 

 

Multifactor 

Leadership 

Questionnaire 

Explore principal 

leadership styles 

15 minutes •Explore principal’s 

leadership styles 

 

Observation Observe principal, 

language arts coach and 

classroom teachers in 

writing professional 

development 

60-120 

minutes 

• Explore role principal 

and interactions with all 

participants. 
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Teachers’ Research Instruments 

Instrument Purpose Time 

Allotment 

Analysis 

Teacher Writing 

Survey  

Explore 

implemented writing 

curriculum 

15 minutes •Explore writing 

practices 

•To support the 

qualitative analyses of 

interviews and 

questionnaires 

 

Multifactor 

Leadership 

Questionnaire 

Explore principal 

leadership styles 

15 minutes • Reflection principal’s 

leadership styles 

 

 

Observation  Observe principal, 

language arts coach 

and classroom 

teachers in writing 

professional 

development 

60-120 

minutes 

• Explore role principal 

and interactions with all 

participants. 
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Appendix M: Sample Observations Notes 
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Washington Elementary School, Observation Notes March 11, 2015 
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Entering 

school 

building/office: 

 

Spanish 

conversations 

 

Professional 

 

New building 

 

Secure 

 

 

Lift the level 

 

 

 

 

Mentor text 

 

Student work 

 

 

 

 

 

Grade 3 

Parents came out of office talking to principal, spoke to child about 

having good behavior. 

 

Pledge and school pledge 

 

Teacher and TC consultant meet ahead of time, I join principal with the 

two that are now headed to the classroom.   

 

Teacher takes notes 

 

TC pulls three students and discussion about writing rubrics moving work 

from a 2 to a 3. 

 

TC to students “What can you do to lift the level use of transition words. 

 

Teach you what the reader did – teacher takes notes. 

 

Principal – Q- Yesterday we used student work (today pieces from the  

curriculum). 

TC explains why she choices to have the level 3 mentor texts- for 

students to see everything (all the features of the 3. 

 

TC use a text that they are familiar – to focus on what’s different. 

 

Value to using kid writing – look what student did.  Student work, 

authentic,  

Inquiry 

 

Take 

noticing 

 

Naming 

own 

knowledge 

 

Transition 

ends 

 

Explicit 

teaching 

 

Elaborate 
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Value 

 

Authentic 

 

Progression of 

content 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Anchor charts 

 

This (the examples) are meant to show  progression of content.  If used 

kids work, kids might focus on spelling mistakes. 

 

Show two different ways C 

To teacher all small groups  

 

Teacher wasn’t sure. 

Not cookie cutter. 

You might them 4 – raise level of notebook work.   

 

Doesn’t have to be new everyday. 

 

 

Principal  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I had 

misconception 

that it should 

be whole 

group. 
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Appendix N: CITI Training Certificate 
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Appendix O: Sample Entries from Researcher Reflexive Log 
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4/13/15 I can hardly believe that it is time to code.  I am on vacation with my family and 

so proud to be disciplined enough to being this work.  I have watched the hyper 

research tutorials – and have loaded my data.  I have read all interviews and 

made notations of probes for the next interview – things I still wondered about 

after the fact.  This is where the “work happens: – at my parent’s club house.  

  
 

I completed 2 cases of interviews and starting my 3rd but am too tired to go on...  

I have 81 codes.  I have been using the HyperRESEARCH to make annotations 

as needed and to use the HyperRESEARCH codebook.  This seems like a 

feature that will be very helpful to my work.  

 

 

4/14/15 Called XXXXXXX with a HyperRESEARCH question.  He suggested that in 

addition, I also code interesting quotes that I may like to back to when I am 

writing.  We also discussed next steps –I thought that next steps on 

HyperRESEARCH but he went back to index cards to help sort.  I wonder if 

there is a way to print these codes/ cut and paste definitions – so I can start 

sorting to get my big ideas.   

 

Off to code. 

 

I concluded coding the 4 principal’s first interviews.  I found that my codes are 

very specific and I have many; I know that later they will be collapsed.   

 

Notes to myself: 

Finish 3 LA coaches 

Double check all codes have definitions 

Type Observation  XXXXXXXX – DONE 4/14/15 PM 

 

Go back and look for quotes of interest and add to code. DONE 4/15/15 

Code for insider language 

 

Make a chart for demographic data. 

 

What are my probes for next interview 

 

Ideal vs. nitty gritty 

4/15/15 I re-read my observation notes and pulled out the insider language from my 
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observation notes.  

 

I re-read my cold –read hand written notes for possible probes: 

(Some may have answered these) 

 

Possible Probes: 

How do you set up a school year to support the writing curriculum? 

 

How do you keep teachers on the unit writing calendar/ map?   

 

What ways to you support the celebration of writing? 

 

How do you support teachers using powerful writing tools? 

 

In what ways are you visible to your staff? 

 

What are some leverage skills/ things to raise the level of expectations and how 

to you support teachers with focusing in on them?   

 

How do you approach classroom visits are there specific writing “look-fors”, 

and if so what are they? 

 

How do LASW help teachers with writing? 

 

(A noticing and wondering – Principals did not see to be able to identify 

best practices – even though they talked about them – WHY? Why not be 

confident or be able to name best (or preferred) practices?)  - Come back 

to this. 

 

 

Tool kit for principals? 

 

What are your bottom line expectations (for writing) and how do you 

communicate and measure them?   (Volume?) 

 

How do student driven decisions.... 

 

How do you build rapport / common ground with your teachers? 
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6/20/15 Planning out summer time. 

 

 

 
 

 

I am very excited to attend TC tomorrow – and am ready for the adventure of 

driving to the city, finding where I am going – and attending the entire week!!!!  

I wonder how I might like to take notes.  I am thinking at this time on the ipad.   

 

(See notes!! TC writing conference 62015-62615.doc 

I met Lucy Calkins!!! 

 
 

 

 

7/2/15 Working on coding 001 second interview.  I want to remember to take the data 

and sort by grade level to see if grade level has something to do with fidelity – 

for example using graphic organizers. 

 

Really hard to get back into this – takes a really long time.  This interview I am 

explaining the the partiipants the results of the MLQ.  Some of this interview 

did not need to be coded because it is my explaination of the report itself.  I 

choose to transcribe the entire interview so that I could capture the small 

converstations between. 



 

343 

7/3/15 I am on track, coding my second interview.   

 

I notice that this second principal also talks about looking at student data from a 

growth model, while the principal refers to it as a positive way of looking at it 

and explains “not to worry about where you are, let’s see how much better we 

can get.” Yesterday the 001 principal talks about the same aspect for kids in a 

growth model.. and even the work principal 001 does with the staff is “strength 

based” starting with what they have to build upon, rather than focusing on what 

they do not have.  I think this is a big connection and I wonder if I will see more 

of this (in this interview – I am only started) and the upcoming interviews.   

  

 

Funny both 001 and 002 principals have a hard time to take credit for any of the 

work that they do... they easily give the credit to the hard work of the staff.  In 

particular they don’t think they set the vision, yet the staff rates them high.   

 

Interesting about decision making; 001 speaks to moving staff to be empowered 

to make own decisions.  002 speaks to waiting and not giving a decision – 

letting things sometimes play out and not make a hasty decision. In both cases 

the principals try not to jump in with an answer, which sometimes puts the 

responsibility soley on the principal – rather than getting  consensensu from all 

the stake holders to make a child centered decision.  

 

I think it will be really important for me to go back to the fidelity of the writing 

instruction survey – against the teaching units....and grade levels.   

 

Changed conferencing code to conferring – teacher to student to better represent 

the code. 
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Appendix P: Code Book 
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Second Code Cycle Description and Instance of Code Frequency Across 

Cases 

 

Action: Classroom visits DESCRIPTION: An action of the school 

principal to be a regular observer of 

instruction that provides opportunities for 

the principal to have instructional “look 

fors” that help monitor fidelity and support 

teacher.  

 

INSTANCE: “Even if it is just a few 

minutes, she’ll get right down and be a part 

of the workshop.  Sitting beside the kids 

trying to have a little conference with the 

child” (Hanna, 22521,22925) 

 

60 

Action: LASW 

continuums/rubrics 

DESCRIPTION: Looking at Student Work 

(LASW) process in which teams examine 

student work for different reasons.  

Processes in which teams of teachers, 

usually grade level colleagues, examine 

student work with a rubric continuum for 

strengths and needs.  Follow up support is 

next planned. 

 

INSTANCE: “They have their on demands 

out so let’s just take a survey, what do they 

know, what do they not know that were 

really have to get there” (Veronica, 

17059,17420)  
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Action: Principal as 

instructional leader/ 

coach 

DESCRIPTION: The action of a principal 

to support teachers to share resources, 

guided conversations to refine the level of 

support needed.  This is a strength-based 

approach, however the principal has hard, 

honest conversations to improve instruction. 

 

INSTANCE: “If I did an observation and 

then had a conversation about something, I 

could then go in and coach into that point 

that we talked about and then follow up” 

(Jamie, 1757,1925). 

 

130 
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Action: Principal 

communication with 

staff 

DESCRIPTION: The principal 

communicates messages, which support the 

vision and mission to staff in order for the 

staff to feel informed.  

 

INSTANCE: "I’m really transparent with 

them all the time, and I’ll tell them, “I 

spoke to  XXX about how we need more 

support in this, that, or another thing… I do 

that through staff meetings, through 

personal conversations.  A lot of the contact 

is face to face contact, where they can ask 

questions and get updates about things” 

(Cameron, 18423,19050) 

 

38 

Action: Principal 

encourages/ provides 

opportunities to reflect 

DESCRIPTION: Principal provides 

important encouragement and time to listen 

and reflect with others on writing units, 

lessons and students 

 

INSTANCE:  “She gives up support by 

giving us time.  Not only does she bring in 

the outside help, but she gives us time in 

meetings to talk” (Hannah, 4757,4417).  

 

9 

Action: Principal 

facilitator 

DESCRIPTION: The action in which the 

principal leads the group to stay focused, 

allowing all to be heard, to accomplish team 

goal within the time allotted. 

 

INSTANCE: “I’m more there as a 

facilitator, looking at the student work, 

talking about the student work with them, 

offering my suggestions and strategies in 

tangent with, not only the grade level 

teachers, but they have a wealth of 

knowledge” (Andy, 5681,5919). 

 

19 

Action: Principal has 

hard 

conversations/decisions 

DESCRIPTION: The action of the principal 

to keep student best interest in mind when 

making decisions.  The principal to be 

respectfully honest with teachers to 

improve, which makes these conversations 

sometimes difficult. 

 

INSTANCE: “I think they see I make hard 

7 
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decisions, but they respect me because they 

know that’s part of the job.  People have 

said things like that to me” (Dana, 

773,920).  

 

Action: Principal 

monitors for fidelity 

DESCRIPTION: The action of the principal 

to look at evidence that supports the 

adherence to the curriculum and student 

learning is progressing. The principal may 

monitor: student data, student work, teacher 

lesson plans, teacher conferring notes, 

report cards, classroom observation and 

lesson artifacts. 

 

INSTANCE: “I can tell by conversations 

that they’re having, I can tell when I do see 

the charts in their room, when I’m pulling 

their materials.  When they’re doing their 

on-demand pieces.  And they’re really good 

at linking things, so they’ll talk about how 

their reading matches their writing 

(Cameron, 19251,20086)  

 

94 

Action: Principal 

participation grade 

level team 

DESCRIPTION: The action in which 

principals make working with grade level 

teams a priority to meet and to discuss 

student work, including writing samples of 

students, amongst other areas curriculum 

and student concerns.  

 

INSTANCE: “It’s not a huge part of the 

day, it’s just one slice, but we really look at 

where kids are across the board and are they 

meeting benchmark standards that they 

need to be meeting and from there, we form 

small groups, or intervention groups” 

(Jamie, 7168,7432). 
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Action: Principal 

prioritizes/ schedules 

TC PD as Sacred time 

DESCRIPTION: Principal action that 

requires the principals, affiliated with 

Teachers College Reading and Writing 

Project to plan and attend professional 

development to build knowledge. 

 

INSTANCE: “I sit in on, every session 

that’s here, I sit in on unless I get pulled for 

36 
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an emergency.  Pretty much, the secretary 

know that’s like sacred time, don’t pull me 

unless there’s a fire in the building (Jamie, 

8400,8600)  

 

Action: Principal seek 

resources for teacher 

DESCRIPTION: The action of a principal 

to be knowledgeable of resources that a 

teacher needs throughout the year in order 

to implement the curriculum and support 

students.  

 

INSTANCE: “I ask in every one of my 

conferences, [with teachers] “what can I do 

to support you?” I think that is pretty 

powerful. (Dana, 11191,11730)”  

 

79 

Action: Principal seeks 

professional growth 

DESCRIPTION: Principals engage in 

actions and seek opportunities and 

resources to support their professional 

learning.  

 

INSTANCE: “I think TC helps a lot with 

that work, They are always available for 

me.  If I shoot them an email and say, ‘I am 

really having trouble with this.  They seem 

to be stuck and I can’t get through, any 

tips?’ they’re very good at giving me that 

level of support as well” (Jamie, 

22049,22311). 
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Action: Principal set 

goal/ vision/ bottom-

line expectations 

DESCRIPTION: The action in which the 

principal sets and communicates the goal 

and expectation to work toward achieving 

the goal.  

 

INSTANCE: “And that ties back because 

our whole school data goal this year has to 

do with writing and with using the TC 

writing rubrics (Cameron, 4388,4513)” 

32 
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Action: Principal 

support leverage bands 

for student growth 

DESCRIPTION: The principal is 

knowledgeable of the units of study in 

writing and is able to work with teachers 

during grade level teams to support the high 

leverage areas for student growth. 

 

INSTANCE: “So we talk about, you know, 

how many points growth that the kids need, 

what they need to be doing to make sure 

that they are making the proper growth 

(Cameron, 6177,6493) 
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Action: Principal 

support timelines for 

writing unit 

DESCRIPTION: The action in which the 

principal monitors the teacher lesson pace 

within the writing unit of study across the 

year.  This support encourages 

collaboration of lessons, need for materials, 

end of unit celebrations and student access 

to information.  

 

INSTANCE: “You try to keep them on 

task, because there’s a difference between 

what’s supposed to be taught and then 

what’s fun for kids.  You have to take the 

curriculum and make it fun, but sometimes 

– we’ve gotten better at that over the last 

few years” (Andy, 24652,25029) 
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Action: Principal 

support writing 

assessment 

DESCRIPTION: The action of the principal 

to monitor and ensure that new writing 

assessments are being implemented.  

Principals need to support the expectation 

that assessments are given, student work is 

examined and lessons are redefined to meet 

the students where they are now. 

 

INSTANCE: “The pre-assessments are so 

important, because you might start here… 

because that’s what it says in the unit of 

study.  If 90% of your class was down here 

on leads, this is not going to help you” 

(Jamie, 43011,43247). 

 

19 

Action: Principal 

supports grade levels 

unpack curriculum 

DESCRIPTION: The principal supports by 

facilitating the teams to break down or 

unpack the writing curriculum to better 

19 
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understand, plan and implement lessons.  

Principal support will vary dependent upon 

their knowledge of writing.  

 

INSTANCE: “Usually we try and do the 

unit that they’re coming into next just to 

give them different things to think about.  

There are usually new books to go along 

with the main points that we’re presenting.  

There are charts there is an opportunity to 

ask questions (Veronica, 11745,12238)  

 

 

Action: Principal teams 

with certified school 

staff 

DESCRIPTION: Principal distributes 

leadership, by delegating and collaborating 

with certified staff to support teachers and 

benefit to students.  

 

INSTANCE: “The language arts coach is 

usually the driving force in facilitating the 

meeting because I want it [the curriculum 

decisions] to be around the teachers, not so 

much around the administrator” (Andy, 

5922,6104).   

 

40 

Action: Principal to 

build environment of 

trust 

DESCRIPTION: Principal actions that 

build relationships for a common ground of 

understanding to allow teachers be 

supported and be able to ask questions, and 

take risks with implementing new 

curriculum.  

 

INSTANCE: “I definitely try to practice 

what I preach. Walk the walk, talk the talk.  

People see me pitching in.  Like if someone 

can’t cover a duty, like I will go and cover 

the duty.  I will go in a conference.  I don’t 

think people think that I ask them to do, I 

wouldn’t do myself” (Dana, 13652,13930). 

  

122 

Action: Principal to 

involve parents 

DESCRIPTION: Principal encourages 

teachers and parents to work together 

around the child’s education in a culturally 

respectful way. 

 

INSTANCE: “I also admire how she relates 

5 
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and communicates with the student’s 

parents.  She is very good at addressing the 

parents in a culturally respectful yet firm 

manner which shows them how important 

their child and their child’s education is to 

the school, especially when she translates 

for the second language families” (J.F. 

Kennedy Teachers, 2933,2997). 

 

Action: Principal 

works with TC staff 

developer 

DESCRIPTION: The actions of the 

principal starting with the enlistment of 

support for the school through TC 

(Teachers College) and continuing the work 

with the staff developer.  The staff 

developer is assigned to a school to work 

with teachers on raising the level of 

expectations, rigor, and student engagement 

in both reading and writing. 

 

INSTANCE: “That was a suggestion from 

out staff developer, to get that celebration 

date on the calendar, because then they will 

be more pressed to finish the unit” (Dana, 

7116,7265). 

 

26 

Action: Teacher 

conferences mid/end 

year 

DESCRIPTION: Principal action to support 

teachers using the new teacher evaluation 

process, which included mid and end of 

year reflection on teacher goals.   

 

INSTANCE: “Actually these mid-year 

reflections, I felt the conversations have 

been good.  Because we are talking about 

things that are going on, kids progress, 

teachers progress, and you know I just, I 

felt like we are moving in the right 

direction.  That’s been kind of refreshing 

for me, because we have to meet with them, 

I want to meet with them” (Dana, 

22445,22778). 

 

6 

Action: Teacher 

evaluation 

DESCRIPTION: Principal action to support 

instruction with feedback using the lens of 

Marzano to support best teaching practices 

and level of monitoring for desired effect.  

 

18 
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INSTANCE: “I am not out to get anyone.  I 

have told them over and over, it’s a growth 

model, next year I will be a better principal, 

and this is year one for me” (Dana, 

19108,19252). 

 

Attribute: Balance 

work with fun for kids 

DESCRIPTION:  The principal understands 

the importance to model excitement and 

positivity into work. 

 

INSTANCE: “It’s like anything else.  If you 

are not excited about it, how does that 

transfer to your students?” (Andy, 

65991,66864). 

 

11 

Attribute: Principal 

knowledgeable of 

curriculum 

DESCRIPTION: The principal 

understanding and knowledge of the 

writer’s workshop model, resources, 

professional development, resources etc. to 

support the writing curriculum.  The 

principal uses this to coach and provide 

feedback to teachers.  

 

INSTANCE: “It helps them to feel like I at 

least understand what they’re talking about 

or when they can’t figure out how 

something is supposed to go, how the units 

of study, if it doesn’t make sense to them, 

it’s okay because we can work through 

that” (Jamie, 19391,19630). 

 

 

Attribute: Principal 

knowledgeable of 

students 

DESCRIPTION: The principal action that 

involve them with classrooms to become 

familiar with them and keep the focus on 

the students and their learning.  

 

INSTANCE: “I am always amazed at how 

many students he knows and it’s not just the 

ones he sees frequently.  It is obvious that 

“Andy” really cares about the students and 

the staff and has everyone’s best interest at 

heart (Lincoln Elementary School Teacher, 

4343,4551). 

20 
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Challenge: Change 

increase demand & 

time 

DESCRIPTION: The challenge the 

principal encounters as they support district 

initiatives that require teachers to change 

the curriculum to align with the mandated 

Common Core State Standards.  The change 

requires unavailable resources, such as 

time, causing a ricochet of frustration and 

stress on teachers and principals. 

 

INSTANCE: “That’s the challenge with the 

new common core, the change, the shifts, 

the voice.  That’s a challenge for teachers” 

(Andy, 24309,24422). 

 

 

65 

Challenge: Expected 

and unexpected 

meetings/ management 

DESCRIPTION: The principal faces a 

challenge with time to be around the school 

working with teachers, when principals 

need to attend expected meetings, such as 

PPTs and unexpected meetings with parents 

and having lack of substitute coverage. 

 

INSTANCE: “Jamie manages to be 

effective in every aspect of her job.  

However the number of responsibilities she 

has seems daunting (teacher evaluation, 

budgets, professional development, 

behavior management, parents etc.)  If 

some of this was alleviated perhaps she 

would be more effective in some aspects of 

her job (Washington Elementary School 

Teacher, 3690,4069) 

 

11 

   

  

 

 

Challenge: Needs an 

assistant principal 

DESCRIPTION: The solution that teachers 

propose to support the principal challenges 

that the responsibilities of the principal 

exceed one person and help is needed. 

 

INSTANCE:  “Jamie does a wonderful job 

and is effective in her role as building 

principal.  Jamie has numerous 

responsibilities and would perhaps be more 

effective if she had an assistant principal to 

5 
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help.  (By the way this doesn’t mean she 

should work longer hours, it means she 

needs more help with the work load” 

(Washington Elementary School Teacher, 

3243, 3485). 

 

Challenge: New units 

of study in writing 

DESCRIPTION: The principals’ action to 

address the challenge of understanding and 

unpacking new writing units that are 

aligned to the Common Core State 

Standards. 

 

INSTANCE: “Over the last couple of years, 

they’ve been changing the writing 

curriculum so the teachers are in a little 

turmoil on one, what to teach, two how to 

deliver the instruction.  You know that it 

takes three to five years to be really skilled 

at their practice as a classroom teacher that 

if things are changing and you’re not 

adequately prepared” (Andy, 23400,23781).  

 

10 

Challenge: Principal 

responsible for PD all 

district initiatives 

DESCRIPTION: The challenge of the 

principal is that they are responsible to be 

knowledgeable for more than the writing 

curriculum.  Elementary principals are 

responsible for all curricula. 

 

INSTANCE: “A lot of the PD time is spent 

on other things, and particularly this year, a 

lot of it’s been consumed by Teacher 

Evaluation training, Smarter Balanced 

Assessment Consortium, so there’s not a lot 

of extra time for anything in PD” (Jamie, 

7617,7945). 

 

3 

Challenge: Principal 

self-expectation not 

met 

DESCRIPTION: Principal sets personal 

expectations to achieve goals, but they are 

not achieved. 

 

INSTANCE: “When I took this role, 

viewed myself as an instructional leader.  

Some days, I feel sad because I am not able 

to spend a lot of my day doing that” (Dana, 

22269,22412). 

 

31 
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Challenge: Principal to 

communicate 

effectively 

DESCRIPTION: Principal challenge to 

meet teachers’ need for communication in 

order to work effectively, organize time, 

schedules, tasks, and follow through. 

 

INSTANCE: “Give staff more time to 

prepare for what needs to be done by earlier 

notification.  Set up rotation schedules for 

breakfast and dismissal so that man hours 

are used wisely.” (Lincoln Elementary 

School Teacher, 1203,1456). 

 

16 

Challenge: Principals 

to provide 

differentiated teacher 

support 

DESCRIPTION: Principal challenge to be 

able to provide varied supports to teachers 

based on need, which means support is not 

always "equal." 

 

INSTANCE: “I have, this year, of my 22 

classroom teachers, eight of them are within 

the first three years of teaching, so they 

need a different level of support than, say, 

someone who’s really not just been here a 

long time, and been here a long time and I 

consider to be really be a master teacher” 

(Washington Elementary School Teacher, 

20718,21002).   

 

31 

Challenge: Spend more 

time in the classroom 

DESCRIPTION: Principals find it a 

challenge to increase the amount of time in 

the classroom to better understand needs of 

curriculum and students.  

 

INSTANCE: “To spend more time in the 

classroom just observe, become more 

familiar with ‘how it’s going’, not to judge” 

(Washington Elementary School Teacher, 

1957,2074). 

 

 

4 

Challenge: Student 

behavioral issues 

DESCRIPTION: Principal challenge of 

student misbehavior that needs to be 

addressed by the principal in the school. 

 

5 
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INSTANCE: “Disciplinary issues.  I spent a 

lot of my time disciplining.  Just day to day 

type stuff (Cameron, 3152,3238).”  

 

Challenge: Supporting 

overwhelmed teachers 

DESCRIPTION: The principal action to 

provide assistance to teachers who are 

stressed that they will make a mistake with 

the new curriculum. 

 

INSTANCE: “Teachers were upset because 

it shouldn’t have mattered that you were in 

2nd grade looking at a kindergarten class but 

they were upset because it wasn’t what they 

were teaching their kids.  That’s where that 

fell apart” (Andy, 17440,17693). 

 

 

7 

Leadership: Delegates 

work in team 

DESCRIPTION: Principal leadership style 

to share responsibilities and work 

cohesively.  

 

INSTANCE:  “I let them choose what sub-

committee they wanted to be on, and I said, 

“As a grade level, I’d like you to divide and 

conquer” (Cameron, 23842,24286). 

 

21 

Leadership: Principal 

empowers with 

validation 

DESCRIPTION: The principal allows to 

take ownership in their own learning, turns 

questions into questions the teachers 

problem solve on their own and provides 

feedback to encourage or redirection. 

 

INSTANCE:  “They actually came up with 

when the volume [of writing] is too low.  

So, they are noticing that themselves.  So 

getting them to be more reflective about 

their own work, the other grade-level 

partner’s work and cross grade-level” 

(Cameron, 11266,11471). 

 

16 

Leadership: Principal 

reflective on self/ own 

work 

DESCRIPTION: Principal honestly 

thinking about what actions are being done 

or need to be done with the results of 

effectiveness. 

 

INSTANCE: “I think I’m always pretty 

93 
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reflective about…especially at the end of 

the year, saying, ‘Well, what about the way 

I did this worked and what about the way I 

didn’t work?’  When I say, ‘did this’ what 

about the way I made it through the year 

worked and what didn’t work, and how can 

I change that next year? (Jamie, 

33718,34052)” 

 

 

Leadership: Proactive 

supports for curriculum 

 

 

 

 

DESCRIPTION: The principal action to plan 

ahead with scheduling or resources to 

support teachers with their lessons. 

 

INSTANCE: “I try to think ahead about, 

‘Okay, we got this new unit coming in.  

What are they [the teachers] going to need in 

order to make this run smoothly,’ because I 

would hate for people to have to say, ‘well I 

couldn’t do it because I didn’t have the right 

books,’ or, ‘We couldn’t do it because the 

kids couldn’t access the materials that they 

needed (Jamie, 24230,24689).” 

11 
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Note: Researcher constructed this matrix, according to Stake (1995) building instances and 

codes to form subthemes and themes.  This matrix was built and can be read from the bottom 

upward in each respective column. 

 
Theme 1: 

Principals build 

writing schema 

through 

acquisition of 

knowledge 

 

Theme 2: 

Principals 

prioritize grade 

level team 

meetings for 

collaborative 

learning around 

writing practices. 

 

Theme 3:  

Principals 

constructs a 

culture of trust for 

teachers to 

promote risk 

taking and 

problem solving. 

 

 

Theme 4: 

Principals sets 

writing goals and 

monitors fidelity 

of implementation 

 

Theme 5: 

Principals 

navigates tension 

among and 

between 

principals and 

teachers.  

Learning Leader Distributive 

Leadership 

 

Learning Leader 

Transformational 

leader 

 

Instructional 

leader 

Learning Leader 

Change 

Leadership 

 

Principal 

prioritizes TC PD 

as sacred time 

-Plans TC schedule 

-TC resources 

-TC calendar days 

on what teachers 

need 

Principal 

supports/focus 

leverage bands 

Setting protocols to 

impact student 

learning 

Growth model 

Strength based 

Teachers to 

differentiate 

Interventions for 

writing 

All students need 

growth 

Get to mastery 

 

Love 

Trust 

Rapport with 

teachers 

Know staff/ 

teachers 

Practice what you 

preach 

Open environment 

Appreciation 

Honor teachers 

Leadership/ 

personality 

 

Principal sets goal/ 

vision/ bottom line 

expectation 

Student centered 

vision 

Principal goal/ 

Teacher goal/ 

aligned to school 

goal 

 

Challenge increase 

demand and time 

on principal 

 

Principal is 

reflective of own 

level of work 

Principals support 

grade levels to 

unpack curriculum 

-Collaborative 

-Questioning 

strategies 

 

Encouragement/ 

Provides 

opportunity to 

reflect (2 cases) 

Principal 

communication 

with staff 

Keep positive 

attitude 

 

Principal seeks 

resources for 

teacher 

Investing in people 

 

Challenge to 

provide 

differentiate 

teacher support 

 

Principal seeks 

own professional 

growth to improve 

-Connection with 

practice and 

research 

-Seek materials to 

support self-

growth 

Principal 

participation in 

grade level  

(Lead Learner) 

-Common plan 

-Cross grade 

 

Leadership 

Principal empowers 

with validation 

Situational 

leadership 

Open mind 

Validate 

Empower to 

improve self 

Listen 

Principal as 

instructional 

leader/ coach to 

build fidelity 

Teacher 

conferences 

In class coaching 

Teacher feedback 

Honor Teacher 

Different staff 

Challenge new 

units of study 
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 needs 

 

Principal works 

with TC  

TC staff developer 

TC district 

principals 

Principal works 

with certified staff 

– LA coach 

Teams with 

support staff 

Assistant Principal 

Collaborative 

Teacher 

conferences/ 

mid/end year 

 

Proactive supports 

for curriculum 

 

 

Principal 

demonstrates 

knowledge of 

curriculum 

 rigor insider 

language 

 

Delegates/ works 

in teams 

Involved 

 

 Principal monitors 

for fidelity 

Lesson plans 

Writing 

celebrations 

Student work 

 

Supporting 

overwhelmed 

teachers  

Stress 

 

 Looking at student 

work/ writing 

continuums 

(appendix)/ rubrics 

Calibrate scoring 

Setting protocols 

9 point growth 

 

Principal has hard 

conversations/ 

decisions 

 

Classroom visits 

Typical classroom 

visits 

Walkthrough visits 

 

Teacher evaluation 

New 

Stressful for 

teachers 

Unknown 

Different 

Want More time in 

classroom 

Out of office into 

the classroom 

Size of school 

Limited time 

 

 Taps Knowledge 

of students 

Students as whole 

student 

Families 

 

 Out of the office 

into the classroom 

Observation 

Walk around – 

visible 

Look fors 

 

Expected and 

unexpected 

meetings/ 

management 

Special education 

meetings, 

unanticipated DCF 

meetings 

 

 Involve parents 

Proactive 

Parent connection 

 Principal supports 

timelines for 

writing units 

Students 

celebrating others 

Assessments of 

writing 

Unit pacings 

Management of 

time 

Oversees 

implementation 

Challenge student 

behavioral issues 

Student discipline 

Student behavior 
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Appendix R: Principal Insider Language Chart 
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Principal Interviews: Insider Language 

Case Principal 

Jamie 

Principal 

Andy 

Principal 

Cameron 

Principal 

Dana 

Teachers 

College 

Reading and 

Writing 

Project 

Related 

Classroom Use  

Anchor charts 2 12 2 0 X 

Mentor texts 1 0 0 0 X 

Teacher dialogue      

What authors 

teach us 

1 0 0 0 X 

Hmmm... 

(Think aloud) 

0 0 0 0 X 

Naming our 

knowledge 

0 0 0 0 X 

Curriculum Conversations  

Plan for 

predictable 

problems 

0 2 2 1 X 

“Lift the level of 

work” 

0 0 0 0 X 

Progression of 

content 

0 0 2 0 X 

Soft dates 0 0 0 0 X 

Compressing units 0 0 0 0 X 

Student 

Independence 

0 3 0 0 X 

Backward 

planning 

1 0 0 0  

Writing Workshop Content  

Unit of Study 23 14 15 14 X 

Narrative  1 6 1 1 X 

Opinion 4 2 2 1 X 

Break units apart 0 0 0 1 X 

Lesson bends 0 1 0 1 X 

Mini-lesson 2 8 5 2 X 

Boot camp 0 0 0 0 X 

Bottom lines 3 1 1 1 X 

Shared writing 0 1 0 0 X 

Writing “piece” 13 1 33 4 X 

Volume of writing 2 7 7 2 X 
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Rubric 9 3 19 1 X 

On-demand 5 1 8 0 X 

Leverage (bands) 1 0 1 0 X 

Unpacking the 

curriculum 

3 1 0 0 X 

Craft 0 0 1 0 X 

Level of work 1 0 0 0 X 

Teachers College Support  

Lab session 8 1 0 1 X 

Lab classroom 0 1 2 4 X 

Demo lesson 1 0 3 3 X 

Treasure chest 2 0 0 0 X 

Calendar day (s) 3 0 2 1 X 

Look fors 1 0 1 0 X 

Writing 

Continuum 

1 0 1 0 X 

Learning 

Progression 

2 0 0 0 X 

Lucy Calkins 2 0 0 0 X 

Staff developer/ 

consultant 

15 7 10 12 X 

Teachers Strategies with students  

Turn and talk 0 0 0 0 X 

Thumbs up 

(Monitoring) 

0 1 0 0 X 

Stretch it out 0 1 0 0 X 

Word wall 0 0 0 0 X 

Paper choice 0 0 0 0 X 

Conferring 4 5 2 0 X 

Writing tool/ 

toolkit 

2 8 9 0 X 

Student Check 

lists 

2 0 1 0 X 

      

TOTAL 115 83 130 50  
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Writing “piece” 13 1 33 4 X 

Volume of writing 2 7 7 2 X 

Rubric 9 3 19 1 X 

On-demand 5 1 8 0 X 

Leverage (bands) 1 0 1 0 X 

Unpacking the 

curriculum 

3 1 0 0 X 

Craft 0 0 1 0 X 

Level of work 1 0 0 0 X 

Teachers College Support  

Lab session 8 1 0 1 X 

Lab classroom 0 1 2 4 X 

Demo lesson 1 0 3 3 X 

Treasure chest 2 0 0 0 X 

Calendar day (s) 3 0 2 1 X 

Look fors 1 0 1 0 X 

Writing 

Continuum 

1 0 1 0 X 

Learning 

Progression 

2 0 0 0 X 

Lucy Calkins 2 0 0 0 X 

Staff developer/ 

consultant 

15 7 10 12 X 

Teachers Strategies with students  

Turn and talk 0 0 0 0 X 

Thumbs up 

(Monitoring) 

0 1 0 0 X 

Stretch it out 0 1 0 0 X 

Word wall 0 0 0 0 X 

Paper choice 0 0 0 0 X 

Conferring 4 5 2 0 X 

Writing tool/ 

toolkit 

2 8 9 0 X 

Student Check 

lists 

2 0 1 0 X 

      

TOTAL 115 83 130 50  
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Appendix S: Demographic Information of Teachers Participants of Teachers Writing Survey 

 



 

366 

Detailed Demographic Data of the Teachers Writing Survey 

 

Classroom 

Teacher 

Elementary 

School 

Gender Education 

Level 

Experience 

Teaching 

Grade 

Level 

Olivia Washington F B+ 1-4 3 

Amelia Washington F M 5-9 3 

Jackie Washington F M 20-24 4 

Ava Washington F M 1-4 1 

Ella Washington F M+ 30-34 1 

Lily Washington F M 5-9 1 

Jessica Washington F M 20-24 3 

Chloe Washington F M 1-4 K 

Amelia Washington F M 5-9 2 

Bonnie Washington F M 1-4 2 

Trevor Washington M M 15-19 4 

Becky Washington F M 15-19 4 

Ryan Washington M M 10-14 5 

Ashley Washington F B+ 15-19 5 

Sarah Washington F B+ 1-4 K 

Nicole Washington F M 15-19 3 

Kayla Washington F M 30-34 K 

Amber Washington F M 1-4 K 

Rachel Lincoln F M+ 10-14 4 

Melissa Lincoln F M+ 30-34 5 

Elizabeth Lincoln F M 5-9 1 

Lauren Lincoln F M+ 20-24 3 

Christopher Lincoln M M+ 10-14 5 
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Classroom 

Teacher 

Elementary 

School 

Gender Education 

Level 

Experience 

Teaching 

Grade 

Level 

Danielle Lincoln F B 1-4 3 

Heather Lincoln F M 1-4 K 

Melissa Lincoln F M 5-9 3 

Daniel Lincoln M B 1-4 2 

Rebecca Lincoln F B 20-24 2 

Courtney Lincoln F M 1-4 2 

Chelsea Lincoln F M 1-4 3 

Hannah Lincoln F M+ 15-19 1 

Alyssa Lincoln F M 10-14 3 

Jasmine Lincoln F M 5-9 1 

Kelsey Lincoln F M 1-4 2 

Victoria Lincoln F B 1-4 K 

Erica Lincoln F M 10-14 K 

Erin Lincoln F M 15-19 1 

Catherine Lincoln F M+ 15-19 4 

Maria Lincoln F M 1-4 K 

Kurt Lincoln M M 1-4 4 

Stephen Kennedy M M 10-14 4 

Brittney Kennedy F M 1-4 K 

Eryn Kennedy F M 15-19 K 

Taylor Kennedy F M 1-4 K 

Tara Kennedy F M 5-9 5 

Holly Kennedy F M 15-19 1 

Dawn Kennedy F M 5-9 4 

Caitlyn Kennedy F M 15-19 2 
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Classroom 

Teacher 

Elementary 

School 

Gender Education 

Level 

Experience 

Teaching 

Grade 

Level 

Penny Kennedy F M 10-14 3 

Summer Kennedy F M+ 15-19 2 

Noelle Kennedy F M 15-19 4 

Amanda Kennedy F M+ 10-14 1 

Alexa Kennedy F M 15-19 2 

Donna Jefferson F M 20-24 K 

Joan Jefferson F M 25-29 5 

Gabrielle Jefferson F M 20-24 K 

Shelby Jefferson F M+ 15-19 4 

Elsie Jefferson F M+ 20-24 K 

Brooke Jefferson F M 20-24 1 

Lindsay Jefferson F B+ 1-4 4 

Paget Jefferson F M 15-19 4 

Diana Jefferson F M 15-19 5 
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Appendix T: Teachers Writing Survey: Sample Overall Results 
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Note: These graphs represent all schools and all grade levels.  These were the first 

representations of the researchers data using Google forms, in which the researchers first 

view of the Teachers’ Writing Survey data.  
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Appendix U: Audit Report 
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Qualitative Audit for Kristina Eide Hislop 

An audit of Mrs. Hislops’s qualitative research study was conducted on February 15, 

2016, by Kristy L. Zaleta, Ed.D.  Dr. Zaleta had conducted a mixed-methods dissertation 

study, and was familiar with the coding process.  Mrs. Hislop presented her study, raw data, 

journal, code book, explained the sequence of coding, and discussed triangulation.  The 

auditor examined the presented materials and code book and suggested the description of 

each code include both a description of the code and an example of an instance.  Mrs. Hislop 

agreed with the suggestion and updated the code book accordingly.  There was 100% 

agreement between the researcher and the auditor after this suggestion was implemented. 

Mrs. Hislop chose Saldana’s coding method, and the auditor read and discussed the 

first, second, and third cycle codes with the researcher.  After her initial read through of the 

interviews from her four cases, she utilized action coding and theming data for the first cycle 

codes.  During this first cycle, the researcher used some of the subjects’ language to begin 

sorting and identifying her data.  In the second cycle, the researcher developed codes that 

identified core categories and relationships among and between codes.  For the third, final 

cycle of coding she assigned each second cycle code to one of the 11 third cycle categories.  

The researcher, with the use of a data matrix of the instances and codes, revealed five themes 

for the study.  The process was well organized, and the auditor agreed with all three cycles.  

Mrs. Hislop triangulated the data collected by interviews, observations, survey, 

artifact collection, and memo sources.  Mrs. Hislop found that the results from these 

instruments supported the revealed themes.  Conclusions and implications of the study were 

discussed, and this successful audit was completed with 100% agreement. 
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Appendix V: Teachers’ Writing Survey Results by School 
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Table A1: Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 10-13: Washington Elementary School 

Question 

Strongly 

Disagree 

n(%) 

Moderately 

disagree  

n(%) 

Disagree 

Slightly  

n(%) 

Moderately 

Agree  

n(%) 

Strongly 

Agree 

n(%) 

10. I like to teach writing. 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(1%) 11(61%) 6(33%) 

11. I effectively manage my classroom 

during writing instruction. 

0(0%) 0(0%) 3(17%) 12(67%) 3(17%) 

12. I like to write. 0(0%) 0(0%) 3(17%) 12(67%) 1(1%) 

13. I am effective at teaching writing. 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(1%) 15(83%) 2(11%) 
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Table A2: Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 20-27: Washington Elementary School 

Question 

Never 

n(%) 

Several 

times a 

year 

n(%) 

Monthly 

n(%) 

Several 

times a 

month 

n(%) 

Weekly 

n(%) 

Several 

times a 

week 

n(%) 

Daily 

n(%) 

Several 

times a 

day 

n(%) 

20. How often you conference with students 

about their writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 4(22%) 4(22%) 7(39%) 1(6%) 

21. How often students conference with their 

peers about their writing? 

0(0%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 5(28%) 3(17%) 6(33%) 2(11%) 0(0%) 

22. How often students select their own 

writing topics? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(11%) 2(11%) 2(11%) 10(56%) 2(11%) 

23. How often your students engage in 

“planning” before writing? 

0(0%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 4(22%) 5(28%) 6(33%) 2(11%) 

24. How often your students “revise” their 

writing products? 

0(0%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 2(11%) 10(56%) 3(17%) 1(6%) 
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Question 

Never 

n(%) 

Several 

times a 

year 

n(%) 

Monthly 

n(%) 

Several 

times a 

month 

n(%) 

Weekly 

n(%) 

Several 

times a 

week 

n(%) 

Daily 

n(%) 

Several 

times a 

day 

n(%) 

25. How often students share their writing 

with their peers? 

0(0%) 2(11%) 0(0%) 2(11%) 2(11%) 7(39%) 2(11%) 1(6%) 

26. How often your students “publish” their 

writing? (Publish means to print or write it so 

that it can be shared with others.) 

0(0%) 12(67%) 6(33%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

27. How often your students help their 

classmates with their writing? 

0(0%) 3(17%) 0(0%) 4(22%) 2(11%) 6(33%) 3(17%) 0(0%) 
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Table A3: Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 28-29: Washington Elementary School 

Question 

Never 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Always 

7 

28. How often students are allowed to complete 

writing assignments at their own pace? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(6%0 4(22%) 2(11%) 4(22%) 7(39%) 

29. How often you read your own writing to 

your students? 

2(11%) 0(0%) 3(17%) 1(6%) 4(22%) 3(17%) 5(28%) 
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Table A4. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 30-45: Washington Elementary School 

Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

30. How often you read your own writing to 

your students? 

0(0%) 1(6%) 6(33%) 6(33%) 6(33%) 3(17%) 2(11%) 0(0%) 

31. How often you teach sentence construction 

skills? 

0(0%) 4(22%) 2(11%) 6(33%) 3(17%) 1(6%) 2(11%) 0(0%) 

32. How often you teach students about ways of 

organizing text or how texts are organized? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 4(22%) 5(28%) 6(33%) 1(6%) 2(11%) 0(0%) 

33. How often you teach students strategies for 

planning? 

0(0%) 1(6%) 3(17%) 2(11%) 9(50%) 2(11%) 3(17%) 2(11%) 

34. How often you teach students strategies for 

revising? 

0(0%) 1(6%) 3(17%) 2(11%) 9(50%) 2(11%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

35. How often you teach students handwriting 

skills? 

5(28%) 4(22%) 0(0%) 1(6%) 2(11%) 1(6%) 3(17%) 2(11%) 

36. How often you teach spelling skills? 0(0%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 6(33%) 2(11%) 7(39%) 0(0%) 

37. How often you teach grammar skills? 2(11%) 4(22%) 2(11%) 1(6%) 5(28%) 2(11%) 2(11%) 0(0%) 

38. How often you teach punctuation skills? 0(0%) 4(22%) 3(17%) 0(0%) 2(11%) 2(11%) 7( %) 0(0%) 

39. How often you teach capitalization skills? 0(0%) 5(28%) 2(11%) 1(6%) 2(11%) 3(17%) 5(28%) 0(0%) 

40. How often you provide mini-lessons on 

writing skills or processes students need to 

know at this moment---skills, vocabulary, 

concepts, strategies, or other things? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 6(33%) 5(28%) 7(39%) 0(0%) 

41. How often you overtly model writing 

strategies? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 8(44%) 3(17%) 7(39%) 0(0%) 



 

385 

Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

42. How often you model the enjoyment or love 

of writing for students? 

0(0%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 2(11%) 4(22%) 2(11%) 8(44%) 0(0%) 

43. How often you reteach writing skills or 

strategies that you previously taught? 

0(0%) 4(22%) 4(22%) 0(0%) 4(22%) 4(22%) 2(11%) 0(0%) 

44. How often you assign writing homework to 

students in your class? 

6(33%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 6(33%) 2(11%) 4(22%) 0(0%) 

45. How often your students work at writing 

centers? 

13(72% 4(22%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 
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Table A5. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 46-60: Washington Elementary School 

Question 

Never 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Always 

7 

46. How often your writing lessons have multiple 

instructional goals. 

1(6%) 3(17%) 4(22%) 2(11%) 3(17%) 3(17%) 2(11%) 

47. How often you use a writing prompt to 

encourage student writing? 

3(17%) 9(50%) 1(6%) 3(17%) 0(0%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 

48. How often your students use a graphic 

organizer when writing? 

3(17%) 4(22%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 4(22%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 
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Table A6. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 49-60: Washington Elementary School 

Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

49. How often you monitor the writing 

progress of your students in order to make 

decisions about writing instruction?   

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 3(17%) 4(22%) 6(33%) 5(28%) 0(0%) 

50. How often you encourage students to 

monitor their own writing progress?    

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(6%) 2(11%) 4(22%) 11(61%) 0(0%) 

51 How often students use rubrics to 

evaluate their writing? 

1(6%) 2(11%) 2(11%) 4(22%) 1(6%) 5(28%) 3(17%) 0(0%) 

52. How often students in your classroom 

use writing portfolios (add material to a 

portfolio, look at material already in it, and 

so forth). 

9(50%) 4(28%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

53. How often you ask students to write at 

home with parental help? 

9(50%) 3(17%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 4(22%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

54. How often you ask parents to listen to 

something their child wrote at school? 

6(33%) 8(44%) 3(17%) 0(0%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

55. How often you communicate with 

parents about their child’s writing progress? 

0(0%) 14(78%) 3(17%) 0(0%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

56. How often you allow one or more 

students in your classroom to write by 

dictating their compositions to someone 

else? 

14(78%) 2(11%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

57. How often you allow one or more 

students in your classroom to use computers 

during the  writing period? 

14(78%) 2(11%) 2(11%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

58. How often students use writing to 

support reading? 

        

59. How often students use reading to 

support writing? 

6(33%) 8(44%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

60. How often your students use writing in 

other content areas such as social studies, 

science, and math? 

0(0%) 4(22%) 1(6%) 0(0%) 3(17%) 6(33%) 1(6%) 3(17%) 
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Table A7. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 10-13: Lincoln Elementary School 

Question 

Strongly 

Disagree 

n(%) 

Moderately 

disagree  

n(%) 

Disagree 

Slightly  

n(%) 

Moderately 

Agree  

n(%) 

Strongly 

Agree 

n(%) 

10. I like to teach writing. 0(0%) 0(0%) 3(13%) 13(57%) 7(30%) 

11. I effectively manage my classroom 

during writing instruction. 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(4%) 12(52%) 10(43%) 

12. I like to write. 1(4%) 1(4%) 2(9%) 14(61%) 5(22%) 

13. I am effective at teaching writing. 0(0%) 0(0%) 3(13%) 15(65%) 5(22%) 
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Table A8. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 20-27: Lincoln Elementary School 

Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

20. How often you conference with students 

about their writing? 

0(0%) 1(4%) 1(4%) 1(4%) 6(26%) 5(22%) 9(39%) 0(0%) 

21. How often students conference with their 

peers about their writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 4(17%) 4(17%) 4(17%) 7(30%) 4(17%) 0(0%) 

22. How often students select their own 

writing topics? 

0(0%) 2(9%) 4(17%) 5(22%) 2(9%) 2(9%) 8(35%) 0(0%) 

23. How often your students engage in 

“planning” before writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(9%) 4(17%) 8(35%) 9(39%) 0(0%) 

24. How often your students “revise” their 

writing products? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 2(9%) 4(17%) 7(30%) 10(43%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

25. How often students share their writing with 

their peers? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 6(26%) 4(17%) 9(39%) 3(9%) 0(0%) 

26. How often your students “publish” their 

writing? (Publish means to print or write it so 

that it can be shared with others.) 

2(9%) 10(43%) 10(43%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

27. How often your students help their 

classmates with their writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(4%) 7(30%) 5(22%) 6(26%) 3(13%) 0(0%) 
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Table A9. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 30-45: Lincoln Elementary School 

 

Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

30. How often you read your own writing 

to your students? 

0(0%) 3(13%) 2(9%) 6(26%) 4(17%) 7(30%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 

31. How often you teach sentence 

construction skills? 

1(4%) 4(17%) 3(13%) 3(13%) 5(22%) 5(22%) 2(9%) 0(0%) 

32. How often you teach students about 

ways of organizing text or how texts are 

organized? 

0(0%) 2(9%) 2(9%) 6(26%) 7(30%) 4(17%) 2(9%) 0(0%) 

33. How often you teach students strategies 

for planning? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 3(13%) 10(43%) 7(30%) 2(9%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 

34. How often you teach students strategies 

for revising? 

0(0%) 1(4%) 4(17%) 4(17%) 9(39%) 4(17%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

35. How often you teach students 

handwriting skills? 

8(35%) 8(35%) 1(4%) 1(4%) 3(13%) 2(9%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

36. How often you teach spelling skills? 0(0%) 1(4%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 6(26%) 3(13%) 11(48%) 0(0%) 

37. How often you teach grammar skills? 1(4%) 5(22%) 1(4%) 2(13%) 8(35%) 6(26%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

38. How often you teach punctuation 

skills? 

0(0%) 4(17%) 2(9%) 0(0%) 7(30%) 7(30%) 4(13%) 0(0%) 

39. How often you teach capitalization 

skills? 

0(0%) 4(17%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 2(26%) 7(30%) 5(22%) 0(0%) 

40. How often you provide mini-lessons on 

writing skills or processes students need to 

know at this moment---skills, vocabulary, 

concepts, strategies, or other things? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 6(26%) 10(30%) 5(22%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

41. How often you overtly model writing 

strategies? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 5(22%) 5(26%) 5(26%) 0(0%) 

42. How often you model the enjoyment or 

love of writing for students? 

0(0%) 3(13%) 2(9%) 1(4%) 5(22%) 6(26%) 6(26%) 0(0%) 

43. How often you reteach writing skills or 

strategies that you previously taught? 

0(0%) 6(26%) 5(22%) 0(0%) 7(30%) 3(13%) 2(9%) 0(0%) 

44. How often you assign writing 

homework to students in your class? 

6(26%) 5(22%) 0(0%) 1(4%) 6(26%) 3(13%) 2(9%) 0(0%) 

45. How often your students work at 

writing centers? 

13(57%) 3(13%) 2(9%) 3(13%) 1(41%) 0(0%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 
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Table A10. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 46-48: Lincoln Elementary School 

Question 

Never 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Always 

7 

46. How often your writing lessons have multiple 

instructional goals. 

0(0%) 3(13%) 8(35%) 3(13%) 5(22%) 4(17%) 0(0%) 

47. How often you use a writing prompt to encourage 

student writing? 

1(4%) 11(48%) 6(26%) 3(13%) 1(4%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 

48. How often your students use a graphic organizer 

when writing? 

2(9%) 1(4%) 5(22%) 6(26%) 5(22%) 3(13%) 1(4%) 
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Table A11. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 49-60: Lincoln Elementary School 

Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

49. How often you monitor the writing 

progress of your students in order to make 

decisions about writing instruction?   

0(0%) 0(0%) 2(9%) 3(13%) 5(22%) 5(22%) 7(30%) 1(4%) 

50. How often you encourage students to 

monitor their own writing progress?    

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 4(17%) 6(26%) 3(13%) 9(39%) 1(4%) 

51 How often students use rubrics to evaluate 

their writing? 

4(17%) 4(17%) 2(9%) 4(17%) 4(17%) 2(9%) 3(13%) 0(0%) 

52. How often students in your classroom use 

writing portfolios (add material to a portfolio, 

look at material already in it, and so forth). 

6(26%) 5(22%) 2(9%) 1(4%) 3(13%) 3(13%) 2(9%) 1(4%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

53. How often you ask students to write at 

home with parental help? 

7(30%) 4(17%) 2(9%) 1(4%) 6(26%) 1(4%) 2(9%) 0(0%) 

54. How often you ask parents to listen to 

something their child wrote at school? 

11(48%) 3(13%) 4(22%) 2(9%) 2(9%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

55. How often you communicate with parents 

about their child’s writing progress? 

0(0%) 21(91%) 1(4%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

56. How often you allow one or more 

students in your classroom to write by 

dictating their compositions to someone else? 

17 

(74%) 

4(17%) 0(0%) 2(9%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

57. How often you allow one or more 

students in your classroom to use computers 

during the writing period? 

18(57%) 5(22%) 1(4%) 3(13%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

58. How often students use writing to support 

reading? 

1(4%) 1(4%) 0(0%) 5(22%) 6(26%) 4(17%) 4(17%) 2(9%) 

59. How often students use reading to support 

writing? 

0(0%) 2(9%) 3(13%) 4(17%) 3(13%) 5(22%) 5(22%) 1(4%) 

60. How often your students use writing in 

other content areas such as social studies, 

science, and math? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(4%) 7(30%) 2(9%) 7(30%) 5(22%) 1(4%) 
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Table A12. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 10-13: J. F. Kennedy Elementary School 

 

Question 

Strongly 

Disagree 

n(%) 

Moderately 

disagree  

n(%) 

Disagree 

Slightly  

n(%) 

Moderately 

Agree  

n(%) 

Strongly 

Agree 

n(%) 

10. I like to teach writing. 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 3(21%) 11(79%) 

11. I effectively manage my classroom during writing 

instruction. 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 5(36%) 9(64%) 

12. I like to write. 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 5(36%) 8(57%) 

13. I am effective at teaching writing. 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 8(57%) 6(43%) 
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Table A13. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 20-27: J. F. Kennedy Elementary School 

Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

20. How often you conference with students 

about their writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 1(7%) (%) 4(29%) 7(50%) 1(7%) 

21. How often students conference with their 

peers about their writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 4(29%) 1(7%) 8(57%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 

22. How often students select their own writing 

topics? 

1(7%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 3(21%) 0(0%) 2(14%) 7(50%) 0(0%) 

23. How often your students engage in 

“planning” before writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(14%) 3(21%) 4(29%) 5(36%) 0(0%) 

24. How often your students “revise” their 

writing products? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 6(43%) 1(7%) 4(29%) 3(21%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

25. How often students share their writing with 

their peers? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 2(14%) 1(7%) 8(57%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 

26. How often your students “publish” their 

writing? (Publish means to print or write it so that 

it can be shared with others.) 

0(0%) 4(29%) 9(64%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

27. How often your students help their classmates 

with their writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 2(14%) 2(14%) 1(7%) 3(21%) 6(43%) 0(0%) 
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Table A14. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 28-29: J. F. Kennedy Elementary School 

Question 

Never 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Always 

7 

28. How often students are 

allowed to complete writing 

assignments at their own 

pace? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 6(43%) 1(7%) 2(14%) 5(36%) 

29. How often you read your 

own writing to your students? 

3(21%) 3(21%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 2(14%) 1(7%) 4(29%) 
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Table A15. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 30-45: J. F. Kennedy Elementary School 

Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

30. How often you read your own writing to 

your students? 

0(0%) 4(29%) 0(0%) 3(21%) 2(14%) 4(29%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 

31. How often you teach sentence construction 

skills? 

1(7%) 2(14%) 1(7%) 3(21%) 2(14%) 4(29%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 

32. How often you teach students about ways of 

organizing text or how texts are organized? 

0(0%) 2(11%) 0(0%) 4(29%) 5(36%) 3(21) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

33. How often you teach students strategies for 

planning? 

0(0%) 2(14%) 2(14%) 3(21%) 4(29%) 3(21%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

34. How often you teach students strategies for 

revising? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 2(14%) 6(43%) 2(14%) 2(14%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

35. How often you teach students handwriting 

skills? 

3(21%) 5(43%) 0(0%) 4(29%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 

36. How often you teach spelling skills? 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 3(21%) 6(43%) 4(29%) 0(0%) 

37. How often you teach grammar skills? 0(0%) 1(7%) 2(14%) 2(14%) 4(29%) 4(29%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 

38. How often you teach punctuation skills? 0(0%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 6(43%) 6(43%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 

39. How often you teach capitalization skills? 0(0%) 1(7%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 4(29%) 5(36%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 

40. How often you provide mini-lessons on 

writing skills or processes students need to 

know at this moment---skills, vocabulary, 

concepts, strategies, or other things? 

0(0%) 1(7%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 4(29%) 5(36%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 

41. How often you overtly model writing 

strategies? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(14%) 3(21%) 4(29%) 5(36%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

42. How often you model the enjoyment or love 

of writing for students? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 2(14%) 6(43%) 5(36%) 0(0%) 

43. How often you reteach writing skills or 

strategies that you previously taught? 

0(0%) 3(14%) 4(29%) 0(0%) 3(21%) 3(21%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 

44. How often you assign writing homework to 

students in your class? 

2(14%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 2(14%) 3(21%) 2(14%) 3(21%) 0(0%) 

45. How often your students work at writing 

centers? 

8(57%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 2(14%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 
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Table A15. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 46-48: J. F. Kennedy Elementary School  

Question 

Never 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Always 

7 

46. How often your writing lessons have 

multiple instructional goals. 

0(0%) 2(14%) 2(14%) 4(29%) 3(21%) 2(14%) 1(7%) 

47. How often you use a writing prompt to 

encourage student writing? 

2(14%) 2(14%) 4(29%) 4(29%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 

48. How often your students use a graphic 

organizer when writing? 

0(0%) 2(14%) 3(21%) 3(21%) 1(7%) 5(36%) 0(0%) 
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Table A17. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 49-60: J. F. Kennedy Elementary School 

Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

49. How often you monitor the writing 

progress of your students in order to make 

decisions about writing instruction?   

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 6(43%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 6(43%) 0(0%) 

50. How often you encourage students to 

monitor their own writing progress?    

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 3(21%) 4(29%) 6(43%) 1(7%) 

51 How often students use rubrics to evaluate 

their writing? 

0(0%) 2(14%) 5(36%) 1(7%) 2(14%) 2(14%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 

52. How often students in your classroom use 

writing portfolios (add material to a portfolio, 

look at material already in it, and so forth). 

1(7%) 3(21%) 2(14%) 6(43%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

53. How often you ask students to write at 

home with parental help? 

7(50%) 1(7%) 2(14%) 2(14%) 1(7%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

54. How often you ask parents to listen to 

something their child wrote at school? 

0(0%) 8(57%) 4(29%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

55. How often you communicate with parents 

about their child’s writing progress? 

0(0%) 13(93%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

56. How often you allow one or more students 

in your classroom to write by dictating their 

compositions to someone else? 

7(50%) 5(36%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

57. How often you allow one or more students 

in your classroom to use computers during the  

writing period? 

6(33%) 4(29%) 1(7%) 1(7%) 0(0%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

58. How often students use writing to support 

reading? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(14%) 0(0%) 4(29%) 6(43%) 2(14%) 

59. How often students use reading to support 

writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 3(21%) 1(7%) 4(29%) 4(29%) 1(7%) 

60. How often your students use writing in 

other content areas such as social studies, 

science, and math? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(7%) 5(36%) 1(7%) 1(7%) 5(36%) 1(7%) 
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Table A18. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 20-45: Thomas Jefferson Elementary School  

 

Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

20. How often you conference with students 

about their writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 3(33%) 3(33%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 

21. How often students conference with their 

peers about their writing? 

0(0%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 3(33%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 

22. How often students select their own writing 

topics? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 6(67%) 0(0%) 

23. How often your students engage in 

“planning” before writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 2(22%) 6(67%) 0(0%) 

24. How often your students “revise” their 

writing products? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(22%) 4(44%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

25. How often students share their writing with 

their peers? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 2(22%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 3(33%) 0(0%) 

26. How often your students “publish” their 

writing? (Publish means to print or write it so 

that it can be shared with others.) 

0(0%) 2(22%) 7(78%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

27. How often your students help their 

classmates with their writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 2(22%) 0(0%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 4(44%) 0(0%) 

30. How often you read your own writing to 

your students? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 2(22%) 4(44%) 0(0%) 

31. How often you teach sentence construction 

skills? 

0(0%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 3(33%) 2(22%) 0(0%) 3(33%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

32. How often you teach students about ways of 

organizing text or how texts are organized? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 3(33%) 3(33%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 

33. How often you teach students strategies for 

planning? 

0(0%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 3(33%) 3(33%) 2(22%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

34. How often you teach students strategies for 

revising? 

1(11%

) 

0(0%) 0(0%) 5(56%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

35. How often you teach students handwriting 

skills? 

4(44%

) 

1(11%) 1(11%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

36. How often you teach spelling skills? 1(11%

) 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(22%) 2(22%) 4(44%) 0(0%) 

37. How often you teach grammar skills? 1(11%

) 

2(22%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

38. How often you teach punctuation skills? 0(0%) 1(11%) 2(22%) 0(0%) 3(33%) 3(33%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

39. How often you teach capitalization skills? 0(0%) 2(22%) 2(22%) 0(0%) 3(33%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 

40. How often you provide mini-lessons on 

writing skills or processes students need to 

know at this moment---skills, vocabulary, 

concepts, strategies, or other things? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 6(67%) 0(0%) 

41. How often you overtly model writing 

strategies? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 7(78%) 0(0%) 

42. How often you model the enjoyment or love 

of writing for students? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 2(22%) 0(0%) 6(67%) 0(0%) 

43. How often you reteach writing skills or 

strategies that you previously taught? 

0(0%) 2(22%) 4(44%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

44. How often you assign writing homework to 

students in your class? 

0(0%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 7(78%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 

45. How often your students work at writing 

centers? 

5(56%

) 

2(22%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 
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Table A19. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 46-48: Thomas Jefferson Elementary School 

Question 

Never 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Always 

7 

46. How often your writing lessons have multiple 

instructional goals. 

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(22%) 5(55%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 

47. How often you use a writing prompt to encourage 

student writing? 

2(22%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 3(33%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 

48. How often your students use a graphic 

organizer when writing? 

1(11%) 1(11%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 4(44%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 
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Table A20. Teachers’ Writing Survey Questions 49-60: Thomas Jefferson Elementary School 

 

Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

49. How often you monitor the writing 

progress of your students in order to make 

decisions about writing instruction?   

0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(22%) 2(22%) 0(0%) 5(56%) 

50. How often you encourage students to 

monitor their own writing progress?    

0(0%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 4(44%) 0(0%) 

51 How often students use rubrics to evaluate 

their writing? 

0(0%) 0(0%) 3(33%) 3(33%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 

52. How often students in your classroom use 

writing portfolios (add material to a portfolio, 

look at material already in it, and so forth). 

1(11%) 3(33%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

53. How often you ask students to write at 

home with parental help? 

2(22%) 2(22%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 

54. How often you ask parents to listen to 

something their child wrote at school? 

3(33%) 4(44%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

55. How often you communicate with parents 

about their child’s writing progress? 

0(0%) 4(44%) 3(33%) 0(0%) 2(22%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 

56. How often you allow one or more students 

in your classroom to write by dictating their 

compositions to someone else? 

3(33%) 3(33%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 

57. How often you allow one or more students 

in your classroom to use computers during the  

writing period? 

1(11%) 0(0%) 0(0%) 4(44%) 2(22%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 
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Question Never 

Several 

times a 

year Monthly 

Several 

times a 

month Weekly 

Several 

times a 

week Daily 

Several 

times a 

day 

58. How often students use writing to support 

reading? 

0(0%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 3(33%) 1(11%) 

59. How often students use reading to support 

writing? 

0(0%) 1(11%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 2(22%) 2(22%) 0(0%) 1(11%) 

60. How often your students use writing in 

other content areas such as social studies, 

science, and math? 

0(0%) 2(22%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 1(11%) 0(0%) 3(33%) 1(11%) 

 


