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ABSTRACT 

Harvey, Hannah. Elementary Principals’ Knowledge and Practices of Literacy 

Instruction: Impact on Teachers’ Perceptions and Actions Related to Reading 

Instruction. Doctor of Education (Executive Educational Leadership), May 2022, 

Houston Baptist University, Houston, Texas 

 

 This research explored principals’ perceived leadership content knowledge around 

literacy by examining the relationship between principals’ perceptions of their own 

literacy knowledge and the actions that they took to support teachers’ literacy instruction. 

A sampling group included seven elementary principals and 25 elementary teachers from 

Title I and non-Title I schools in a small, rural public education school district of 

Louisiana. The instrument for collecting and analyzing data was the Principal Quality 

Literacy Practices Survey, which was established by the 2004 International Reading 

Association Standards for Reading Professionals. The research questions focused on how 

principals perceived themselves as literacy leaders, how teachers perceived their 

principals as literacy leaders and how principals’ literacy knowledge and practices may 

have impacted reading instruction.  

The findings suggested that most principals rated themselves overall as proficient 

in all categories based on The Standards for Reading Professionals which describe the 

five standards and accompanying competencies expected of various reading 

professionals. The study revealed that teachers rated their principals as exemplary across 

all five standards by averaging a higher mean than the principals. Although the sampling 

size was small and unequal, and the significance was a non-factor in this study, the 

results suggested that principals could benefit from continuous professional development 

and training that fosters an integrated approach to reading practices. The implication here 
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was that although principals rated themselves as proficient, it is essential to be able to 

transition from the proficient level to the exemplary level. These results exemplified the 

concept that principals are willing to continue learning and growing to reach the level of 

exemplary. This was an indication of having a growth mindset. Principals who had a 

professional growth mindset led collaborative educational environments where staff 

members were motivated to engage in continuous dialogue about effective instructional 

practices. It was important for principals to see themselves as leaders and understand how 

to develop leadership capacity to increase student achievement and lead effective schools. 

 

Keywords: COVID-19, Instructional leadership theory, Literacy, Transformational 

leadership  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

There are 90,850 public school principals in the U.S., according to the 2017-18 

numbers from National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). According to 

Rousmaniere (2013), principals in the United States public schools have been one of the 

most complex and contradictory roles in the realm of educational leadership. Principals 

have been tasked with the responsibility of being a supervisor of teachers and staff, 

inspirational leader, instructional leader, and professional development leader. 

Rousmaniere (2013) indicated that “the principal  is both the administrative director of 

state educational policy and a building manager, both an advocate for school change and 

the protector of bureaucratic stability” (Rousmaniere, 2013, p. 2). 

As leaders of K-12 public schools, principals are required to meet the challenges 

of their diverse leadership roles, which require them to be managers of their school, as 

well as leaders of   instruction that involves teaching and learning (Gentilucci et al., 2013). 

Traditionally, school principals were required to handle bureaucratic and management 

duties, such as finances, personnel issues, school environmental concerns, and school 

schedules (Boyce & Bowers, 2018).   During the last decade, the responsibility of the 

school principals in many countries has been extended to a commitment to improve the 

lives of all children by having high expectations and rigorous instruction and curriculum 

taught by highly qualified teachers in an inclusive, safe environment (Ash et al., 2013; 

Horsford, 2014; Myers, 2014; Ross & Cozzens, 2016). 
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Principals are also responsible for being instructional leaders for all teachers and 

accountable for students’ academic success. Research indicates that although principals 

are not necessarily prepared to be the instructional leader to special education teachers, in 

the wake of legislation and school reform, it is critical that they assume this responsibility 

to ensure program e effectiveness and student achievement (Frost & Kersten, 2011). 

Currently, principals are required to be an instructional leader, while simultaneously 

facilitating all other expected managerial duties. Recent education reform initiatives have 

changed the image of the typical classroom and student population. The new reforms 

have created a challenge and changed the perspective of the actual expectations and 

responsibilities of school principals. As the instructional leader, principals must take on 

new responsibilities. The role of the principal is more complex and requires expertise in 

many areas when working to achieve school goals. 

Principals must possess necessary leadership and interpersonal skills when 

working with their staff to accomplish school goals that require supervising and 

communicating effectively with students, parents, and community. The principal's role 

has expanded to include monitoring curriculum and instruction, conducting teacher 

evaluations, coordinating district and statewide testing, attending meetings for students 

with disabilities, collaborating with the general and special education teachers regarding 

students with special needs in the inclusive setting, and developing activities for staff 

development. “With accountability has come some positive change; the traditional role of 

school principal as manager has been replaced by that of an instructional leader – a 

teacher of teachers” (Barton, 2013, p. 94). 
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Principals have been charged with the responsibility of facilitating and monitoring 

effective instruction that promotes student academic success. Literacy instruction is a 

primary area that affects all subject matters, including elementary through post-secondary 

education, leading up to careers and job workforce. Leading literacy instruction in K-12 

schools has continued to evolve and when principals become more knowledgeable about 

literacy development, they can support effective instructional practices and improve 

student achievement   (Overhort & Szabochsik, 2013). Taylor et al. (2019) commented on 

school leaders’ understanding of literacy and explained how their ability to effectively 

promote the development and practices of literacy instruction may have a positive effect 

on teacher capacity and student achievement. 

Shanahan (2014) maintained that “as long as literacy education plays such an 

important role in the economic well-being of individuals and their communities, then 

policies will be established to try to ensure that children succeed in reading” (p. 11). 

Leading literacy instruction  in K-12 schools has continued to evolve and principals are 

being required to be knowledgeable about literacy development and support effective 

instructional practices (Shanahan, 2014). 

Knowing that the principal’s job is very multi-dimensional and influential, the 

quality of literacy  instruction is important for student success. This study investigates 

how principals’ knowledge and practices of literacy instruction may impact teachers’ 

perceptions of their leadership ability and reading instruction.  

Background of the Study 

Understanding the academic needs of multiple students of various cultures is 

important to the development of a school’s instructional program (Kelley et al., 2015). 
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Chall and Jacobs (2003) noticed that African American and Latino students scored 

significantly lower in their academics compared to the White students in their case study. 

There continues to be an achievement gap between these racial groups. Reading skill 

deficits impede students’ ability to be successful in other academic disciplines, increase 

the chances of students dropping out of school, and intensify student behaviors, which 

can lead to a mandate sentencing into juvenile correction facility or incarceration 

(Houchins et al., 2008; McCray et al., 2017).  

The current climate of school accountability reform has changed the 

responsibilities of principals to include both managerial and instructional leadership roles 

(King, 2002). Traditionally, principals were expected to set clear goals, allocate resources 

to instruction, manage the curriculum, monitor lesson plans and evaluate teachers 

(DiPaola & Hoy, 2008). Today’s principals are expected to be instructional leaders, who 

lead the learning by focusing on   teaching and learning, develop leadership capacity by 

creating opportunities for professional development, and use data to drive the instruction 

and decisions for allocating resources (King, 2002). Grigsby (2010) reached a similar 

conclusion about principals becoming transformational as their duties include the day-to-

day operations of the school as a manager and being responsible for developing the 

knowledge and skills necessary to effectively support the academic program as an 

instructional leader. 

Statement of the Problem 

According to the 2019 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 

reading assessment, which is given every two years to students at grades 4 and 8, 35% of 

4th graders and 34% of 8th graders performed at or above NAEP proficient in reading 
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(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2019). In 2017, according to The Nation’s 

Report Card, only 37% of 4th graders and 36% of 8th graders in the United States were at 

a proficient reading level or above (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2017). 

These percentages were lower than 2017, and scores for students performing at the 10th 

percentile at both grades did not improve compared to 1992 and declined since 2017 

(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2019).  

Campus principals are held accountable for making sure students receive a 

quality education by having highly effective teachers align their instructional curriculum 

with research-based best practices to achieve student progress and mastery (Texas 

Education Agency [TAC § 149.2001.]). Overhort and Szabochsik (2013) attributed 

literacy concerns to the continuous educational frustration of the   lack of literacy 

instructional leadership support from principals and the disconnect between teachers. The 

researchers elaborated that the more efficient principals are in understanding a content 

area, like literacy, the more equipped they are to engage and provide meaningful feedback 

with teachers and make coherent connections to the instructional process (Overhort & 

Szabochsik,    2013). Additionally, they articulated that just like teachers need knowledge 

to help students learn content, principals need a basic knowledge of content to connect to 

instructional leadership practices that significantly affect teaching and learning (Overhort 

& Szabochsik, 2013). 

The researchers incorporated in their observation that not only elementary 

teachers were frustrated with principals’ lack of knowledge of literacy, but also, 

secondary teachers indicated that principals were not able to provide effective and 

substantial feedback after observing literacy lessons in their content-area classes 
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(Overhort & Szabochsik, 2013). In their conclusion, they cited the need for elementary 

and secondary principals and teachers to continue the literacy conversation so that 

students can reach their full academic potential and beyond (Overhort & Szabochsik, 

2013). 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to investigate principals’ perceived leadership content 

knowledge and practices in literacy by examining the relationship between principals’ 

perceptions of their own literacy knowledge, the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ 

actions related to reading instruction, and the effects it has on teachers’ literacy 

instruction and actions related to reading instruction. 

Significance of the Study 

Many researchers have studied the background of principal leadership (Hallinger, 

2005; Shen, 2005; Rousmaniere, 2013; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Boyce & Bowers, 

2018; Berkovich, 2016; Beck & Murphy, 1993). According to Niqab et al. (2015), 

leadership has had an impact on both teaching and learning. The research indicated “a 

major area that is covered by   leadership includes 1) better student outcomes, 2) 

facilitating staff for better outcome, and 3) provision of the best resources to get better 

results.” (Niqab et al., 2015, p. 30). Principals' literacy practices have been identified, but 

explicit literacy practices have not been measured in   isolation nor examined in 

relationship to the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ actions related to reading 

instruction and the effects it has on teachers’ literacy instruction and student outcomes. 

Wilson (2016) presented a strong argument of how illiteracy or a lack of literacy 

skills can impede the opportunity for students to receive an educational degree, which can 
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increase their chances of becoming negatively involved with the judicial system, possibly 

leading up to incarceration. In his research, Wilson (2016) pointed out that literacy skills 

are important to all citizens, and “being literate does not guarantee one’s economic 

future, but lack of literacy is a fairly strong predictor of the struggles that await those less 

literate” (p. 13). “In contemporary economies where information and knowledge are 

becoming more important, literacy skills, independent of formal educational attainment, 

are an essential asset for both the individual’s and the society’s economic prosperity” 

(Park & Kyei, 2007, p. 18). Acquiring literacy skills has an impact on the older 

generation because as they age, they are expected to read and understand their health and 

medical information, as well as apply the knowledge learned to address their physical and 

emotional needs (Park & Kyei, 2007). 

There has been a significant uprise in the discussion about literacy instruction 

across school districts in the United States and the concern with the decline in reading 

scores on the National Assessment for Educational Progress (Myracle, 2020). A review 

of the literature by Spector and Jay (2011) implied that today’s school leaders are 

challenged even more to prepare our youth to be thought provoking, problem-solvers, and 

literate members of society, who can contribute “individually and collectively to the 

future well-being of all and who are positioned to succeed in a global environment” (p. 

3). “Government mandates and public outcry demand that schools step up quickly and 

masterfully to meet these challenges” (Spector & Jay, 2011, p. 3).  

Several researchers have examined the implication of principal instructional 

leadership and the impact that their role may play as it relates to positively influencing 

literacy instruction and student achievement (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Vogel, 2018; 
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Beck & Murphy, 1993; Bayar, 2016). Principal instructional leadership may have a 

significant effect on literacy instructional practices and student achievement. Ross and 

Cozzens (2016) reached a similar conclusion that resilient educational leaders create clear 

and concise school wide goals, collaborate with teachers  to achieve the goals, and make 

every effort to build trust and support from various stakeholders to successfully engage 

them in the process to ultimately reach student achievement. 

This study aims to contribute to this growing area of research by exploring 

principals’ perceived leadership content knowledge and practices in literacy through 

examining the relationship between principals’ perceptions of their own literacy 

knowledge, the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ actions related to reading 

instruction. 

Definition of Terms 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 

Adequate yearly progress is defined by each State that describes the result in 

continuous and substantial yearly improvement of each Local Education Agency (LEA) 

and school receiving Title I funds by meeting the State's proficient and advanced levels of 

performance. (U.S. Department of Education) 

Instructional Leadership Theory 

Martin (2018) presented a description of instructional leadership theory as a 

framework  of “how administrators and teachers improve teaching and learning” (p. 160). 

Leadership 

“Northouse (2009) describes leadership as a combination of individual traits, 

abilities, skills, and behaviors practiced within one or more relationships with others to 
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achieve common goals” (Northouse, 2009, as cited in   Rosch & Anthony, 2012, p. 38). 

Literacy 

According to Myracle (2020), “literacy is considered to be the ability of an 

individual to read, comprehend, make connections, and respond to text and is 

foundational to success in a text- rich society” (p. 6). 

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is the only assessment 

that measures what U. S. students know and can do in various subjects across the nation, 

states and in    some urban districts (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2019). 

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) 

State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) is the state’s 

testing program and is based on state curriculum standards in core subjects including 

reading, writing, mathematics, science and social studies (Texas Education Agency 

Accountability Performance Reporting, n.d.). 

Texas Education Agency Academic Accountability (TEA Accountability) 

The Texas Education Agency evaluates public schools and districts under state 

accountability requirements in which the ratings examine student achievement, school 

progress, and whether districts and campuses are closing achievement gaps among 

various student groups and meeting the educational needs of all students (Texas 

Education Agency Accountability Performance Reporting., n.d.). 

Transformational Leadership 

“Transformational leadership is a style of leadership that inspires followers to 

commit to a shared vision and goals for an organization or unit, challenging them to be 
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innovative problem solvers, and developing followers’ leadership capacity via coaching, 

mentoring, and provision of both challenge and support” (Bass & Riggio, 2006, p. 4). 

Theoretical Framework 

Leadership has been defined in so many ways by countless scholars; however, 

there appears to be unanimous agreement around the organization of effective leadership 

practices   (Rosch & Anthony, 2012). According to Rosch and Anthony (2012), leadership 

is “a combination of individual traits, abilities, skills, and behaviors practiced within     one 

or more relationships with others to achieve common goals” (Northouse, 2009, as cited in   

Rosch & Anthony, 2012, p. 38). Kouzes and Posner (2016) surveyed over 100,000 

people globally from business, government, and educational organizations using the 

Characteristics of Admired Leaders (CAL) checklist. The purpose of the survey was to 

find out what people look for and admire in their leaders and reasons for following them. 

Based on the results of the CAL, “for the majority of the people to follow someone 

willingly, they want a leader who they believe is honest, competent, inspiring, and 

forward-thinking” (Kouzes & Posner, 2016, p. 31).  

An examination of the data indicated that the four leader characteristics identified 

were consistent across different countries, as well as within “cultures, ethnicities, 

organizational functions and hierarchies, genders, levels of education, and age groups” 

(Kouzes & Posner, 2016, p. 32). “When making extraordinary things happen in 

organizations, leaders engage in what Kouzes and Posner (2017) detailed as a 

transformational leadership approach called The Five Practices of Exemplary Leadership: 

(1). Model the Way, (2). Inspire a Shared Vision, (3). Challenge the Process, (4). Enable 

Others to Act, and (5). Encourage the Heart” (p. 12). When effective leaders possess 
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these characteristics, strong, positive relationships can develop amongst leaders and their 

followers (Kouzes & Posner, 2016). Findings of earlier studies generally agree with the 

idea that the relationship that leaders collectively develop with followers is considered 

priority and it matters when leading an organization (Rost, 1993, as cited in Rosch & 

Anthony, 2012). 

Leaders, who have positive expectations for their followers, have been able to 

inspire others to perform above and beyond their expectations. In addition, they have 

been instrumental   in encouraging followers to become leaders themselves, which is 

known as transformational leaders (Bass & Riggio, 2006). “Transformational leadership 

is one of the central and most influential leadership models in the field of education 

administration” (Bush, 2014; Hallinger, 2003, as cited in Berkovich, 2016, p. 2). The 

theory was first introduced in James Burns's work on political leaders and extended by 

Bernard Bass and Bruce Avolio in which they described the behaviors of business leaders. 

Transformational theory was later adopted by Bernard M. Bass (1985) and adapted to 

address business leaders. Transformational leadership theory has been dominant in the 

leadership world. It has been one of the most prominent and sought-after theories for 

research discussions and implementation in school leadership (Berkovich, 2018). 

Mcmanus et al. (2018) elaborated further and revealed that “Burns articulated a 

concept of transforming leadership, which he described as a process of social influence 

by which leaders and followers engage in the process of mutual change and development, 

raising each other to higher levels of morality and motivation” (p. 318). Mcmanus et al. 

(2018) suggested the concept that transformational leadership reflected upon several 

theoretical models with similar behavioral themes. “Even though these theoretical models 
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of transformational leadership vary in their elements, the collections of behaviors that 

define the elements of these various constructs remain consistent enough that 

transformational leadership stands as a distinct approach to leadership that can be 

powerful and effective” (Mcmanus et al., 2018, p. 319) 

Table 1 

 

Major Typologies of Transformational Leadership 

Models and Sources Behaviors/Components 

Transforming Leadership by Burns 

(1988) 

A process of mutual change and development by 

which leaders and followers raise each other to higher 

levels of motivation and morality 

    

Transformational Leadership by Bass 

(1985, 1997); Bass & Steidlmeier 

(1999); Bass & Riggio (2006) 

Idealized Influence – Functionally equates to 

charisma 

Inspirational Motivation – Manifests a leader’s high 

expectations to instill in others a desire to exert 

greater efforts aimed at higher moral standards 

Intellectual Stimulation – Engages others in ways that 

challenges them and encourages more creativity and 

innovation 

Individualized Consideration – Reflects a leader’s 

supportive actions toward a follower 

    

Transformative’ Leadership by Bennis 

and Nanus (1985) 

Presenting a clear vision of the future 

Shaping the understanding of followers into shared 

meanings 

Generating the followers’ trust in a leader  

Developing the followers’ competence 

  

Transformational Leadership by 

Kouzes and Posner (1987, 2002) 

Modeling the way 

Inspiring a shared vision 

Challenging the process to achieve change 

Enabling others to act, and 

Encouraging the heart through recognition and 

celebration        

  

Transformational Leadership by 

Podsakoff, et al. (1990) 

Articulating a vision 

Providing an appropriate (role) model 

Fostering acceptance of group goals 

Expecting high performance 

Giving individualized support, and 

Generating intellectual stimulation 

Note. Source: (Mcmanus et al., 2018, p. 320) 
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According to Mcmanus et al. (2018), the Bass’ model has been one of the most 

notably accepted set of dimensions used to describe transformational leadership, which 

has been used globally within various organizations. A study conducted by Bush (2018) 

advances the notion that transformational leadership has been one of the most highly 

favorable models used globally and has been acknowledged by political leaders as a 

theory used to reform educational systems,   such as the Programme for International 

Student Assessment (PISA). Transformational leadership is a theory used by many 

charismatic leaders to influence followers to embrace a behavior or vision in order to 

bring about a change to benefit the entire organization (Bush, 2018). Bush (2018) cited 

the work of Berkovich (2017) and how transformational leadership theory was perceived 

from a conceptual viewpoint. 

Berkovich (2017) investigated “conventional wisdom in education regarding 

transformational leadership that can be represented by these three conceptions: (a) 

principals' transformational leadership behaviors are more prevalent in national contexts 

than are restructuring-oriented; (b) principals' transformational behaviors are more 

effective than transactional behaviors; and (c) principals are either transformational or 

transactional” (p. 14- 15). The researcher elaborated those theories should never be 

limited by what the original philosophers assumed from previous works, because 

throughout time, there may have been additional discussions, expansions and the 

discoveries of common conceptions to produce new thinking (Berkovich, 2017). “This 

investigation emphasizes the need of the educational leadership research community to 

move from modernistic (e.g., conception no. 1), universal (e.g., conception no. 2), and 

simplistic (e.g., conception no. 3) assertions to more sophisticated ones that are context-
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dependent, task-dependent, and complex” (Berkovich, 2017, p. 26). Berkovich concluded 

that researchers and practitioners should, from time to time, review common conceptions 

to validate that the knowledge being shared is up-to-date and significant. 

The notion of principals not having one type of leadership theory is supported by 

Martin’s (2017) research, which has shown that instructional leaders who work well with 

teachers to impact student learning tend to possess qualities of transformational 

leadership. Dugan (2017) maintained that both the leader and follower work together to 

fulfill the purpose of the vision through relationship building. Accumulated research 

indicated that transformational leadership qualities have impactful effects on effective 

organizational change and student outcomes (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Leithwood & 

Sun, 2012 as cited in Berkovich & Eyal, 2016).  

An indication of the importance attached to the Berkovich and Eyal (2016) study 

was that the emotional aspects of principal-teacher relations were important to the study 

of transformational leadership and its specific outcomes. Berkovich and Eyal (2016) 

detailed findings that principals’ transformational behaviors were linked to their 

emotional recognition ability, teachers’ emotional reframing, and their ability to fully 

mediate the effect of their emotion recognition ability on teachers’ experience of 

emotional reframing.   

Previous research, utilizing various methodologies, indicated a significant 

relationship  between leader and followers (Kouzes & Posner, 2017; Mcmanus et al., 

2018; Dugan, 2017; Bush, 2018 & Berkovich & Eyal, 2016). Mcmanus (2018) presented 

a description of transformational leadership as the ability of a leader to display qualities 

of inspiration and encouragement and support of their followers while maintaining 
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positive results of the organization and increasing successful developmental outcomes for 

all followers. 

Research Questions 

1. How do principals perceive themselves as literacy leaders based on their knowledge 

and practices related to reading instruction? 

2. How do teachers perceive their principals as literacy leaders based on their actions 

related to reading instruction? 

3. Is there a relationship between elementary principals’ perceptions of their own 

literacy knowledge and teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ literacy knowledge? 

4. Do elementary principals’ knowledge and practices of literacy instruction have an 

impact on teachers’ perceptions of them as literacy leaders and their actions related 

to reading instruction? 

Limitations 

Limitations in research are matters and occurrences that arise in the study, which 

are out of the researcher’s control (Creswell & Creswell, 2020). The limitations of this 

study include the following: 

1. This study will be conducted during the COVID-19 pandemic which may 

alter perceptions of principals and teachers. 

2. Teachers may not complete the survey for fear of exposure and retaliation 

from the principal. 

3. Since principals are self-reporting, there may be volunteer bias. Self-

reporting may affect principals' view of social desirability. Many may not 

want to be perceived as lacking strong leadership skills in this area, so 
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they may not answer truthfully or at all. 

4. Principals and teachers may not complete the survey because of survey 

response fatigue due to the growing number of surveys that they have been 

completing throughout the school year. 

Delimitations 

Delimitations of a study are those characteristics that arise from the limitations in 

the scope of the study (boundaries are defined by the researcher) by conscious 

exclusionary and inclusionary decisions made during the development of the study 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2020). Delimitations   of this study included the following: 

1. The participants in the study will represent elementary school principals 

and teachers in a rural, public educational school district of Louisiana. 

2. The background of the researcher as an elementary and middle school 

administrator also adds an element of bias in the way in which the data is 

analyzed. 

Assumptions 

Three general assumptions of this study were: 

1. The survey used in this study was valid for the purpose intended. 

2. The participants understood the survey and responded objectively and 

honestly. 

3. Interpretation of the data collected reflected what participants intended. 

Summary 

In the current context of performance standards and accountability, schools 

require school principals to be highly effective in achieving positive student outcomes 
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and transforming  their role from manager to instructional leader. Leadership in the area 

of literacy is critical since reading performance is considered the foundation for school 

success.  

This study will quantify and describe principals’ perceived leadership content 

knowledge and practices in literacy by examining the relationship between principals’ 

perceptions of their own literacy knowledge, the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ 

actions related to reading instruction, and the effects it has on reading instruction.  

Organization of the Study 

This study will be organized into five chapters. Chapter I includes introduction, 

background of the study, statement of the problem, statement of the purpose, significance 

of the study, research questions, definition of terms, theoretical framework, limitations, 

delimitations, assumptions, and organization of the study. Chapter II begins with a review 

of the literature including: (a) Introduction to the Literature; (b) Historical Context of 

Literacy and Its Influence on Educational Policy; (c) Evolution of the Principalship in K-

12 Schools; (d) Knowledge and Practices of Literacy Leadership; (e) Teachers’ 

Perceptions of Principals as Instructional Leaders, (f) Principals’ Impact on Reading 

Instruction, and (g) Summary. Following an introduction to Chapter III, information 

regarding the methodology employed in the collection and analysis of the data in this 

study is detailed. This chapter is organized as follows: (a) Context of the Study, (b) 

Research Purpose, (c) Research Questions, (d) Participants of the Study, (e) 

Instrumentation, (f) Data Collection, and (g) Data Analysis. Chapter III concludes with a 

summary. Chapter IV includes a presentation and analysis of the research data gathered 

from participants. It contains the following: (a) Data Collection, (b) Demographics, (c) 
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Knowledge of the Foundation of Reading Processes and Instruction, (d) Instructional 

Strategies and Curriculum Materials, (e) Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation, (f) 

Creating a Literate Environment, (g) Professional Development, (h) COVID-19 

Questions, and (i) Summary. Chapter V begins with an introduction which is followed by 

the study’s findings, followed by a summary of the study, discussion of the findings, 

implications for practice, and recommendations for future research. Chapter V ends with 

research study conclusions. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction to Literature 

The purpose of this study is to investigate principals’ perceived leadership content 

knowledge and practices in literacy by examining the relationship between principals’ 

perceptions of their own literacy knowledge, the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ 

actions related to reading instruction and the effects it has on reading instruction. The 

principal as an instructional leader and its effect on student reading achievement will be 

explored. Campus principals are held accountable for making sure students receive a 

quality education by having highly effective teachers align their instructional curriculum 

with research-based practices to achieve student progress and mastery (Texas Education 

Agency [TAC § 149.2001.]). Overhort and Szabochsik (2013) incorporated in their 

observation that not only elementary teachers were frustrated with principals’ lack of 

knowledge  of literacy, but also secondary teachers indicated that principals were not able 

to provide effective and substantial feedback after observing literacy lessons in their 

content-area classes. 

The information gathered from the observations addresses the importance of 

principals and teachers at all grade levels to continue the literacy conversation so that 

students can continue to achieve at high levels (Overhort & Szabochsik, 2013). 

Understanding the academic needs of multiple students of various cultures is 

important to  the development of a school’s instructional program (Kelley et al., 2015). 

Chall and Jacobs (2003) noticed that African American and Latino students significantly 

lower in their academics compared to the White students in their case study. There 
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continues to be an achievement gap between these racial groups. Reading skill deficits 

impede students’ ability to be successful in other academic disciplines, increase the 

chances of students dropping out of school and intensify student behaviors, which can 

lead to a mandate sentencing to a juvenile correction facility or incarceration (Houchins et 

al., 2008;   McCray et al., 2017). Evidence indicates secondary teachers need strategies to 

support students’ literacy development in the content area of reading (Barton & McKay, 

2016; Fien et al., 2018; Papalewis, 2004; Schoenbach et al., 2003). As a result of 

increasingly high percentage  of struggling readers of the African American and Latino 

middle school population, efforts to improve reading performance among these 

demographic groups are needed (Chall & Jacobs, 2003). The purpose of this chapter is to 

review the literature relevant to understanding the historical context of literacy, 

examining how principals’ responsibilities and duties have evolved, highlighting 

teachers’ perceptions of principals’ knowledge and practices of literacy instruction, and 

focusing on the impact principals’ literacy knowledge and practices may have reading 

instruction. 

Historical Context of Literacy and Its Influence on Educational Policy 

van Kleeck and Schuele (2010) called attention to the historical background of 

instructional and family literacy practices, how it varied across cultures, and the 

differences of opinions around the continuous changes and trends of literacy. Many 

historical transitions reveal the where, what, when and how children were exposed to 

literacy experiences and taught literacy skills (van Kleeck & Schuele, 2010). They 

elaborated further and revealed the “dramatic historical changes in how widespread 

literacy is in the general population, and how much higher the demands on literacy skills 
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have become, particularly in the last century” (p. 342). According  to van Kleeck and 

Schuele (2010), being literate involves a person having a knowledge base and educational 

experiences to go along with the ability to read and write. In the United States, the 

educational goal is to ensure that every child becomes literate (van Kleeck & Schuele, 

2010). 

van Kleeck and Schuele (2010) proceeded to detail the historical timeline 

impacting people’s ability to learn to read and where these events took place. They 

established a connection of how reading was taught based on societal and political 

changes, and these historical notions are seen in the literacy practices of today. In the 

research, attention was called  to the idea that only male children were taught to read in 

the 1st century AD. It was emphasized that Quintilian (1920) challenged the ideas of 

Hesiod and Erathosthenes, who strongly believed that males should not begin to receive 

reading instruction until they were 7 years old and able to attend formal school. van 

Kleeck and Schuele (2010) discussed in the research how Quintilian (1920) believed that 

children could engage in literacy through the concept of fun play during an earlier age 

than 7 years. 

Shah (2016) argued that all children deserve the right to receive literacy education 

that will enable them as citizens to have access to the First Amendment. The First 

Amendment was established to provide all citizens the right to free expression, the right 

to exercise political franchise and the right to access justice. Shah contended “that 

depriving children the right to acquire basic literacy skills deprives them of their equal 

dignity” (p. 130). According to Shah (2016), “the right to basic literacy education is 

fundamental and deeply rooted in this nation’s history and tradition” (p. 130). Although 
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the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment did not explicitly state that all 

children must be provided a minimal standard of education and specifically a literacy 

education, Shah (2016) conceptualized that equal educational opportunity originated with 

“the Northwest Ordinance, a pre-Constitutional statute that required all new states to 

provide children with a basic education, should be read as explicitly acknowledging 

education as a foundational principle of our nation implicit in the Constitution” (p. 130). 

Shah (2016) noted how the Puritans included literacy instruction in their laws and 

practices. Shah (2016) highlighted that in the seventeenth century, American colonies 

established the Massachusetts School of Law of 1642 and the Ye Olde Deluder Satan Act 

of 1647, which were created to legislate towns of a certain size to open grammar schools 

for public purposes that included purpose, access, control, and support. Even though, 

except for Rhode Island, the New England colonies passed legislation that mandated that 

children receive a public education in which they be taught to read, it faded away when 

many religious minorities came into the country and the charity schools took over the 

public educational system to provide access to the poor children (Shah, 2016). Shah 

(2016) suggested that “the colonies’ prerevolutionary religious tradition placed 

education–especially for those who could least afford it–on a pedestal by granting it 

special protection during a time of potential chaos while they were  framing the 

Constitution” (p. 131). The special educational protections that were granted highlighted 

the importance of basic literacy and the implications it has on the nation’s identity (Shah, 

2016). 

Shah (2016) argued that the “founders believed that education was such a 

foundational principle of the nation as to need no explicit mention in the Constitution” (p. 
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129). Shah (2016) examined two Supreme Court cases, which took place in 1973 and 

1982, that addressed whether education is a fundamental right guaranteed by the United 

States Constitution. Shah (2016) emphasized the historical context the Northwest 

Ordinance of 1787 had on the establishment of the Constitution and its influence on 

education as a fundamental implicit constitutional principle.  Shah (2016) amplified the 

fact that the Bill of Rights maintained federal obligations to support the protection of 

individual rights but did not emphasize the right to an education. Because the states 

created principles that promised citizens the right to an education, the Bill of Rights 

excluded any educational amendments (Shah, 2016). Shah (2016) corroborated on how, 

during the Constitutional Convention, the founders James Madison and Charles Pinckney 

attempted to add a provision in the Constitution to allow Congress to establish a 

university, which further demonstrated the importance of including education as a 

fundamental principle that the federal government should support the well-being of the 

citizens of the Republic and “secure educational rights for children on a widespread 

scale” (p. 133). In reviewing the research literature, Shah (2016) indicated that the 

“founders’ sentiments reveal their shared belief that the  right to education was so 

fundamental to the founding and structure of the nation that it needed no explicit mention 

in the Constitution” (p. 133). 

Shah (2016) went on to describe other historical figures, such as Benjamin 

Franklin, Benjamin Rush, and Noah Webster, who were affiliated with different political 

organizations, but they all reinforced that education was a fundamental and distinct 

aspect of the nation’s character and emphasized the importance of reading and writing. 

According to Shah (2016), these three historical figures believed strongly in literacy 
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education and its importance to the development of one’s personal and professional 

growth, establishment and growth of the economy, protection for a strong democracy, 

and the ability for people to have strong judgement to shape the nation. Shah (2016) 

acknowledged that both Benjamin Franklin and Benjamin Rush believed that women and 

Blacks should have the same right to an education and be able to achieve the same level 

of education as Whites, even during the time in which these two groups were not allowed 

these fundamental rights. Noah Webster also believed women should have the   same 

educational equality as men (Shah, 2016). Shah (2016) elaborated further on the value of 

literacy regarding other rights because it is essential for the foundational development of 

children’s abilities. 

Shah (2016) arrived at the conclusion that the Supreme Court has maintained that 

education is critical to the knowledge of a person’s rights and having basic literacy skills 

are important to understanding those rights. Shah (2016) pointed out the Supreme Court 

case of Plyer v. Doe in which the Court concluded that the Texas legislation violated the 

Equal Protection Clause. “In 1975, the Texas Legislature revised its education laws to 

deny enrollment in their public schools to and withhold any state funds for the education 

of children who were not ‘legally admitted’ to the country” (Access to Education - Rule of 

Law, n.d.). In Plyer v. Doe, the Court explained that "education has a fundamental role in 

maintaining the fabric of our society" and "provides the basic tools by which individuals 

might lead economically productive lives to the benefit of us all" (Access to Education - 

Rule of Law, n.d.). Although Plyer v. Doe was not the first case to emphasize the 

importance of providing basic education to all children, Shah (2016) advanced the notion 

that this case supported the “conclusion that depriving children of basic literacy has far-
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reaching and debilitating consequences each and every day of their lives, not only in the 

form of individual and collective economic instability and poor health, but also in the 

reproduction of an underclass of illiterate individuals” (p. 143). 

Shah (2016) drew a parallel between the Supreme Court Case of San Antonio 

School District v. Rodriguez and the Constitution’s lack of context to explicitly include 

the fundamental right to educate all children. According to the Supreme Court Case, “San 

Antonio Independent School District v. Rodriguez, 411 U.S. 1 (1973) was a case in which 

the United States held that the San Antonio Independent School District’s financing 

system, which was based on local property taxes, was not an unconstitutional violation of 

the Fourteenth Amendment’s equal protection clause” (San Antonio Independent School 

District V. Rodriguez, n.d.). “The court decided that the right to be educated (as a child of 

school age or an uneducated adult), was neither 'explicitly or implicitly' textually found 

anywhere in the U.S. Constitution. It was therefore, not anywhere protected by the 

Constitution” (San Antonio Independent School District V. Rodriguez, n.d.). Shah (2016) 

highlighted another problem in which the “Rodriguez Court assumed, without discussing, 

that education lacks the deep roots in this nation’s history that would distinguish it from 

food, clothing, and shelter” (p. 153). Shah (2016) pointed out that the right to education 

originated from the Northwest Ordinance and the founding fathers pushed for  action to 

include in the Constitution that right for all, including black children and young girls and 

females; however, it remains to be written as such. 

Shah (2016) called attention to the existing gaps between the Supreme Court’s 

lack of knowledge regarding the effects of poor education on children in the Case of San 

Antonio School  District v. Rodriguez Rodriguez opinion to the present-day context, where 
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it is assumed that education is indispensable to the maintenance of the Republic. An 

indication of the significance attached to the study of Shah (2016) was the importance of 

the next generation taking a more proactive stance with the Supreme Court to explain 

relevance of the meaning of liberty and how the term has evolved over the years since the 

ratification of the Constitution and even more recent because of the Rodriguez opinion. 

Shah (2016) inferred that the future courts’ arguments must include the importance of 

ensuring that literacy is key to the governing of democracy. Research up to this point has 

indicated significant historical context of literacy and its influence on educational policy. 

In 1965, Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), 

a federal educational reform policy that was created to close the reading, mathematics, 

and writing learning deficits of students who came from both urban and rural low-income 

families and from middle-class suburban communities (Elementary and Secondary 

Education ACT, 1965). Pertinent to the ESEA in 1965, several studies pointed out that 

since its origination, student achievement decreased, while school poverty increased 

(Elementary and Secondary Education ACT, 1965). In 1965, the United States 

Department of Education introduced the ideas of Title  I, which was a provision of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act that was set up to distribute funds to schools 

and school districts to support programs for special needs children, who came were from 

low-income families (Elementary and Secondary Education ACT, 1965). 

Over the years, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act has been modified 

and reauthorized by Congress many times (Elementary and Secondary Education ACT, 

1965). The Bilingual Education Act, which is called the Title VII of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Amendments of 1967, was the first United States federal legislation 
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that recognized the needs of limited English-speaking ability (LESA) students, supported 

bilingual education and educational supports for Native Americans, and reflected on 

cultural diversity and immigration reform (Bilingual Education Act, 1967). The Equal 

Educational Opportunities Act of 1974 was a  federal law of the United States of America, 

which prohibited discrimination against faculty, staff, and students, including racial 

segregation of students, and required school districts to take action to overcome barriers 

to students' equal participation (Equal Educational Opportunities Act  of 1974, n.d.). 

Because of this law, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA) and the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) were established 

to address educational equality for all students (Equal Educational Opportunities Act of 

1974, n.d.). 

The national debate has continued over how to improve the nation’s schools and 

increase student academic achievement. In 1983, “the landmark U.S. Department of 

Education report, A Nation at Risk, found that about 13 percent of 17-year-olds were 

functionally illiterate, SAT scores were dropping, and students needed an increased array 

of remedial courses in college” (A Nation Accountable, 2008, p. 2). A Nation at Risk was 

an eye-opening report that indicted education officials, school leaders, and the American 

public for complacency. These statistical data were detrimental to the children's 

opportunities and their future (A Nation Accountable, 2008, p. 2). The status of American 

students’ inability to maintain or surpass the academic performance of their counterparts 

was showcased in the publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983  (Shen, 2005). 

According to the 1983 U.S. Department of Education report, A Nation at Risk, the 

nation’s educational system was not progressing as well as other nations (A Nation 
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Accountable,  2008). Because of this report, the term, change agent, was created to 

describe principals who responded to the call of duty to increase student achievement by 

addressing the needs of the teachers and providing resources, such as professional 

development and social skills training to restore what was hindering classroom success 

(Shen, 2005). Based on the 2008 U. S. Department of Education report, A Nation 

Accountable, which was written twenty-five years later, focused on statistics that 

indicated that the nation’s educational system was in an even greater risk than before (A 

Nation Accountable, 2008). According to a data report from A Nation  Accountable 

(2008), from 1993 to 2007, students have made proficient progress in math but continued 

to remain below proficient in reading. The Commission in 1983 acknowledged that the 

results were similar to the performance on international tests, and the U.S. educational 

outcomes compared internationally have not improved significantly since the 1979s (A 

Nation Accountable, 2008). As a result of the educational challenges that the U.S. 

Department of Education faced, the 1997 National Reading Panel was created to review 

research on reading instruction (A Nation Accountable, 2008). 

Because there was no reliable data used to evaluate student performance and the 

lack of an accountability system to address those academic weaknesses in schools, the No 

Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) was established (A Nation Accountable, 2008). 

No Child Left Behind was a U.S. Act of Congress that reauthorized the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965 (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001). It included Title I 

provisions that supported standards-based education reform and required schools to make 

Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in test scores (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001). 

Supporters of NCLB believed that the goals significantly benefited teachers and schools 
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and the overall educational system that affects the nation; whereas, opponents of this law 

objected to that theory, because they maintained that the goals only punished schools and 

did not benefit the improvement of education (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001). The No 

Child Left Behind Act of 2001 concentrated on building academic skills in reading, 

writing, and mathematics, which had a significant impact on economic success (No Child 

Left Behind Act, 2001). 

Regarding implications for No Child Left Behind, 

Federal policy has had a significant impact on America’s schools and children 

 ever since ESEA was enacted in 1965. Yet, despite hundreds of programs and 

 hundreds of billions of dollars invested during the last generation, American 

 students still lag behind many of their fellow foreign students and the academic 

 achievement gap in this country between rich and poor, white and minority 

 students, remains wide. (No Child Left Behind, 2001). 

Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) of 2015 replaced No Child Left Behind Act 

(NCLB), but it did not eliminate the requirement for students between third and eighth 

grades to be administered standardized tests (Every Student Succeeds Act, 2015). Crucial 

to the ESSA law   was a bipartisan decision to allow states and districts to have more 

control in determining the accountability standards for students (Every Student Succeeds 

Act, 2015). The Department of Education held states accountable for achieving the goals 

and standards that they submitted in their educational plan (Every Student Succeeds Act, 

2015).  

According to the 2019 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 

reading assessment, which is given every two years to students at grades 4 and 8, 35% of 
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4th graders and 34% of 8th graders performed at or above NAEP proficient in reading 

(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2019). In 2017, according to The Nation’s 

Report Card, only 37% of 4th graders and 36% of 8th graders in the United States were at 

a proficient reading level or above (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2017). 

These percentages were lower than 2017, and   scores for students performing at the 10th 

percentile at both grades did not improve compared to 1992 and declined since 2017 

(National Center for Educational Statistics, 2019). A Nation Accountable (2008) 

describes the importance of educating more students at higher levels because of the huge 

demand for employees to fill job vacancies in the expanding global economy. 

Shanahan (2014) maintains that “as long as literacy education plays such an 

important role in the economic well-being of individuals and their communities, then 

policies will be established to try to ensure that children succeed in reading” (p. 11). 

Leading literacy instruction in K-12 schools has continued to evolve, and principals are 

required to be knowledgeable about literacy development and support effective 

instructional practices (Shanahan, 2014). 

Evolution of Principalship in K-12 Schools 

Several published studies have described the role of principals. Martin (2018) 

pointed out how, in the past, research about the roles of principals have evolved from 

principals having little authority to principals’ duties placing emphasis on instructional 

leadership and being held accountable for student performance. Bayar (2016) reached a 

similar conclusion in the research findings that the roles of principals in today’s world of 

education have increased drastically, and the demands on the school principals have 

evolved causing the expectations from school principals to be more comprehensive. 



31  

 

In 1789, Massachusetts was the first public educational school system set up in 

the United States, where all towns were required to have certified teachers, who were 

teaching in one-room schools and supervised by town councilman (Shen, 2005). At the 

end of the eighteenth century, the towns increased in population and there became a need 

to create multigrade classes (Shen, 2005). As a result of the influx of students, the town 

council had to hire a head teacher to manage the daily operations of the school, as well as 

being responsible for teaching classes (Shen, 2005). In May 1867, the word principal was 

first written in the minutes of the Board of Education of Albany, New York, and the 

reason for doing so was to compensate the principals for lighting fires in their schools 

during the cold season of the year to      keep everyone warm (Weiss, 1992). During 1921, 

the role of principalship evolved because of the increase in student population and the 

expansion of leadership duties, which included the removal of teaching responsibilities 

(Weiss, 1992). In addition, The National Association of Elementary School Principals 

was established during that same year to support and provide insight for principals in 

their leadership role (Weiss, 1992). 

Beck and Murphy (1993) presented a description of the principalship by 

organizing the position based on themes and how the role was valued during time. In the 

1920s,    principals were described as value brokers (Beck & Murphy, 1993). During those 

years, principals were held to a high standard in society as a spiritual and social leader, in 

which they were actively involved in the social aspects of the community, and they were 

still required to manage the curriculum and support teachers with teaching by observing 

them in the classroom (Beck & Murphy, 1993). 
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Table 2 

Phrases to Describe Principalship by Decade 

Decade Metaphorical Phrase 

1920s Value Broker 

    

1930s Scientific Manager 

    

1940s Democratic Leader 

    

1950s Theory Guided Administrator 

    

1960s Bureaucratic Executive 

    

1970s Humanistic Facilitator 

    

1980s Instructional Leader 

Note. Source: (Beck & Murphy, 1993).   

 

Approaching the 1930s was a transitional time for principals as they shifted from 

being a scientific manager from a spiritual leader’s perspective to a more business 

executive role in school leadership (Becky & Murphy, 1993). Principals were now 

required to facilitate the business aspect of running a school by maintaining the budget, 

maintenance, student membership, and make informed decisions using best research 

practices (Beck & Murphy, 1993). As school leadership transitioned in the 1940s, 

principals were known as democratic leaders who focused on research to solve 

educational problems and built upon human capital and shared decision-making skills to 

prepare students to live productively in a democratic nation (Becky & Murphy, 1993). 

The 1950s were a period in the educational system where principals were known as 

theory-guided administrators, because they were expected to incorporate a leadership 

approach that integrated both the scientific management and human relations approaches 

to managing as school system (Beck & Murphy, 1993). As theory-guided administrators, 
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principals were expected to delegate duties, rely on clerical staff and defend school 

practices by using empirical data to support teaching strategies (Beck & Murphy, 1993). 

Shen (2005) called attention to the fact that principals during this decade “focused on 

details of running a school rather than the larger picture of leading the school” (p. 4). The 

principal of the 1960s was known as a bureaucratic executive who was responsible for 

utilizing scientific strategies to reach measurable outcomes (Beck & Murphy, 1993). 

During this decade of leadership, principals started to recognize that being in power was 

not as worthy compared to previous decades and having to report to so many groups, with 

different wants and needs, was minimizing their power to lead (Beck & Murphy, 1993). 

During the 1970s decade, the principal was a humanistic facilitator, who fostered many 

roles to accommodate different stakeholders (Beck & Murphy, 1993). Principals were 

known as team players instead of bosses and focused on establishing school structure 

supports to improve teaching and learning (Beck & Murphy, 1993). In the 1980s, 

principals were called instructional leaders who became directly involved in  the teaching 

and learning process by creating a school’s vision and mission of ways to address the 

needs of teachers and increase student achievement (Beck & Murphy, 1993). 

In the 21st century, there has been a massive movement around instructional 

leadership, which was highlighted in the Effective Schools Movement of the early 1980s 

and because of this movement, principals have been tasked with the accountability of 

increasing student performance (Hallinger, 2005). “Instructional leadership has been 

identified as a critical, if not primary, task of school leaders since Brookover and 

Lezotte’s work with effective schools” (Brookover & Lezottes, 1982 as cited in Vogul, 

2018, p. 1). Martin (2018) advanced the notion that the instructional leadership model of 
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the Effective Schools Movement caused many scholars to question the ability of a 

principal to carry out the expectations due to the increased indicators that identified an 

effective instructional leader. Hallinger (2005) focused research on the development of 

the instructional leadership role of the school principal using a theoretical, empirical, and 

practical point of view. A basic assumption, pertinent to the study of Martin (2018), is 

that principals were being required to not only manage the building by maintaining the 

school’s daily physical operations, but also fulfill the role of an instructional leader in all 

academic content areas. According to Martin (2018), the principal’s role was expanding 

to the degree that it was challenging to focus on building management and instructional 

leadership and make a positive missing word simultaneously. As noted in Martin (2018), 

the effective schools model suggested that schools could have positive effects on student 

achievement, whereas the Coleman Report (1966) asserted that student success was 

directly related to family background and socioeconomic factors. The effective schools 

model led to the development of instructional reform and the publishing of the Nation at 

Risk (U.S. Department of Education, National Commission on Excellence in Education, 

NCEE, 1983). 

The role of the principal has changed from the traditional expectations and 

responsibilities. Traditionally, school principals were required to handle bureaucratic and 

management duties, such as finances, personnel issues, school environmental concerns, 

and school schedules (Boyce & Bowers, 2018). During the last decade, the responsibility 

of the school principals in many countries has been extended to a commitment to improve 

the lives of all children by having high expectations, rigorous instruction and curriculum 

being taught by high quality teachers in an inclusive, safe environment (Horsford, 2014; 
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Myers, 2014; Ash et  al., 2013). “If this phenomenon continues with new principals into 

the future, all of whom will have been introduced to teaching and the principalship in the 

current performative climate, it will potentially influence leadership practices and 

significantly change the face of the principalship” (Heffernam, 2018, p. 518). The 

responsibility of the school principals is a global trend that has shifted the focus on 

instructional leadership and leadership for learning (Hallinger &   Murphy, 1985; Tremont 

& Templeton, 2019). 

Stewart (2006) concluded that school leadership will continue to be a major focus 

of school accountability and school restructuring. Leading and managing effective 

schools to respond to the increasingly complex demands of society will require the 

knowledge and technical skills of committed and competent leaders. Researchers have 

suggested more studies will emerge as the topic of school leadership is addressed 

philosophically and methodologically (Stewart, 2006; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; 

AlShehhi & Alzouebi, 2020). 

Knowledge and Practices of Literacy Leadership 

When making the decision to become involved in the improvement of literacy, 

some principals choose to remain comfortable being a school manager; whereas others 

elect to take on  the challenge because they may have a personal conviction, professional 

obligation, or district mandate (Council, 2008). The International Literacy Association 

(2019) described in a literacy leadership brief the importance of principals’ continually 

evaluating instructional quality to ensure teachers are supported with the latest research 

on literacy learning and knowledge of culturally and linguistically relevant curriculum. 

Data should inform ongoing conversations about shared definitions of literacy 
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expectations and student performance. The International Literacy Association (2019) 

went on further to acknowledge that “every child has a basic human     right to read, 

principals have a moral imperative to monitor and ensure equitable practices that nurture 

students’ self-efficacy and lead to comparable academic outcomes” (p. 2). The 

International Literacy Association (2019) suggested that principals gather a team with a 

shared vision and expectations to collaborate on literacy instruction and develop systems 

that will improve student outcomes. “Principals must do more than monitor instruction – 

they must walk the talk by modeling challenge, clarity and feedback at all levels. These 

influences, coupled with a commitment to collaborative leadership, will seal the existing 

academic divide and result in comparable student outcomes” (International Literacy 

Association, 2019, p. 10). 

According to Plaatjies (2019), there is a strong connection between the 

importance of having a firm foundational literacy skillset, which includes both reading 

and writing that will prepare students for life. Plaatjies (2019) called attention to the idea 

that principals should have adequate knowledge of the literacy curriculum, instructional 

strategies and assessment; however, the focus of the study was on the principals’ abilities 

to empower literacy teachers’ instructional skills through professional development. The 

main purpose of the study was to investigate primary principals’ instructional literacy 

capacity, which included: (1) Understanding their roles as literacy instructional leader; 

(2) Having the capacity to utilize data to improve literacy instruction; (3) Knowing how 

to empower staff through professional development activities; (4) Transferring their 

literacy knowledge and vision into action to respond to contextual challenges; and (5) 

Understanding the features of literacy instruction (Plaatjies, 2019). 



37  

 

The qualitative study was conducted at six schools in the Motheo district, 

Mangaung Municipality, Free State, South Africa, and the researcher interviewed the 

principals individually to gather and analyze the data for themes or trends (Plaatjies, 

2019). The conclusion of the analysis was that some South African principals lack an 

understanding of instructional leadership, and, as a result, they do not know how to 

support teachers in all areas of literacy instruction including basic knowledge, 

implementation, and assessment (Plaatjies, 2019). The overall finding in this study 

concluded that principals experience extreme challenges in leading literacy instructional 

practices (Plaatjies, 2019). 

Plaatjies’ (2019) proposed five major findings that emerged from the interviews 

with the participants of the study. These findings include: (a) First, principals lack an 

understanding of The South Africa Curriculum and Policy Statement (CAPS) literacy 

curriculum, and they need to be trained as instructional leaders; (b) Second, principals 

have tremendous workloads that has hindered them from attaining a true understanding of 

literacy instruction; (c) Third, principals do not understand how to read and analyze data 

to make well-informed instructional decisions; therefore, training is critical for them to be 

able to address challenging components of literacy instruction; (d) Fourth, principals 

should be encouraged to attend subject-specific professional development to develop and 

grow into effective instructional leaders to offer support in all areas of the literacy 

program; (e) Fifth, principals lack the vision to address contextual challenges that are 

affecting the social context of this world.  

Plaatjies’ (2019) implied that principals could benefit from training in shared 

leadership to guide them on how to promote collective leadership and to reduce work 
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overload. This study had limitations, and Plaatjies’ (2019) recognized that instructional 

leadership and literacy leadership are comprehensive ideas, and neither leadership 

concepts were able to address all the areas of these ideas. 

Taylor et al. (2019) investigated school leaders’ understanding of literacy, how 

they promote its development within their schools and its effect on student achievement. 

A quantitative and qualitative approach was completed to measure leadership practices 

and how these practices may connect across the campus. The quantitative approach to the 

project was embedded in a sampling process with strong qualitative nuances–the matched 

pairs design. The  schools were purposively selected from challenging contexts, namely 

“no-fee” schools in township and rural settings. Through the matched pairs design, the 

researchers intentionally aimed to add as much variation into the sample in terms of 

student performance and potentially leadership, management practice that may exist in 

these schools.  

They engaged in a rigorous process to identify the best possible high-performing 

no-fee schools in three provinces using system-wide testing data in the form of the 

Annual National Assessments (ANA). Due to the possible irregularities in ANA testing 

and marking processes, school performance on ANA was corroborated with a large 

dataset researcher collected of recommended ‘good’ schools from a host of sources 

(Taylor et al., 2019). 

Researchers used a quantitative measurement approach that focused on the 

development of a descriptive rubric to quantify competencies across the “leadership for 

literacy” theoretical dimensions which in turn can be distinguished into subdimensions. 

The rubric development process involved mapping each resource dimension from the 
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leadership for literacy framework into detailed descriptions of competence (Taylor et al., 

2019). According to both the quantitative and qualitative analysis, there are some 

deficiencies in leadership for literacy practices. Taylor et al. (2019) indicated there was 

not a substantial number of quantitative measures available to determine if the school 

leader and teachers had the knowledge to lead literacy across the school. In conclusion, 

Taylor et al. (2019) did find that schools with effective teacher hiring practices 

experienced slightly higher gains in Grade 6 English literacy test scores. 

The depth of a principal’s understanding of a content area influences how he or 

she engages with teachers and instructional practices (Brumley, 2010). Brumley (2010) 

discussed how principals in the United States were becoming more aware of literacy 

leadership and realizing that effective literacy practices are key to schoolwide 

improvement, literacy is essential  to learning, and it is a moral obligation to ensure 

students receive a quality and effective program. Brumley (2010) used the Inter-State 

School Leadership Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) policy standards as a source during 

the study to address what school leaders should know and do in their perspective 

positions. The standards were used to address all school leaders on the topics of 

strengthening organizations, how to support teachers, ways to lead instruction, and the 

importance of advancing learning. 

Teachers’ Perceptions of Principals as Instructional Leaders 

Education reform in the United States has shifted to emphasize the importance of 

meeting the needs of all students by closing the achievement gaps among diverse 

populations. The leadership role of the principals has evolved to include shaping the 

context for teaching and learning in a way that requires them to be actively engaged in the 
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instructional process. The  educational system has been evolving, and leadership 

requirements are expanding beyond just management responsibilities, which now require 

principals to be instructional leaders on their campuses. 

Ross and Cozzens (2016) conducted a quantitative study to investigate teachers’ 

perceptions of principals’ instructional leadership behaviors and its impact on school 

climate and  student achievement. The researchers used the Leadership Behavior 

Inventory (Green, 2014), which included the 13 core competencies within the four 

dimensions of principal leadership. After gathering the data, Ross and Cozzens (2016) 

concluded that professionalism, curriculum and instruction, diversity, collaboration and 

assessment were the top five competencies which were more evident among principals. 

Visionary and instructional leadership were two competencies that appeared to be 

uninfluential in the effectiveness of the school’s organizational structure (Ross & 

Cozzens, 2016). According to Ross and Cozzens (2016), teachers who perceived their 

principals in a positive manner were more likely to have a much higher perception of 

their school’s climate. Their findings indicated that “perceptions in the workplace are 

often underestimated but can be key factors to success by encouraging others and 

preventing   barriers” (Ross & Cozzens, 2016). 

Moore et al. (2016) conducted a cross-sectional quantitative study to determine 

whether a difference exists between teachers’ perception of principals as instructional 

leaders and student academic achievement in elementary schools in a rural district in 

Georgia. The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) and student 

achievement results from the 2014  College and Career Readiness Performance Index 

(CCRPI) were the measurements used to address the research questions. 
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The results of the research indicated that there is a statistically significant 

difference between the teachers’ perceptions of principals as instructional leaders (Moore 

et al., 2016). These outcomes can be generalized to conclude that principals who led 

schools where student academic achievement is above the state average provided 

substantially more effective and consistent instructional leadership than principals at 

schools where student academic achievement is at or below the state average (Moore et 

al., 2016). Pertinent to the research questions, principals of the rural Georgia elementary 

schools, where students’ academic achievement level was above the state average, were 

able to clearly define the school mission,  effectively oversee the instructional program, 

and create a culture of care for all stakeholders (Moore et al., 2016). 

Although the results were positively statistically significant for each of the three 

leadership function levels of the PIMRS, the results were not necessarily the same for the 

instructional leadership practice component (Moore et al., 2016). Moore et al. (2016) 

suggested expanding the research of instructional leadership to further define and 

understand the expectations of principals as instructional leaders, their instructional 

practices, and its impact on  student academic achievement. 

Chang (2012) empirically investigated the relationships among technological 

leadership of principals, technological literacy, teaching effectiveness and tested the 

structural equation model (SEM) with LISREL. Chang (2012) suggested that principals 

as technological leaders must develop and implement vision and technology plans for 

their schools, encourage the technological development and training of teachers, provide 

sufficient technological infrastructure support, and develop an effective school-evaluation 

plan. Literacy leadership knowledge and technology leadership knowledge are critical 
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skillsets that principals need to ensure that in a productive learning environment, teaching 

effectiveness will increase and in turn will improve student performance (Chang, 2012). 

Balyer (2017) employed a qualitative study in 2015-2016 with 30 Turkish 

teachers who participated in the repertory grid technique research study to determine the 

teachers’ opinions on principal trust. Balyer (2017) introduced the idea of trust as being a 

potential advantage of school leadership development, but there is minimal research 

attributed to trust in educational settings. Based on the results of interviews with the 

subjects in the study, teachers do not trust their principals in all the three listed categories: 

(a) their trust in school principals as school leaders, (b) their administrative 

implementation, and (c) their principals’ personality in the Turkish educational context 

(Balyer, 2017). Overall, teachers’ perceptions on trust in principals as school leaders 

were primarily negative and most of it had to do with the principals’ lack of experience in 

the leadership role and very little knowledge of academic practices (Balyer, 2017). 

Furthermore, the results indicated that most of the teachers of this study did not trust their 

principals’ daily administrative implementation.  

Because so many newly appointed Turkish school administrators were selected 

based on political considerations and many of them lacked the administrative educational 

background with little to zero in-service trainings, teachers did not trust them to make 

sound scientific and objective based decisions that would affect student achievement and 

address the well-being of students and parents in the school environment (Balyer, 2017). 

Results from the teachers’ interviews indicated that most of them did not trust in their 

principals’ daily administrative implementation. In Balyer’s (2017) discussion of 

principals’ personalities, it was discovered that respect is an important component in a 
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school community, and the results showed that teachers show low level of trust at school 

when there is a  lack of respect from the principal. Balyer’s (2017) suggested that this 

problem may be because of the ministry’s appointing inexperienced principals, who are 

not trained to address these types of potential problems. 

In conclusion of the study, Balyer (2017) discovered that teachers tend to trust 

principals who motivate them, encourage participation in school-related decisions, inspire 

self-development, and make them feel that they are respected. Balyer (2017) revealed 

that the results  of the study yielded evidence to suggest implications for further research 

and practices based on improving the selection process for principals by setting scientific 

and objective criteria to appoint qualified candidates who have at least 5 years of 

experience as an assistant principal or principal and that they know and receive training 

in the areas of school administration and human resources management. 

Kouzes and Posner (2017) maintain a similar idea of leaders taking risks by 

explaining that “leaders must take this one step further. Not only do they have to be 

willing to test bold ideas and take calculated risks, but they also have to get others to join 

them on these adventures in uncertainty” (p. 171). Research suggested that principals 

who had content knowledge in literacy positively influenced teacher perceptions of them 

as being effective instructional leaders and built trust in them to lead student achievement 

in literacy across the campus (Tremont & Templeton, 2019).  

According to Blanchard et al. (2016), “without trust, these relationships cannot be 

developed, and community will never happen. Individuals in a group will not empower 

one another to accomplish an assigned task if they do not trust each other” (p. 29-30). 
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Principals’ Impact on Reading Instruction 

Fletcher et al. (2013) investigated why East Park Intermediate School Leaders 

initiated professional development to change its culture to improve student achievement 

and whether it succeeded or failed in achieving this goal. In addition, they wanted to 

understand the ecology of a school-based phenomenon, such as the attainment of reading 

literacy. The purpose of the research was not only to tell the story of what had happened 

and draw out the core elements of the phenomenon, but also allow the team to find out 

why the school was now succeeding in improving reading outcomes (Fletcher et al., 

2013). 

The data collection, methods of analysis, and reporting were all informed by a 

case-oriented action research approach in which the case was situated center stage. The 

study comprised three district research investigations that took place across a period of 5 

years at East Park Intermediate School, a Decile 22 state school set in a low 

socioeconomic area of a city on the east coast of the South Island of New Zealand. The 

school’s ethnic composition at the time the study began was New Zealand (54%), Maroi 

(27%), Pasifika (12%) and Other (7%). All three investigations were focused on gaining 

a better understanding of the conditions influencing    Year 7 and 8 students’ reading 

achievement.  

Fletcher et al. (2013) took a case-based approach because they considered that the 

method would best allow them to explore the complex interweaving of those aspects and 

conditions impacting on the different systems within which students, as developing 

readers, are situated. Case studies also have the advantage of providing rich  detail and 

insight into many co-occurring factors and events and of providing understandings 
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informed more by interpretations of qualitative data than of quantitative data. 

The research study was about understanding a phenomenon and identifying the 

actions and interactions in the case study. The objective of the research was to identify 

the conditions potentially influencing the central phenomenon, the context in which it 

occurred and how it was managed and handled. Fletcher et al. (2013) conducted three 

stages of investigation. Stage 1 consisted of researchers gathering the views of the 

Pasifika students, their teachers and the school community on literacy learning. Stage 2 

involved two teachers and the newly appointed principal of East Park Intermediate 

School, who agreed to participate in a focus group interview.  Stage 3 was a study 

conducted by two researchers who interviewed the school’s principal, literacy leader, a 

Years 7-8 teacher, three Years 7-8 students, and two parents. In addition, the two 

researchers observed an instructional reading lesson. 

The researchers scanned the overall data for patterns and discrepancies. Although 

they did not reference grounded theory as such in their research strategy, they did employ 

analysis processes used in grounded theory. Open/initial coding, axial coding and 

selective coding strategies provided them with a model of systematic inquiry where the 

data could be compared.  To triangulate the data, Fletcher et al. (2013) asked another 

researcher who had been part of the interview team to independently analyze the 

transcripts to identify codes. Additional triangulation occurred when Fletcher et al. 

(2013) examined the perceptions and opinions of the    different subgroups of interviewees. 

The case study supported the utility of taking a whole-school approach when 

implementing strategies designed to improve students’ reading achievement. During the 

study, Fletcher et al. (2013) investigated the complex and interweaving conditions 
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apparently influencing one school to better understand how the wider education system to 

which it connected can be manipulated to improve conditions for students’ learning. The 

data that was collected over the three stages of the longitudinal case study was applied to 

the teaching and learning environment at East Park Intermediate School, and as a result 

positive changes occurred. 

A limitation of the case study was that the researchers were not able to report the 

views and perspectives of the principal whose leadership had been under review by 

Education Review Office. Another major limitation of the study was that of 

generalizability of findings and conclusions to the broader setting, which is common in 

respect to case studies of one institution. In summary, Fletcher et al. (2013) provided 

evidence that school leaders should endeavor to create a supportive, collaborative 

learning environment for students and teachers; arrange school- wide professional 

development led by a person with expertise; and engage in instructional leadership 

professional development. 

Tremont and Templeton (2019) suggested that principals, who have leadership 

content knowledge around literacy, may be more likely to develop an effective literacy 

program for all students to be successful. Tremont and Templeton (2019) wanted to find 

out if principals in rural school districts have the instructional capacity to lead reading 

literacy programs that will increase student achievement and positive outcomes. Tremont 

and Templeton (2019) gathered data from multiple sources to determine if rural 

principals had the ability to implement a reading intervention program that impacts 

student achievement. Based on the qualitative analysis, Tremont and Templeton (2019) 

found eleven thematic categories, which provided a detailed perception of what rural 
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school principals’ instructional leadership efforts are like when trying to implement a 

reading intervention program to improve student outcomes. 

There has been a wealth of research involving urban and suburban school 

environments and not much research involving school leadership in rural schools (Starr, 

2015, as cited in Tremont & Templeton, 2019). In 2019, Tremont and Templeton selected 

a specific rural school environment to conduct research about instructional leaders and 

the challenges they may face to ensure that all students receive high-quality instruction. 

Instructional leaders are challenged with  implementing interventions, which may be 

because of lack of research-based best practices (Tremont & Templeton, 2019). The 

outcome of the study concluded that principals can be more effective as instructional 

leaders when given an opportunity to organize and plan to exhibit more competence. 

Tremont and Templeton (2019) explored the collaboration between a rural north Texas 

school district educators’ experiences with school leadership ability to implement a 

reading intervention program that was designed to increase student outcomes. 

According to Barton and McKay (2016), the students should be the center of the 

focus of the learning and participate in the literacy process. Rather than constructing a 

literacy model created by the teachers and leaders only, add a noun to include the 

students in the process to find out what they are good at and build a program around their 

strengths. Barton and McKay (2016) expectation was that by implementing a student 

centered, collaborative and community approach to literacy improvement, it would help 

students “read effectively and reach their potential in schooling and beyond” (p. 172). 

According to the results of the study, there was an achievement    gap in which researchers 

were able to identify several factors, such as parental education, income, child-teacher 
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ratios, parenting beliefs and practices, and quality of instruction that resulted in this 

outcome (Barton & McKay, 2016). One of the limitations was that the researchers did not 

measure summer activities, which may have had an impact on some of the achievement 

gap between middle- and lower-income children (Barton & McKay, 2016). 

Summary 

In the current context of performance standards and accountability, schools 

require school principals to be highly effective in achieving positive student outcomes 

and transforming   their role from manager to instructional leader. Leadership in the area 

of literacy is critical since reading performance is considered the foundation for school 

success. This study will quantify and describe principals’ perceived leadership content 

knowledge and practices in literacy by examining the relationship between principals’ 

perceptions of their own literacy knowledge, the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ 

actions related to reading instruction, and the effects it has on reading instruction.  
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CHAPTER III  

METHODOLOGY 

Context of the Study 

The roles of principals in today’s world of education have evolved. There has 

been an increased demand from government, policy makers and educational agencies to 

employ school principals to meet the expectations to improve students’ learning 

outcomes and impact classroom  instruction (Bayar, 2016). Leadership related to literacy 

has had a profound effect on expectations of school principals (Spector & Jay, 2011a). 

Research Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to investigate principals’ perceived leadership 

content knowledge and practices in literacy by examining the relationship between 

principals’ perceptions of their own literacy knowledge and teachers’ perceptions of them 

as literacy leaders, and its impact on reading instruction. This study adopted a 

quantitative approach. The chapter was organized as follows: (a) selection of 

participants, (b) instrumentation, (c) data collection, and (d) data analysis. 

Research Questions 

The questions for this study were: 

1. How do principals perceive themselves as literacy leaders based on their 

knowledge and practices related to reading instruction? 

2. How do teachers perceive their principals as literacy leaders based on their 

actions related to reading instruction? 

3. Is there a relationship between elementary principals’ perceptions of their 

own literacy knowledge and teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ 
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literacy knowledge? 

4. Do elementary principals’ knowledge and practices of literacy instruction 

have an impact on teachers’ perceptions of them as literacy leaders and 

their actions related to reading instruction? 

Participants of the Study 

The participants of the study consisted of seven elementary principals and twenty-

five elementary teachers during 2021-2022 school years. The sampling groups were 

elementary principals and elementary teachers from Title I and non-Title I schools in a 

small, rural public education school district of Louisiana. The participants were employed 

at various schools within the same school district, which are diverse in enrollment 

numbers, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. 

Additionally, school principal and teacher participants had a range of content area 

(e.g., mathematics, science, social studies, English language arts) and grade level (e.g., 

elementary school) expertise. A letter requesting permission to survey in the district, 

(Appendix A), the letter to potential participants (Appendix B), and a    copy of the survey 

(Appendix C) was used as part of the application packet. 

Instrumentation 

This study used an instrument for collecting and analyzing data: Principal Quality 

Literacy Practices Survey, which was established by the 2004 International Reading 

Association Standards for Reading Professionals.  
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Cox (2010) described how the survey rubric was adapted in both form and design to 

address the research study: 

The measure utilized for the study was the Principal Quality Literacy Practices 

 Survey. A rubric was adapted in both form and design, from the Principal Quality 

 Rubric developed by Kaplan, Owings, and Nunnery (2005) and used with the 

 consent of the authors for survey development. Descriptors for the survey were 

 derived from the Standards for Reading Professionals developed by the   

 Professional Standards and Ethics Committee of International Reading  

 Association (IRA) for the use of the Standards for Reading Professionals, Revised  

  2003, for dissertation purposes (Appendix D).   

The Standards for Reading Professionals describe the five standards and 

accompanying competencies expected of various reading professionals including 

paraprofessionals, classroom teachers, reading specialists/coaches, teacher 

educators, and administrators. Standards include: 1. Knowledge of the 

foundations of reading and writing processes and instruction. 2. Use of a wide 

range of instructional practices, approaches, methods, and curriculum materials to 

support reading instruction. 3. Use a variety of assessment tools and practices to 

plan and evaluate effective reading instruction. 4. Creation of a literate 

environment that fosters reading and writing by integrating foundational 

knowledge, use of instructional practices, 58 approaches and methods, curriculum 

materials, and the appropriate use of assessments. 5. Viewing professional 

development as a career-long effort and responsibility (IRA, 2004, p. 57-58).  
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The Principal Quality Literacy Practice Survey was used to survey the principals 

to rate themselves as literacy leaders based on their actions associated with reading 

instruction method. According to Creswell and Creswell (2020), “a survey design 

provides a quantitative description of trends, attitudes, and opinions of a population, or 

tests for associations among variables of a population, by studying a sample of that 

population” (p. 169). Survey designs are used to help researchers find answers to 

questions that are descriptive, questions about relationships between variables and 

questions about predictive relationships between variables over time (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2020). 

The same tool was used for teachers to rate their principals as literacy leaders 

based on  their actions associated with reading instruction method. Two COVID-19 

questions were addressed to get feedback from principals and teachers of the effect, if 

any, the pandemic may have had on reading instructional practices and student academic 

outcomes. The two COVID-19 questions are listed below: 

1. How has the way of teaching reading, as we know it, changed because of 

COVID-19? 

2. What do you see as the biggest challenges involved in online teaching 

during COVID-19?  

A cross-sectional quantitative research design was implemented to survey a 

population with the purpose of discovering a description of trends, attitudes, or opinions 

of a population (Creswell & Creswell, 2020). This survey determined whether a 

difference exists in teachers’ perception of principals as instructional leaders, as measured 

using the Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey. “Quantitative methods involve the 
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processes of collecting, analyzing, interpreting, and writing the results of a study” 

(Creswell & Creswell, 2020, p. 16). 

The 2004 International Reading Association Standards for Reading Professionals 

established the Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey. The scores were computed 

from the Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey that the principals and teachers 

completed from the following five standards: Knowledge of the Foundations of Reading 

Processes and Instruction; Instructional Strategies and Curriculum Materials; 

Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation; Creating a Literate Environment; and 

Professional Development. A t-test measured the difference in responses from the 

principals and  teachers based on the Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey. The 

comments that the principals and teachers provide on the survey were coded and included 

in the quantitative data. 

Data Collection 

Surveys were sent via email to all school principals and teachers. Survey 

participants were advised of the purpose of the study and asked for consent prior to 

proceeding with the survey. The participants were informed that there would be no 

identifying information concerning the principal, teacher, individual schools, or school 

districts included in the study. Only the researcher reviewed individual survey responses 

and district test data. Individual survey responses and district test data were stored in a 

password-protected file. Print copies of survey data were kept in a secured location with 

access limited to the researcher. The final report did not include information that will 

identify individuals, schools, or school districts. After the completion of the research 

project, all survey data, both print and electronic, were destroyed. A quantitative method, 
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including an electronically delivered survey/rubric, were utilized to gather data. The 

survey tool\k no    more than 10-15 minutes of the participants’ time to complete. The data 

were held confidentially and anonymously. Confidentiality was maintained. No 

individuals, schools, or assessment data were identified, except in general terms. 

Participation in this study indicated that they consented to using their information in 

aggregate form for this  study.  

Data Analysis 

A qualitative and quantitative methodology of data collection and data analysis 

was used for the study. The following methodologies were described below. 

Quantitative analysis of the data included The 2004 International Reading 

Association Standards for Reading Professionals Principal Quality Literacy Practices 

Survey. Descriptive information on seven demographic variables of the principals and 

teachers were collected. The survey was created by using Survey Monkey. Scores on the 

Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey from the principal and teachers were obtained 

for each of the five reading standards. A t-test of independent means measured the 

difference in responses of the principal and teachers by question, on the Principal Quality 

Literacy Practices Survey. Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 28.0 GP) 

program was used to analyze the data. Comments from each question that were provided 

by the principals and teachers were indicated in the quantitative data.  

Qualitative analysis of data consisted of principals’ and teachers’ responses to the 

two COVID-19 questions. Seven elementary principals and 25 elementary teachers 

responded to the two COVID-19 open-ended response questions.  

 



55  

 

In order to execute this analysis, the responses of the 32 participants were 

transcribed and coded to create general themes relating to the COVID-19 questions of 

this study. The open-ended survey questions were designed to elicit participant responses 

regarding their lived teaching experiences during COVID-19 pandemic. 

Summary 

In the current context of performance standards and accountability, schools 

require school principals to be highly effective in achieving positive student outcomes 

and transforming   their role from manager to instructional leader. Leadership in the area 

of literacy is critical since reading performance is considered the foundation for school 

success. This study used a computer-based program called Survey Monkey to gather the 

data. Once the data was collected, it was run and analyzed by using the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 28.0 GP) program. The SPSS program was able to 

perform the t-test independent means analysis for the data. This data was beneficial in 

providing results for the research study of describing principals’ perceived leadership 

content knowledge and practices in literacy by examining the relationship between 

principals’ perceptions of their own literacy knowledge, the teachers’ perceptions of their 

principals’ actions related to reading instruction, and the effects it has on reading 

instruction.   
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

Context of the Study 

The roles of principals in today’s world of education have evolved. There has 

been an increased demand from government, policymakers and educational agencies to 

employ school principals to meet the expectations to improve students’ learning 

outcomes and impact classroom instruction (Bayar, 2016). Leadership related to literacy 

has had a profound effect on expectations of school principals (Spector & Jay, 2011a). 

Research Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to investigate principals’ perceived leadership 

knowledge and practices in literacy by examining the relationship between principals’ 

perceptions of their own literacy knowledge and the teachers’ perceptions of their 

principals’ actions related to reading instruction. This study adopted a quantitative 

approach. Chapter IV includes a presentation and analysis of the research data gathered 

from participants. A summary of data collected through survey responses is included 

through text, tables, and diagrams. Chapter IV contains an introduction, description of the 

sample, summary of the results and detailed analysis.  

Research Questions 

Quantitative and qualitative data were collected through the Principal Quality 

Literacy Practices Survey, which was established by the 2004 International Reading 

Association Standards for Reading Professionals to answer the following four research 

questions:  
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1. How do principals perceive themselves as literacy leaders based on their 

knowledge and practices related to reading instruction? 

2. How do teachers perceive their principals as literacy leaders based on their 

actions related to reading instruction? 

3. Is there a relationship between elementary principals’ perceptions of their 

own literacy knowledge and teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ 

literacy knowledge? 

4. Do elementary principals’ knowledge and practices of literacy instruction 

have an impact on teachers’ perceptions of them as literacy leaders and 

their actions related to reading instruction? 

 Elementary principals rated themselves on their literacy practices by engaging in 

the Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey. Elementary teachers rated their 

principals by using the same survey. The survey consisted of 14 questions with four 

rating categories: unsatisfactory, basic, proficient, or exemplary. Survey participants were 

provided information that explained each rating category: 

Unsatisfactory: There is evidence that the principal's actions have harmed the 

teaching and learning of reading. 

Basic: There is evidence that the principal's actions have made little impact on the 

teaching and learning of reading. 

Proficient: There is clear evidence that the principal's actions have made a 

positive and measurable impact on the teaching and learning of reading. 
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Exemplary: There is clear, convincing, and consistent evidence that the 

principal's actions have made a significant and measurable impact on the teaching and 

learning of reading. 

Following each question, an optional comment section was provided to allow 

participants an opportunity to elaborate and respond further to each question.  

Two COVID-19 questions were used to gather feedback from principals and 

teachers on the effect, if any, the pandemic may have had on reading instructional 

practices and student academic progress. The COVID-19 questions are listed below: 

1. How has the way of teaching reading, as we know it, changed because of 

COVID-19? 

2. What do you see as the biggest challenges involved in online teaching 

during COVID-19?  

Data Collection 

The participants of the study consisted of seven elementary principals and 25 

elementary school teachers during 2021-2022 school years. The sample group was 

elementary principals and elementary teachers from Title I and non-Title I schools in a 

small, rural public education school district of Louisiana. The participants were employed 

at various schools within the same school district, which are diverse in enrollment 

numbers, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. Additionally, school principal and teacher 

participants had a range of content area (e.g., mathematics, science, social studies, 

English language arts) and grade level (e.g., elementary school) expertise. A letter to 

request permission to survey in the district, (Appendix A), the letter to potential 
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participants (Appendix B), and a copy of the survey (Appendix C) was used as part of the 

application packet. 

The first step in the quantitative data collection process included a face-to-face 

meeting with the superintendent in which information was shared about the study to 

receive approval to conduct the survey. After approval was granted by the superintendent, 

a Zoom meeting with the school district’s supervisor and elementary principals was 

scheduled to introduce the researcher, briefly explain the purpose of the research and 

finalize how the survey will be distributed to the elementary teachers. Following the 

Zoom meeting, the researcher emailed copies of the district approval letter, participants’ 

survey consent letter and The Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey link to the 

seven principals to be disseminated to the teachers.   

Data from seven schools were analyzed using Survey Monkey© and SPSS 28.0 

GP. The survey contained demographic information, survey questions, a section for 

optional comments from respondents and two COVID-19 open-ended response questions. 

Analysis was conducted for data collected from all respondents on the survey 

questionnaire. A t-test of independent means was conducted to compare the differences in 

the scores for the principal and teacher for each question.  

A discussion of each component of The Principal Quality Literacy Practices 

Survey was included in seven sections: 

1. Knowledge of the Foundations of Reading Processes and Instruction 

2. Instructional Strategies and Curriculum Materials 

3. Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation 

4. Creating a Literate Environment 
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5. Professional Development 

6. Covid-19 Related Questions 

Demographics 

Demographic information provided context for the study including respondents' 

job title, gender, race/ethnicity, number of years in education, number of years in the 

current school, school Title I designation, and percentage of students eligible for free and 

reduced-price meals.  

The survey was emailed to the elementary principals and teachers to complete 

within a two-week period timeframe. Seven principals and 25 teachers responded to the 

survey, which equaled 32 respondents. Of the 32 respondents, there were two males and 

30 females who completed the survey. The race and ethnicity breakdown of the 

respondents were: 5 African Americans, 26 Caucasians and 1 Other. The largest 

racial/ethnicity group represented was Caucasians with 81.2%.  

Both groups of respondents had a wide range of educational experience. Most of 

the principals and teachers (46.8%) had twenty or more years of experience in education.  

Twenty-one percent of the respondents had 11 to 15 years of educational experience. 

Only 12.5% of the respondents shared that they worked five to ten years in education. 

Those who indicated that they worked zero to four years in education represented 18.7% 

of the total number of respondents.  

The same respondents were asked how long they have been working at their 

current school location. Most of the principals and teachers (40.6%) had worked at the 

same location for zero to four years.  Only five teachers and zero principals (15.6%) 

indicated that they worked 20 or more years at the same location. Respondents who 



61  

 

indicated that they worked in their current school for 11 to 15 years were at 15.6%, and 

28.1% stated that they worked five to 10 years at their current location. Table 3 illustrates 

the demographics of all study participants.   

In 29 schools, 75% to 100% of students receive free or reduced-price meals. Two 

schools have 50% to 74% of students receiving free or reduced-priced meals and one 

school has 25% to 49% of students receiving free or reduced-priced meals. Table 3 

illustrates the demographics of all study participants. 

Table 3 

Demographic Information of Survey Respondents 

Question n Percentage of 

Respondents 

1. Job Title     

      

Principal 7 21.8% 

Teacher 25 78.1% 

      

2. Gender     

      

Male 2 6.2% 

Female 30 93.7% 

   

3. Race/Ethnicity     

      

African American 5 15.6% 

Asian 0 0% 

Caucasian 26 81.2% 

Hispanic 0 0% 

Other 1 3.1% 

   

4. Years Worked in Education     

      

0 – 4 years 6 18.7% 

5 – 10 years 4 12.5% 

11 – 15 years 7 21.8% 

20+ years 15 46.8% 
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Question n Percentage of 

Respondents 

5. Years Worked as a Principal or Teacher in Current 

School?  

  

   

0 – 4 years 13 40.6% 

5 – 10 years 9 28.1% 

11 – 15 years 5 15.6% 

20+ years 5 15.6% 

   

6. Title I Designation     

      

Yes 30 96.7% 

No 1 3.2% 

   

7. Percentage of students at your school who receive free 

or reduced-price meals 

    

      

0% – 25% 0 0% 

25% – 49% 1 3.1% 

50% – 74% 2 6.2% 

75% – 100%  29 90.6% 

 

Knowledge of the Foundations of Reading Processes and Instruction 

Four survey questions addressed the principals’ knowledge of reading processes 

and instruction. The four questions are listed below in Tables 4-7. Table 4 reports the 

principals' and teachers’ responses to the question, "Which statement best describes the 

principals' actions related to his/her knowledge of reading processes and instruction?" 

Comments related to the question appear after the table. Table 2 illustrates the cross-

tabulation results of principals and teachers in each rating category. The number of 

principals in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 0 for basic, 4 

for proficient, and 3 for exemplary. The number of teachers in each category was 

recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 1 for basic, 5 for proficient, and 19 for 
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exemplary. Written comments from principals and teachers related to the question appear 

after the table. 

Table 4 

Principals' Actions Related to Knowledge of Reading Processes and Instruction 

 Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal   4(57.1%) 3(42.8%) 7 

Teacher  1(4%) 5(20%) 19(76%) 25 

Total  1(3.1%) 9(28.1%) 22(68.7%) 32 

Note. t(32) = -1.262, p = .108. 

 

The teachers (M = 3.720) did have a higher mean than the principals (M = 3.428) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .108) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal.     

Principals’ Comments 

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

” May be more knowledgeable, but doesn't display it” 

” We frequently review data and student needs.” 

Table 5 represents the principals’ and teachers’ responses to the question, “Which 

statement best describes the principals’ knowledge of the history of reading, reading 

research, and use of methods and materials?” Table 5 illustrates the cross-tabulation 

results of principals and teachers in each rating category. The number of principals in 

each category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 1 for basic, 5 for proficient, 

and 1 for exemplary. The number of teachers in each category was recorded as follows: 0 
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for unsatisfactory, 1 for basic, 9 for proficient, and 14 for exemplary. Written comments 

from principals and teachers related to the question appear after the table. 

Table 5 

Principals' Knowledge of the History of Reading, Reading Research, and Use of Methods 

and Materials 

 Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal   1(14.2%) 5(71.4%) 1(14.2%) 7 

Teacher   1(4.1%) 9(37.5%) 14(58.3%) 24 

Total   2(6.4%) 14(45.1%) 15(48.3%) 31 

Note. t(32) = -2.152, p = .020. 

 

The teachers (M = 3.541) did have a higher mean than the principals (M = 3.000) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .020) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal.    

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 

Table 6 details the principals’ and teachers’ responses to the question, “Which 

statement best describes the principal’s knowledge of the development of progression of 

reading.” Table 6 illustrates the cross-tabulation results of principals and teachers in each 

rating category. The number of principals in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for 

unsatisfactory, 1 for basic, 4 for proficient, and 2 for exemplary. The number of teachers 

in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 3 for basic, 6 for 
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proficient, and 16 for exemplary. Written comments from principals and teachers related 

to the question appear after the table.  

Table 6 

Principals' Knowledge of the Developmental Progression of Reading 

 Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal   1(14.2%) 4(57.1%) 2(28.5%) 7 

Teacher   3(12%) 6(24%) 16(64%) 25 

Total   4(12.5%) 10(31.2%) 18(56.2%) 32 

Note. t(32) = -1.243, p = .112 

 

The teachers (M = 3.520) did have a higher mean than the principals (M = 3.142) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .112) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal.  

Principals’ Comments 

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 

Table 7 delineates the principals’ and teachers’ responses to the question, “Which 

statement best describes the principal's knowledge of how the components of reading 

(phonics, phonemic awareness, fluency, comprehension, vocabulary, background 

knowledge, and motivation) are integrated during fluent reading?” Table 7 illustrates the 

cross-tabulation results of principals and teachers in each rating category. The number of 

principals in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 2 for basic, 3 

for proficient, and 2 for exemplary. The number of teachers in each category was 
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recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 3 for basic, 7 for proficient, and 15 for 

exemplary. Written comments from principals and teachers related to the question appear 

after the table.  

Table 7 

Principals' Knowledge of How the Components of Reading are Integrated During Fluent 

Reading  

 Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal   2(28.5%) 3(42.8%) 2(28.5%) 7 

Teacher   3(12%) 7(28%) 15(60%) 25 

Total   5(15.6%) 10(31.2%) 17(21.8%) 32 

Note. t(32) = -1.526, p = .069 

 

The teachers (M = 3.480) did have a higher mean than the principals (M = 3.000) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .069) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal.  

Principals’ Comments 

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 

Instructional Strategies and Curriculum Materials 

Two survey questions addressed the principals’ use of a wide range of 

instructional practices, approaches, methods and curriculum materials that support 

reading instruction. The principals' understanding of grouping options for specific 

purposes during reading appears in Table 8. Respondents were asked the following 
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question: “Which statement best describes the principal's understanding of grouping 

options for specific purposes for reading including technology-based practices?” Table 8 

illustrates the cross-tabulation results of principals and teachers in each rating category. 

The number of principals in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 

1 for basic, 5 for proficient, and 1 for exemplary. The number of teachers in each 

category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 1 for basic, 11 for proficient, and 

13 for exemplary. Written comments from principals and teachers related to the question 

appear after the table.  

Table 8 

Principals' Understanding of Grouping Options for Specific Purposes for Reading 

Including Technology-Based Practices 

 Unsatisfactory Basic  Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal   1(14.2%) 5(71.4%) 1(14.2%) 7 

Teacher   1(4%) 11(44%) 13(52%) 25 

Total   2(6.2%) 16(50%) 14(43.7%) 32 

Note. t(32) = -1.921, p = .032 

 

The teachers (M = 3.480) did have a higher means than the principals (M = 3.000) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .032) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal. 

Principals’ Comments 

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 
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The principals’ understanding of curriculum materials includes the ability or 

inability to discuss materials related to reading by evaluating, supporting, and coaching 

teachers' use of a wide range of curriculum materials, as well as creating a system for 

determining the effectiveness of curriculum materials. In Table 9, respondents answered 

the question, “Which statement best describes the principal's understanding of curricular 

materials related to reading?” Table 9 illustrates the cross-tabulation results of principals 

and teachers in each rating category. The number of principals in each category was 

recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 1 for basic, 4 for proficient, and 2 for 

exemplary. The number of teachers in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for 

unsatisfactory, 1 for basic, 11 for proficient, and 13 for exemplary. Written comments 

from principals and teachers related to the question appear after the table.  

Table 9 

Principals’ Understanding of Curricular Materials Related to Reading 

  Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal   1(14.2%) 4(57.1%) 2(28.5%) 7 

Teacher   1(4%) 11(44%) 13(52%) 25 

Total   2(6.2%) 15(46.8%) 15(46.8%) 32 

Note. t(32) = -1.296, p = .102. 

 

The teachers (M = 3.480) did have a higher means than the principals (M = 3.142) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .102) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal. 

Principals’ Comments 

None 



69  

 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 

Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation 

Four survey questions address the principals’ use of assessment tools and 

practices to plan and evaluate effective reading instruction. The principals' understanding 

of the role of assessment in the delivery of excellent reading instruction is explained in 

Table 10. The respondents were asked the following question: “Which statement best 

describes the principal's understanding of the role of assessment in the delivery of 

excellent reading instruction?” Table 10 illustrates the cross-tabulation results of 

principals and teachers in each rating category. The number of principals in each category 

was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 0 for basic, 5 for proficient, and 2 for 

exemplary. The number of teachers in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for 

unsatisfactory, 1 for basic, 6 for proficient, and 16 for exemplary. Written comments 

from principals and teachers related to the question appear after the table.  

Table 10 

Principals' Understanding of the Role of Assessment in the Delivery of Excellent Reading 

Instruction 

 Unsatisfactory Basic  Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal     5(71.4%) 2(28.5%) 7 

Teacher   1(4.3%) 6(26%) 16(69.5%) 23 

Total   1(3.3%) 10(31.3%) 18(60%) 30 

Note. t(32) = -1.528, p = .069 

 

The teachers (M = 3.652) did have a higher means than the principals (M = 3.285) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 
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responded to the survey, the significance (p = .069) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal.  

Principals’ Comments 

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 

The principals' knowledge of student reading performance includes understanding 

the range of students' performance, as well as the use of multiple measures. Results are 

described in Table 11 for the following question: “Which statement best describes the 

principal’s knowledge of student reading performance?” Table 11 illustrates the cross-

tabulation results of principals and teachers in each rating category. The number of 

principals in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 0 for basic, 4 

for proficient, and 3 for exemplary. The number of teachers in each category was 

recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 2 for basic, 6 for proficient, and 17 for 

exemplary. Written comments from principals and teachers related to the question appear 

after the table.  

Table 11 

Principals’ Knowledge of Student Reading Performance 

 Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient  Exemplary Total 

Principal     4(57.1%) 3(42.8%) 7 

Teacher   2(8%) 6(24%) 17(68%) 25 

Total   2(6.2%) 10(31.2%) 20(62.5%) 32 

Note. t(32) = -.642 p = .263 
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The teachers (M = 3.600) did have a higher mean than the principals (M = 3.428) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .263) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal.  

Principals’ Comments 

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 

The principals' use of assessment data includes the collection, monitoring, and 

development of a system for collecting data. Table 12 details the results of the question, 

“Which statement best describes the principal's use of reading assessment data?” Table 

12 illustrates the cross-tabulation results of principals and teachers in each rating 

category. The number of principals in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for 

unsatisfactory, 1 for basic, 3 for proficient, and 3 for exemplary. The number of teachers 

in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 2 for basic, 8 for 

proficient, and 15 for exemplary. Written comments from principals and teachers related 

to the question appear after the table.  

Table 12 

Principal's Use of Reading Assessment Data 

 Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal   1(14.2%) 3(42.8%) 3(42.8%) 7 

Teacher   2(8%) 8(32%) 15(60%) 25 

Total   3(9.3%) 11(34.3%) 18(56.2%) 32 

Note. t(32) = -.642 p = .263  
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The teachers (M = 3.583) did have a higher mean than the principals (M = 3.428) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .267) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal. 

Principals’ Comments  

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 

Principals communicate reading assessment data to staff members and 

constituents in a variety of ways. Respondents were asked, “Which statement best 

describes the principal's methods of communicating reading assessment information?” 

Table 13 explains the principals' methods of communicating reading assessment 

information. Table 13 illustrates the cross-tabulation results of principals and teachers in 

each rating category. The number of principals in each category was recorded as follows: 

0 for unsatisfactory, 1 for basic, 3 for proficient, and 3 for exemplary. The number of 

teachers in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 2 for basic, 8 for 

proficient, and 15 for exemplary. Written comments from principals and teachers related 

to the question appear after the table.  

Table 13 

Principals' Methods of Communicating Reading Assessment Information  

 Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal   1(14.2%) 3(42.8%) 3(42.8%) 7 

Teacher   2(8%) 8(32%) 15(60%) 25 

Total   3(9.3%) 11(34.3%) 18(56.2%) 32 

Note. t(32) = -.812, p = .212.   
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The teachers (M = 3.520) did have a higher mean than the principals (M = 3.285) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .212) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal. 

Principals’ Comments 

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 

Creating a Literate Environment 

Two survey questions speak to the principal's actions that create a literate 

environment. The questions address the principals’ actions that foster reading by 

integrating foundational knowledge, use of instructional practices, approaches and 

methods, curriculum materials, and the appropriate use of assessments. Principals may 

direct, support, or provide input to the professional staff in the design of curriculum based 

on students' interests and reading abilities answering the question, "Which statement best 

describes the principal's action related to curriculum development based on students' 

interests and reading abilities?" Table 14 illustrates the cross-tabulation results of 

principals and teachers in each rating category. The number of principals in each category 

was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 0 for basic, 4 for proficient, and 3 for 

exemplary. The number of teachers in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for 

unsatisfactory, 3 for basic, 7 for proficient, and 14 for exemplary. Written comments 

from principals and reading specialists related to the question appear after the table.   
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Table 14 

Principals’ Actions Related to Curriculum Development Based on Students' Interests and 

Reading Abilities 

 Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal     4(57.1%) 3(42.8%) 7 

Teacher   3(12.5%) 7(29.1%) 14(58.3%) 24 

Total   3(9.6%) 11(35.4%) 17(54.8%) 31 

Note. t(32) = -.101, p = .460. 

 

The teachers (M = 3.458) did have a higher mean than the principals (M = 3.428) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .460) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal.  

Principals’ Comments 

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 

The principals’ participation in programs that motivate students to read can be 

characterized as directing the staff to design programs, supporting the staff in designing 

intrinsic and extrinsic programs to encourage student reading, or creating and 

participating in motivational programs to encourage student reading. Table 15 details the 

responses to the question, “Which statement best describes the principal's participation in 

programs that motivate students to read?” Table 15 illustrates the cross-tabulation results 

of principals and teachers in each rating category. The number of principals in each 

category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 1 for basic, 2 for proficient, and 4 
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for exemplary. The number of teachers in each category was recorded as follows: 1 for 

unsatisfactory, 0 for basic, 7 for proficient, and 17 for exemplary. Written comments 

from principals and teachers related to the question appear after the table.  

Table 15 

Principals' Participation in Programs that Motivate Students to Read 

 Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal   1(14.2%) 2(28.5%) 4(57.1%) 7 

Teacher 1(4%)   7(28%) 17(68%) 25 

Total 1(3.1%) 1(3.1%) 9(28.1%) 21(65.6%) 32 

Note. t(32) = -.554, p = .292. 

 

The teachers (M = 3.600) did have a higher mean than the principals (M = 3.428) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .292) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal.  

Principals’ Comments 

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

“Principal was in full support of our read across America activities” 

Professional Development 

Two survey questions addressed the principals’ view of professional development 

as a career-long effort and responsibility. The principals' view of professional 

development varies from not stating the importance of professional development, to 

supporting teachers and reading specialists in development of their professional 

knowledge about reading, to initiating, designing, and leading professional development 
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in reading aligned to student assessment data. Table 16 explains the principals' and 

teachers’ responses to the question, “Which statement best describes the principal's 

support of professional development opportunities for staff members?” Table 16 

illustrates the cross-tabulation results of principals and teachers in each rating category. 

The number of principals in each category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 

0 for basic, 5 for proficient, and 2 for exemplary. The number of teachers in each 

category was recorded as follows: 0 for unsatisfactory, 2 for basic, 8 for proficient, and 

15 for exemplary. Written comments from principals and teachers related to the question 

appear after the table. 

Table 16 

Principals' Support of Professional Development Opportunities for Staff Members 

 Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal     5(71.4%) 2(28.5%) 7 

Teacher   2(8%) 8(32%) 15(60%) 25 

Total   2(6.2%) 13(40.6%) 17(53.1%) 32 

Note. t(32) = -.878, p = .193 

 

The teachers (M = 3.520) did have a higher mean than the principals (M = 3.285) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .193) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal.  

Principals’ Comments 

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 
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Principals provide feedback on instructional practices related to reading as an 

outgrowth to professional development in reading. The principal may encourage, 

facilitate, and evaluate collaboration between staff members about their instructional 

practices related to reading. Table 17 delineates the findings related to the question, 

"Which statement best describes how the principal works with staff members to 

collaborate and provide feedback on each other's instructional practices related to 

reading?” Table 17 illustrates the cross-tabulation results of principals and teachers in 

each rating category. The number of principals in each category was recorded as follows: 

0 for unsatisfactory, 0 for basic, 4 for proficient, and 2 for exemplary. The number of 

teachers in each category was recorded as follows: 1 for unsatisfactory, 0 for basic, 7 for 

proficient, and 17 for exemplary. Written comments from principals and teachers related 

to the question appear after the table.  

Table 17 

Principals’ Work with Staff Members to Collaborate and Provide Feedback on Each 

Other's Instructional Practices Related to Reading 

 Unsatisfactory Basic Proficient Exemplary Total 

Principal     4(66.6%) 2(33.3%) 6 

Teacher 1(4%)   7(28%) 17(68%) 25 

Total 1(3.2%)   11(35.4%) 19(61.2%) 31 

Note. t(32) = -.865, p = .197. 

 

The teachers (M = 3.600) did have a higher mean than the principals (M = 3.333) 

but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers 

responded to the survey, the significance (p = .197) is a non-factor in this study. The 

sampling is unequal.  
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Principals’ Comments 

None 

Teachers’ Comments 

None 

COVID-19 Questions 

 Seven elementary principals and 25 elementary teachers responded to the two 

COVID-19 open-ended response questions. In order to execute this analysis, the 

responses of the 32 participants were transcribed and coded to create general themes 

relating to the COVID-19 questions of this study. The open-ended survey questions were 

designed to elicit participant responses regarding their lived teaching experiences during 

COVID-19 pandemic. The purpose of the questions was to gain insight into teaching and 

learning during the pandemic from the perspectives of elementary principals and 

teachers.  As noted in Lunenburg and Irby (2008), “Your task in qualitative research is to 

find patterns within words and observed actions, and to present those patterns for others 

to inspect while at the same time staying as close to the construction of the world of the 

participants as they originally experienced it” (p. 89).  

Two COVID-19 questions were addressed. Table 18 illustrates the principals’ and 

teachers’ responses to the first question, How has the way of teaching reading, as we 

know it, changed because of COVID-19? 

Table 18 

Teaching Reading Changed Because of COVID-19 

Participant Responses 

Principal 1 “We have more Reading minutes per day to help remediate  

[sic]deficiencies.” 
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Principal 2 “Gaps in education, especially the foundation of reading for students in 

grades K-2.” 

  

Principal 3 “I do not believe Covid has changed the way we teach reading” 

  

Principal 4 NA 

  

Principal 5 “More focus is being put on reading to help student close the gap.” 

  

Principal 6 NA 

  

Principal 7 “More time being spent on 'filling in the gaps' due to loss of instruction 

due to covid-19” 

  

Teacher 1 “We had to do more online teaching. We also had to prepare packets 

for those who were absent.” 

  

Teacher 2 “We have had to depend more on technology for online teaching for 

distance learning because quarantined students.” 

  

Teacher 3 NR 

  

Teacher 4 NR 

  

Teacher 5 “Grouping and small group speaking was limited.” 

  

Teacher 6 “Students reading levels are really low due to quarantining and 

attendance. We are trying to fill in the gaps.” 

  

Teacher 7 “Many students are lacking the foundation they need to be successful 

readers. I believe this was exacerbated by the amount of time students 

were out of the classroom due to COVID-19. It is harder to teach third 

and fourth graders reading on their level when they lack the basic skills 

they should have attained in the first and second grades.” 

  

Teacher 8 NR 

  

Teacher 9 “It has periodically created periods when grouping, pairing, and center 

time have been paused.  Thus, making it difficult for students to learn 

from each other and difficult for the teacher to address student's 

reading level” 

  

Teacher 10 “The children are lacking in skills.” 

  

Teacher 11 NA 
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Participant Responses 

Teacher 12 “Students cannot see mouths due to masks (when they were mandated 

in the schools)” 

  

Teacher 13 Bad [sic] 

  

Teacher 14 “More dependence on technology has caused more interactive reading 

and listening opportunities.” 

  

Teacher 15 “We face lots of challenges and students are frequently absent. We now 

have access to online curriculums as do our students which really helps 

when they are home in quarantine.” 

  

Teacher 16 “Lots of time missed due to COVID” 

  

Teacher 17 NR 

  

Teacher 18 “Changed in a negative way. Students are not receiving the quality 

instruction as needed. They are not demonstrating effort and initiative” 

  

Teacher 20 “I do not teach reading” 

  

Teacher 21 “Lack of small group seating arrangements have hindered student 

collaboration.” 

  

Teacher 22 “We have to spend more time doing regular day to day things because 

of precautions that need to be taken. This takes away from 

instructional” 

  

Teacher 23 “Because students are weaker in social, emotional, and academics, our 

way of teaching reading should be to catch them up in what they 

missed in the past 1 1/2 years.” 

  

Teacher 24 “Very much, because there was a huge gap! My current students 

missed 3 months of first grade, which is truly when they learn to read 

and comprehend.” 

  

Teacher 25 “Small group instruction has changed.” 

Note. NA = Not Applicable, NR = No Response 
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Principals and teachers responded to the second COVID-19 question, "What do 

you see as the biggest challenges involved in online teaching during COVID-19?” 

Responses from the participants are listed in Table 19. 

Table 19 

Biggest Challenges Involved in Online Teaching During COVID-19 

Participant Responses 

Principal 

1 

“Internet issues and working parents.” 

  

Principal 

1 

“How to fill/ close those gaps” 

  

Principal 

1 

“Student motivation/participation” 

  

Principal 

1 

NA 

  

Principal 

1 

“Students need direct interaction with teachers, peers, or material.” 

  

Principal 

1 

NA 

  

Principal 

1 

“assignments not being done, parent/guardian not holding student 

accountable” 

  

Teacher 1 “The biggest challenges were many teachers, students, and parents were 

not prepared to teach or learn with this method. Some did not have the 

equipment and some did not know how to use technology in that manner.” 

  

Teacher 2 “Some students are not held accountable for their work while at home.  

When some return to school, nothing has been completed so the student 

falls further behind.  It's definitely a huge challenge for educators to try 

and keep students on track.” 

  

Teacher 3 NR 

  

Teacher 4 NR 

  

Teacher 5 “Keeping students engaged and having them be on line [sic] regularly” 
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Participant Responses 

Teacher 6 “Student participation and parent involvement- not all students are getting 

online and not all parents are supporting their child” 

  

Teacher 7 “I do not believe the students took the assignments seriously enough. I 

believe some did just enough work to "get by" but did not put their all into 

it. Many parents were stressed as it was, and [sic] having to fight with 

their children to complete assignments must not have been worth the 

effort.” 

  

Teacher 8 NR 

  

Teacher 9 “Wi-fi / internet in our rural communities” 

  

Teacher 

10 

“The children actually doing it.” 

  

Teacher 

11 

NA 

  

Teacher 

12 

“Students need in person education. It is easy to get distracted when doing 

virtual learning.” 

  

Teacher 

13 

“getting the students to do work 

  

Teacher 

14 

Motivating students and holding them accountable for their performance.” 

  

Teacher 

15 

“Students focus and paying attention.” 

  

Teacher 

16 

“Lack of Participation in students” 

  

Teacher 

17 

NR 

  

Teacher 

18 

“Students are not self disciplined [sic] to complete the work and parents 

are not involved to see to it that their child completes assignments. Lack 

of accountability held on students.” 

  

Teacher 

19 

“Just not having that face to face [sic]time to really explain and help 

students along when they are having issues.” 
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Participant Responses 

Teacher 

20 

 “Lack of social skills” 

  

Teacher 

21 

“Student presence.” 

  

Teacher 

22 

“Student focus and attention as well as parental support” 

  

Teacher 

23 

“Sadly many parents and students struggle with lessons or not being 

accountable for work at a timely manner.” 

  

Teacher 

24 

“Participation and knowing that the parents weren’t helping too much.” 

  

Teacher 

25 

“No internet access for students.” 

Note. NA = Not Applicable, NR = No Response 

 

Using Huberman and Miles (2002) stages of analysis, the researcher began with a 

review of data collected from 32 participants prior to identifying common themes. This is 

particularly appropriate when the researcher aims to examine the data in order to discover 

common themes and thoughts from more than one participant. There was a total of 32 

participants: seven elementary principals and 25 elementary teachers. Five principals and 

20 teachers responded to both questions. Two principals and five teachers chose not to 

respond to any of the COVID-19 questions. There was a total of 25 respondents for the 

COVID-19 questions.  

The researcher created a document to capture common themes identified during 

the data reduction step. Main themes were identified by using participants’ quotations 

associated with each question number. The common themes identified from the 

participants’ responses were written in narrative texts for inclusion within the research 

findings. It is beneficial to allocate a narrative to the diverse data to gain a clear logical 
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understanding of the participant’s thoughts and to convey their experience (Crawford et 

al. 2008, as cited by Peterson, 2016).  

All data collected from the COVID-19 questions were organized in two separate 

tables relative to each question. Refer to Table 18 – Has Teaching Reading Changed 

Because of COVID-19 and Table 19 – Biggest Challenges Involved in Online Teaching 

During COVID-19. 

Figure 1 

COVID-19 Question #1 Themes 

 

Theme 1: Gaps in Learning Due to COVID-19  

(9 out of 25 = 36% respondents stated this) 

Theme 2: Small Grouping Became Challenging/Impossible   

(5 out of 25 = 19.2% respondents stated this) 

Theme 3: More Time Devoted to Reading Skills 

(4 out of 25 = 16% respondents stated this) 

Theme 4: Student Attendance was Low   
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(4 out of 25 = 16% respondents stated this) 

Theme 5: Internet Issues/Lack of Technology Support.   

(3 out of 25 = 12% respondents stated this) 

Findings Related to COVID-19 Survey Research Question #1 

How has the way of teaching reading, as we know it, changed because of COVID-

19? The findings related to COVID-19 question #1 revealed five common themes as 

found within the participants’ responses. The five common themes were as follows: 

Theme 1: Gaps in Learning Due to COVID-19 at 36%, Theme 2: Small Grouping 

Became Challenging and Impossible at 19.2%, Theme 3: More Time Devoted to Reading 

Skills, Theme at 16%, 4: Student Attendance was Low at 16%, and Theme 5: Internet 

Issues and Lack of Technology Support at 12%. 

Figure 2 

COVID-19 Question #2 Themes
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Theme 1: Lack of Parent Support/Holding Students Accountable  

(9 out of 25 = 36% respondents stated this) 

Theme 2: Internet Issues/Lack of Technology Support  

(6 out of 25 = 24% respondents stated this) 

Theme 3: Lack of Student Motivation/Participation  

(5 out of 25 = 19.2% respondents stated this) 

Theme 4: Student Attendance was Low  

(1 out of 25 = 4% respondents stated this) 

Theme 5: Gaps in Learning Due to COVID-19  

(1 out of 25 = 4% respondents stated this) 

Findings Related to COVID-19 Survey Research Question #2 

What do you see as the biggest challenges involved in online teaching during 

Covid-19? The findings related to COVID-19 question #2 revealed five common themes 

as found within the participants’ responses. The five common themes were as follows: 

Theme 1: Lack of Parent Support and Holding Students Accountable at 36%, Theme 2: 

Internet Issues and Lack of Technology Support at 24%. Theme 3: Lack of Student 

Motivation and Participation at 19.2%, Theme 4: Student Attendance was Low at 4%, 

and Theme 5: Gaps in Learning Due to COVID-19 at 4%. 

Summary 

The subject of COVID-19 has received worldwide attention. It has affected 

education in many ways, and this survey addressed how COVID-19 has affected reading 

instruction from the viewpoints of principals and teachers. As a result of the survey, 

themes were identified by the researcher to conceptualize the ways in which COVID-19 
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has affected teaching and learning in the content area of reading. Principals and teachers 

identified ways that teaching reading has changed because of COVID-19, and they shared 

some of the biggest challenges involved in online teaching during COVID-19. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Introduction 

In the preceding chapter, the presentation and analysis of data have been reported. 

Chapter V consists of a summary of the study, discussion of the findings, implications for 

practice, recommendations for further research and conclusions. The purpose of the latter 

section is to expand upon the research that was studied to provide a further understanding 

of the possible influence on school leadership practice, and to present suggestions for 

further research targeting a principal’s role in literacy leadership. 

Summary of the Study 

This chapter begins with a summary of the purpose and structure of the study and 

is followed by the major findings related to the Transformational Leadership and 

Instructional Leadership Theories. Conclusions from the findings of this study are 

discussed in relation to the definitions, function, and characteristics of transformational 

and instructional leadership theories. Finally, implications for practice and 

recommendations for further research are presented and discussed. 

The purpose of this study was to investigate principals’ perceived leadership 

knowledge and practices in literacy by examining the relationship between principals’ 

perceptions of their own literacy knowledge, the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ 

actions related to reading instruction. The following research questions for this study are: 

1. How do principals perceive themselves as literacy leaders based on their knowledge 

and practices related to reading instruction? 2. How do teachers perceive their principals 

as literacy leaders based on their actions related to reading instruction? 3. Is there a 
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relationship between elementary principals’ perceptions of their own literacy knowledge 

and teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ literacy knowledge? 4. Do elementary 

principals’ knowledge and practices of literacy instruction have an impact on teachers’ 

perceptions of them as literacy leaders and their actions related to reading instruction? 

The Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey, a 2004 International Reading 

Association Standards for Reading Professionals was revised for this study by reducing 

the number of questions in each category to minimize the time spent on the survey to 

encourage more participation. The Principal Quality Literacy Practice Survey was used to 

survey the principals to rate themselves as literacy leaders based on their actions 

associated with reading instructional methods. The same tool was used for teachers to 

rate their principals as literacy leaders based on their actions associated with reading 

instructional methods. Two COVID-19 questions were used to get feedback from 

principals and teachers of the effect, if any, the pandemic may have had on reading 

instructional practices. The two COVID-19 questions are listed below: 

1. How has the way of teaching reading, as we know it, changed because of 

COVID-19? 

2. What do you see as the biggest challenges involved in online teaching 

during COVID-19? 

Participants were asked to rate principals’ literacy practices based on The 

Standards for Reading Professionals describe the five standards and accompanying 

competencies expected of various reading professionals including paraprofessionals, 

classroom teachers, reading specialists/coaches, teacher educators, and administrators. 

The Standards for Reading Professionals include: 1. Knowledge of the foundations of 
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reading and writing processes and instruction. 2. Use of a wide range of instructional 

practices, approaches, methods, and curriculum materials to support reading instruction. 

3. Use of a variety of assessment tools and practices to plan and evaluate effective 

reading instruction. 4. Creation of a literate environment that fosters reading and writing 

by integrating foundational knowledge, use of instructional practices, 58 approaches and 

methods, curriculum materials, and the appropriate use of assessments. 5. Viewing 

professional development as a career-long effort and responsibility (IRA, 2004, p. 8). A t-

test of independent means was conducted to compare the differences in the ratings of the 

principals and teachers on the Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey. 

Discussion of the Findings 

Research Question One. How do principals perceive themselves as literacy leaders 

based on their knowledge and practices related to reading instruction? Principals rated 

themselves as proficient on 13 of the 14 questions and exemplary on one question. There 

were 12 questions listed on the survey attributed to the reading standards of Knowledge 

of the Foundations of Reading Processes and Instruction, Instructional Strategies and 

Curriculum Materials, Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation and Professional 

Development. From the standards listed above, principals considered themselves 

proficient. According to the survey rubric, this is an indication that there is unmistakable 

evidence that the principals’ actions have made a positive and measurable impact on the 

teaching and learning of reading. In the area of Creating a Literate Environment, two 

questions were presented, and principals rated themselves as proficient for the question 

that addressed principals’ actions related to curriculum development based on students' 

interests and reading abilities. For the question related to the principals’ participation in 
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programs that motivate students to read, principals felt that they were exemplary in this 

area.  

Overhort and Szabochsik (2013) attributed literacy concerns to the continuous 

educational frustration of the lack of literacy instructional leadership support from 

principals and the disconnect between teachers. The researchers elaborated that the more 

efficient principals are in understanding a content area, like literacy, the more equipped 

they are to engage and provide meaningful feedback with teachers and make coherent 

connections to the instructional process (Overhort & Szabochsik, 2013). Additionally, 

they articulated that just like teachers need knowledge to help students learn content, 

principals need a basic knowledge of content to connect to instructional leadership 

practices that significantly affect teaching and learning (Overhort & Szabochsik, 2013). 

The data, according to the areas surveyed based on the Standards for Reading 

Professionals, suggest that principals are confident in their literacy practices rating 

themselves as proficient.  

The overall findings from the Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey show 

that teachers did have a higher mean than the principals but not significantly higher. 

Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers responded to the survey, the 

significance is a non-factor in this study. The sampling is unequal. This finding speaks to 

the confidence level of principals’ ability to lead literacy on their campuses as an 

instructional leader at a rate of proficiency. The implication here is that although 

principals rated themselves as proficient, it is important to be able to transition from the 

proficient level to the exemplary level, which demonstrate their leadership on higher 

cognitive levels based on Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives (1956). Blooms 
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Taxonomy of Educational Objectives is a traditional framework for structuring learning 

outcomes. Levels of performance for Bloom’s cognitive domain include knowledge, 

comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation. These categories are 

arranged in ascending order of cognitive complexity where evaluation represents the 

highest level. Principals are expected to have the same outcomes as instructional leaders 

on their performance evaluations. Brumley (2010) used the Inter-State School 

Leadership Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) policy standards as a source during the study 

to address what school leaders should know and do in their respective positions. The 

standards were used to address all school leaders on the topics of strengthening 

organizations, how to support teachers, ways to lead instruction, and the importance of 

advancing learning. The depth of a principal’s understanding of a content area influences 

how he or she engages with teachers and instructional practices (Brumley, 2010). 

Brumley discussed how principals in the United States were becoming more aware of 

literacy leadership and realizing that effective literacy practices are key to schoolwide 

improvement, literacy is essential to learning, and it is a moral obligation to ensure 

students receive a quality and effective program. A basic assumption, pertinent to the 

study of principals’ perceptions of their literacy knowledge and practices, is that 

principals have a general idea of foundational reading knowledge and can identify key 

reading instructional practices. However, the responses suggest that principals may need 

professional development support on how to clearly articulate and interpret excellent 

reading instruction.  

Research Question Two. How do teachers perceive their principals as literacy 

leaders based on their actions related to reading instruction? Elementary teachers rated 
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their principals as exemplary overall on each question. The data suggests that the 

elementary teachers in this study see their principals as exemplary literacy leaders on all 

standards listed on The Standards for Reading Professionals. Evidence regarding 

teachers’ perceptions of their principals as literacy leaders affirmed the fact that 

principals know how to interpret and explain how each of the components of reading is 

integrated into fluent reading in the classroom. Seventy-six percent of the teachers agreed 

that their principals were able to recognize, explain and compare foundational reading 

knowledge which is characterized as an exemplary literacy leader. Sixty-eight percent of 

the teachers agreed that their principals were exemplary literacy leaders when creating a 

literate environment that consisted of motivational programs to encourage student 

reading.  Teachers’ written remarks following survey questions were minimal; however, 

the remarks were in support of the principals’ actions, as well as criticism of the 

principals’ knowledge of reading strategies and practices.  

Research Question Three. Is there a relationship between elementary principals’ 

perceptions of their own literacy knowledge and teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ 

literacy knowledge? An Independent Samples T-Test analysis was used to determine if 

there is significant difference between the principals and teachers’ responses to questions 

related to the principals’ literacy knowledge of reading strategies and practices. Overall, 

the results indicate that teachers did have a higher mean than the principals but not 

significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five teachers responded to 

the survey, the significance is a non-factor in this study. The sampling is unequal. For 

example, teachers and principals were asked to rate the principal’s actions related to 

curriculum development based on students’ interests and reading abilities. Forty-two 
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percent of the principals and fifty eight percent of the teachers rated principals at an 

exemplary level. The teachers (M = 3.458) did have a higher mean than the principals (M 

= 3.428) but not significantly higher. Because only seven principals and twenty-five 

teachers responded to the survey, the significance (p = .460) is a non-factor in this study. 

The sampling is unequal. According to the results of each survey question, there does not 

appear to be a significant relationship between elementary principals’ perceptions of their 

own literacy knowledge and teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ literacy knowledge. 

The sampling size is unequal, and as result, it causes the significance to be a non-factor in 

this study.  

Research Question Four. Do elementary principals’ knowledge and practices of 

literacy instruction have an impact on teachers’ perceptions of them as literacy leaders 

and their actions related to reading instruction? An overall response by teachers rated 

principals as exemplary for all 14 questions. There were 14 questions on the Principal 

Quality Literacy Practices Survey which were based on The Standards for Reading 

Professionals. According to the survey rubric, the exemplary category indicates that there 

is clear, convincing, and consistent evidence that the principals’ actions may have 

significant and measurable impact on the teaching and learning of reading. Based on the 

teachers’ survey responses, it indicates that teachers rank their principals at an exemplary 

level of literacy leadership; however, one can assume that this implies that elementary 

principals’ knowledge and practices of literacy instruction have an impact on teachers’ 

perceptions of them as literacy leaders and their actions related to reading instruction. 

The study’s findings do not explicitly state that elementary principals’ knowledge and 

practices of literacy instruction have an impact on teachers’ perceptions of them as 
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literacy leaders and their actions related to reading instruction. Teachers’ written remarks 

following survey questions were minimal, and they do not reference specific details of 

the principals’ impact on teachers’ perceptions of them as literacy leaders and their 

actions related to reading instruction. 

This study considered the possible effects that COVID-19 may have had on 

reading instructional practices. The first question addressed how teaching reading may 

have changed due to COVID-19. Based on the responses from the principals and 

teachers, 36% of them felt that students gained additional gaps in reading due to COVID-

19. A principal stated, “More time being spent on 'filling in the gaps' due to loss of 

instruction due to covid-19”, and a teacher shared, “Many students are lacking the 

foundation they need to be successful readers. I believe this was exacerbated by the 

amount of time students were out of the classroom due to COVID-19. It is harder to teach 

third and fourth graders reading on their level when they lack the basic skills [sic] they 

should have attained in the first and second grades.” Another important theme that 

developed out of statements from both principals and teachers was the challenges faced 

with conducting small group reading activities. Nineteen percent indicated that reading 

small grouping instructional lessons became challenging, and there were times when it 

was impossible. A teacher commented, “Students reading levels are really low due to 

quarantining and attendance. We are trying to fill in the gaps.”  A teacher commented, 

“At the beginning, we were unable to participate in grouping and small groups which I 

think had a negative effect on the students learning and being able to team up with each 

other.” The researcher drew a parallel between the gaps in learning and inability to 

facilitate small reading group activities as teaching and learning challenges which caused 
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teachers to rethink how they have taught reading. They were forced to adapt to the issues 

caused by COVID-19, such as social distancing, students were not able to work in 

collaborative groups, quarantining due to COVID-19 and supplement to address student 

attendance issues.  

The second question called attention to challenges in online teaching during 

COVID-19. Thirty-six percent of the respondents reported that lack of parental support 

and holding students accountable were one of the biggest challenges they faced during 

the COVID-19. A principal reported, “Assignments not being done, parent/guardian not 

holding student accountable.” A teacher commented, “Students are not self-disciplined to 

complete the work and parents are not involved to see to it that their child completes 

assignments. Lack of accountability held on students.” The second biggest challenge that 

principals and teachers faced was internet issues and lack of technology support. Twenty-

four percent of the respondents cited the need for advancement in technology learning 

skills and an increase in demand for equipment. A principal pointed out that, “Internet 

issues and working parents” was a concern. A teacher noted, “The biggest challenges 

were many teachers, students, and parents were not prepared to teach or learn with this 

method. Some did not have the equipment, and some did not know how to use 

technology in that manner.” The researcher arrived at the conclusion in the study that 

COVID-19 may have a negative effect in students’ academic growth and achievement.  

Implications for Practice 

 The findings of this study further inform fields of study related to leadership, 

instructional practice, process of teaching and learning and service. Study findings are in 

alignment with the transformational and instructional leadership theoretical models. 
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School leadership will continue to be a major focus of school accountability and 

school restructuring (Stewart (2006). Many community members, educators, and 

lawmakers have called for greater accountability for schools. Over the years, Congress 

has modified and reauthorized many Educational Acts to address academic weaknesses in 

schools. Although there have been changes to the educational system, the 2019 National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) reading assessment continues to be an area 

of concern for the students in the United States (National Center for Educational 

Statistics, 2019). There has been a significant uprise in the discussion about literacy 

instruction across school districts in the United States and the concern with the decline in 

reading scores on the National Assessment for Educational Progress (Myracle, 2020).  

This study investigated how principals’ knowledge and practices of literacy 

instruction may impact teachers’ perceptions of their leadership ability and reading 

instruction. Evidence of principals’ cognitive domain literacy levels will be beneficial for 

school leaders who are interested in building instructional capacity for principals and 

teachers.  

Today’s principals are expected to be instructional leaders, who lead the learning 

by focusing on teaching and learning, develop leadership capacity by creating 

opportunities for professional development, and use data to drive the instruction and 

decisions for allocating resources (King, 2002). Grigsby (2010) reached a similar 

conclusion about principals becoming transformational as their duties include the day-to-

day operations of the school as a manager and being responsible for developing the 

knowledge and skills necessary to effectively support the academic program as an 

instructional leader. This study supports the transformational theory model which depicts 



98  

 

leaders to display qualities of inspiration and encouragement and support of their 

followers while maintaining positive results of the organization and increasing successful 

developmental outcomes for all followers (Mcmanus, 2018).  

For educational leaders at the university and college levels, this study offers 

insight into what principal preparation programs should include to better equip school 

leaders to lead with an instructional leadership model framework. The researchers 

elaborated that the more efficient principals are in understanding a content area, like 

literacy, the more equipped they are to engage and provide meaningful feedback with 

teachers and make coherent connections to the instructional process (Overhort & 

Szabochsik, 2013). Additionally, they articulated that just like teachers need knowledge 

to help students learn content, principals need a basic knowledge of content to connect to 

instructional leadership practices that significantly affect teaching and learning (Overhort 

& Szabochsik, 2013). 

Consequently, the elementary principals and elementary teachers both agreed on 

the proficiency level of the principal in relationship to literacy practices identified on the 

Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey. Elementary principals and teachers 

collaborate toward a common goal of improved literacy for all students in their school; 

therefore, a shared vision and collective agreement on quality literacy practices benefit 

teachers and most importantly students. Martin (2018) presented a description of 

instructional leadership theory as a framework of “how administrators and teachers 

improve teaching and learning” (p. 160). 

For educational leaders at the state and district levels, this study will be useful to 

the investment in providing ongoing professional development opportunities for 
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principals and teachers in the five standards for reading professionals. The Standards for 

Reading Professional include five standards and accompanying competencies expected of 

various reading professionals including paraprofessionals, classroom teachers, reading 

specialists/coaches, teacher educators, and administrators. 

For all stakeholders involved in the educational system, this study addressed 

findings related to COVID-19. The study offers insight into specific elements that may 

have affected student learning during the COVID-19 pandemic. It will provide 

educational stakeholders (i.e., parents, principals, students, teachers, government leaders, 

district school leaders) topics to discuss and strategize ways to address these deficiencies 

to positively improve student outcomes.  

Recommendations for Further Research 

The goal of this study was to investigate how principals’ knowledge and practices 

of literacy instruction may impact teachers’ perceptions of their leadership ability and 

reading instruction. Data was collected to test the four research questions relating to this 

goal. The following research questions for this study are: 1. How do principals perceive 

themselves as literacy leaders based on their knowledge and practices related to reading 

instruction? 2. How do teachers perceive their principals as literacy leaders based on their 

actions related to reading instruction? 3. Is there a relationship between elementary 

principals’ perceptions of their own literacy knowledge and teachers’ perceptions of their 

principals’ literacy knowledge? 4. Do elementary principals’ knowledge and practices of 

literacy instruction have an impact on teachers’ perceptions of them as literacy leaders 

and their actions related to reading instruction? 
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The information was considered, and there were many noteworthy findings 

brought about from the examination of the data. Despite the significant findings, there are 

some limitations. One limitation is that principals and teachers may not have wanted to 

complete the entire survey, including providing optional comments following questions, 

because of response fatigue due to the growing number of surveys that they have been 

completing throughout the school year. Further research on this study could use a variety 

of data collection methods. A qualitative study can be used to explore specific examples 

of relationships among the variables. It would enable researchers who have established a 

link to go much deeper into the elements that lead to the link. This could include case 

studies or interviews with principals and teachers, who are directly involved with 

teaching related to literacy.  

Another limitation of the study is that it was conducted during the COVID-19 

pandemic which may have altered perceptions of principals and teachers. In addition to 

this, further research should utilize a variety of data collection techniques. In qualitative 

studies, relationships between variables can be illustrated through specific examples. A 

study in this format could go beyond simply discovering what literacy looks like during 

COVID-19 pandemic. An action research study would give a school district an 

opportunity to focus on effective pedagogical practices that could transform and enhance 

the quality of teaching and learning, which may ultimately increase student achievement. 

A mixed-method qualitative study could provide a holistic approach of the district’s 

literacy curriculum prior to and after COVID-19 which includes instructional design and 

implementation, assessment practices, student achievement and principals’ understanding 

of the role of assessment in the delivery of excellent reading instruction. This could 
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include the following: 1. Complete case studies or interviews with principals, teachers, 

district curriculum leaders who are directly involved with teaching and learning, 2. 

Review and evaluate curriculum, 3. Analyze student literacy data, and 4. Conduct school 

visitations and observations of the actions of principals related to literacy.  

Conclusions 

The research was based on the educational history of the United States of 

America, governmental impact, and the evolving role of the principal. Leading literacy 

instruction in K-12 schools have continued to evolve, and principals are required to be 

knowledgeable about literacy development and support effective instructional practices 

(Shanahan, 2014). Leading and managing effective schools to respond to the increasingly 

complex demands of society will require the knowledge and technical skills of 

committed and competent leaders.  

The outcomes of this research supplemented prior studies in the field of 

leadership. The study’s findings suggest that elementary school principals and elementary 

teachers reported that the principals’ actions were either proficient or exemplary in each 

of the reading standards surveyed. Based on the survey results, principals rated as 

proficient were reported to demonstrate practices that have made a positive and 

measurable impact on the teaching and learning of reading. Further, principals rated 

exemplary were reported to demonstrate literacy practices that exhibited clear, 

convincing, and consistent evidence of a significant and measurable impact on student 

achievement in reading. This study found that principals have a positive perception of 

their literacy skillset by rating themselves at the proficient level, and teachers have a 

positive perception of their principals as literacy leaders based on their actions related to 
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reading by placing them in the exemplary category as reported on the Principal Quality 

Literacy Practices Survey.  

The principals’ ratings indicated that principals see themselves as leaders who are 

able to lead literacy instruction at the basic and proficient levels. However, they are 

willing to learn in-depth instructional practices, approaches, methods, and strategies to 

impact teaching and learning that will produce positive student outcomes. This revealed 

that principals have a professional growth mindset. Growing their skillset was significant 

to becoming effective instructional leaders. It was evident in the principals’ responses 

related to the COVID-19 questions that they recognized the need for professional 

development opportunities to enhance their instructional leadership practices in the areas 

of reading pedagogy, technology applications and student engagement activities.  The 

principals’ genuine position as a transformational and instructional leader is demonstrated 

by this finding alone. 
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APPENDIX A 

School District Permission to Survey Letter 

 

Date: January 20, 2022 

 

To: Darwin Lazard, Superintendent  

 Evangeline Parish School District  

 

From:  Hannah Mose Harvey, Doctoral Candidate  

 Houston Baptist University 

 

Re:   Request for Permission to Survey Elementary Principals and Elementary Teachers 

for Doctoral Study 

 

I respectfully request permission to contact elementary principals and teachers in schools 

to collect data for my doctoral study.  This study would ask for input of all your 

elementary school principals and teachers by completing an online survey.  There will be 

no identifying information concerning the principal, teacher, individual schools, school 

data or the school district included in the study.  Each principal, teacher and school would 

remain anonymous.  

 

Title of Study: Elementary Principals’ Knowledge and Practices of Literacy Instruction:  

Its Impact on Teachers’ Perceptions and Actions Related to Reading Instruction  

Purpose of Study: The purpose of this study is to investigate principals’ perceived 

leadership content knowledge and practices in literacy by examining the relationship 

between principals’ perceptions of their own literacy knowledge, the teachers’ 

perceptions of their principals’ actions related to reading instruction and the effects it 

may have on teachers’ reading instruction.  

 

Participants and Means of Contact:  Elementary school principals and teachers from 

Evangeline Parish School District will be the survey participants.  Participants will be 

asked to complete a survey instrument adapted from the International Reading 

Association Standards for Reading Professionals (2004).  Survey participants will be 

contacted electronically via email through Survey Monkey.  The survey, based on a 

rubric, consists of 12 multiple choice questions, 2 COVID-19 questions and 7 

demographic information questions.  A total of 21 questions should take approximately 

10 to 15 minutes to complete.  

 

The data will only be used for the purpose of the doctoral dissertation study.  According 

to HBU data policy, only the researcher and HBU will have access to the data; however, 

if a district requests a copy, the researcher will provide a copy of the final research data.  

At the end of the study, the researcher will file all the data securely on an encrypted 

password-protected computer for a minimum of seven years.  No specific identifiers or 

participant names will appear on any document.  According to the HBU policy on data 

storage, it is primarily the investigator’s responsibility.  There are three rules and ways of 
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keeping the data.  The primary investigator will keep 3 copies of the data on 2 types of 

storage media and 1 copy will be offsite.  University’s policy that all research data should 

be stored for a minimum of two years.  The researcher will submit a copy of all research 

data on a flash drive to the HBU Center for Research and Doctoral Studies and the 

Evangeline Parish School District upon successful final defense. 

 

The following steps will be taken to protect human subjects from accidental harm or 

injury.  Survey participants will be advised of the purpose of the study and asked for 

consent prior to proceeding with the survey.  Participation is strictly voluntary.  There 

will be no identifying information concerning the principals, teachers, individual schools, 

or school district in the study.  Only the researcher will review individual survey 

responses.  Individual survey responses will be stored in a password-protected file.  Print 

copies of the survey data will be kept in a secured location with access limited to the 

researcher.  The final report will not include information that will identify individuals, 

schools or school district.  After completion of the research project, all survey data will 

be stored for a minimum of two years in both print and electronic form and will then be 

destroyed. 

 

The principal and teacher survey results can provide insight into the current perceptions 

of literacy instruction and practices that the educational leaders engage in on their 

campus level.  The results of this research may contribute to building a stronger capacity 

to support primary literacy development.  Also, the results of the survey can offer 

guidance to the development of programming for the teacher and administrator induction 

and mentoring programs.  From the research, the district can retrieve data from principals 

and teachers about the effect, if any, the pandemic may have had on reading instructional 

practices.  Finally, the district can learn more about the impact that instructional 

leadership has on literacy instruction in PK – 5th grades.  

 

Should you approve this study, I will send an email to each individual elementary 

principal and  teacher associated with their school. This email will describe the study and 

will explain that participation is voluntary and confidential. The email will also contain a 

direct link to the survey.  

 

I would greatly appreciate your help with this study. If you have questions or concerns, or 

if I can provide further information about the study, please do not hesitate to contact me 

by phone at (281) 435-3391 or by email at hmharvey@hbu.edu.  You may also contact 

my dissertation chair, Dr. Vickey Giles, who is supervising the study, at vgiles@hbu.edu.  

 

Thank you for your consideration. I look forward to your reply indicating that you are 

willing or not willing to participate in the study of Elementary Principals’ Knowledge 

and Practices of Literacy Instruction:  Its Impact on Teachers’ Perceptions and Actions 

Related to Reading Instruction.  

 

Confidentiality and anonymity will be assured for all schools and school personnel. If 

you have any questions regarding any portion of this study, you may contact me at 

hmharvey@hbu.edu or (281) 435-3391.  Thank you very much for your assistance. 

mailto:hmharvey@hbu.edu
mailto:vgiles@hbu.edu
mailto:hmharvey@hbu.edu
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APPENDIX B 

Dear Elementary Principal and Elementary School Teacher, 

 

I am conducting a study on elementary school principals’ literacy knowledge and 

practices associated with reading instruction to complete my Doctor of Executive 

Educational Leadership (EdD) degree requirements.  The purpose of this study is to 

investigate principals’ perceived leadership content knowledge and practices in literacy 

by examining the relationship between principals’ perceptions of their own literacy 

knowledge and the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ actions related to reading 

instruction and the possible effects it may have on building teacher capacity in literacy 

instruction.  The study will focus on principals’ literacy knowledge and practices 

associated with reading instruction.   

 

I have received permission from your school district to contact you.  Elementary school 

principals’ literacy practices will be studied through a survey instrument adapted from the 

International Reading Association Standards for Reading Professionals (2004).  Your 

honest responses as a principal or teacher will be extremely helpful and valuable.  The 

survey should take no more than 10-15 minutes of your time to complete.  As a current 

school leader, I completely understand and respect your time.  

 

Your data will be held confidentially and anonymously.  Confidentiality will always be 

maintained.  No individuals or schools will be identified except in general terms.  

Participation in this study means that you consent to using your information in aggregate 

form for this study. 

 

You may access the Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey at the following link: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/J7DF6Z2 .  Please complete the survey link by March 

11, 2022.  If you have questions regarding any portion of this study, contact me at 

harveyhm@hbu.edu or my dissertation chairperson, Dr. Vickey Giles, vgiles@hbu.edu . 
 

Hannah Mose Harvey 

Doctoral Candidate  

Houston Baptist University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/J7DF6Z2
mailto:harveyhm@hbu.edu
mailto:vgiles@hbu.edu
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APPENDIX C 

Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey 

 

Principal Quality Literacy Practices Survey Directions:  

Questions 1-28 ask about literacy practices of the principal.  Questions 29-30 ask about 

the effects of COVID-19 related to literacy, if any.  Questions 31-37 ask about 

demographics and educational experience. 

 

I. Knowledge of the Foundations of Reading Processes and Instruction  

Questions address the principal’s knowledge of reading processes and instruction. 

 

Key 

Unsatisfactory: There is evidence that the principal's actions have harmed the teaching 

and learning of reading. 

Basic: There is evidence that the principal's actions have made little impact on the 

teaching and learning of reading.  

Proficient: There is clear evidence that the principal's actions have made a positive and 

measurable impact on the teaching and learning of reading.  

Exemplary: There is clear, convincing, and consistent evidence that the principal's 

actions have made a significant and measurable impact on the teaching and learning of 

reading. 

 

1. Which statement best describes the principal's actions related to his/her knowledge of 

reading processes and instruction?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Demonstrates no foundational knowledge of reading.  

b. BASIC: Identifies foundational reading knowledge  

c. PROFICIENT: Recognizes and explains foundational reading knowledge  

d. EXEMPLARY: Recognizes, explains, and compares foundational reading knowledge.  

 

2. Comments (optional)  

 

3. Which statement best describes the principal's knowledge of the history of reading, 

reading research, and use of methods and materials?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Does not know general patterns of the history of reading, 

reading research, methods and materials. 

b. BASIC: Knows a limited number of general patterns of the history of reading, reading 

research, methods and materials. 

c. PROFICIENT: Knows general patterns of the history of reading, reading research, 

methods and materials.  

d. EXEMPLARY: Demonstrates and shares extensive knowledge about the history of 

reading, reading research, methods and materials.  

 

4. Comments (optional)  
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5. Which statement best describes the principal's knowledge of the developmental 

progression of reading?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Does not show understanding of the developmental progression 

of reading.  

b. BASIC: States general aspects of the developmental progression of reading.  

c. PROFICIENT: Summarizes the developmental progression of reading.  

d. EXEMPLARY: Demonstrates extensive knowledge of the developmental progression 

of reading.  

 

6. Comments (optional)  

 

7. Which statement best describes the principal's knowledge of how the components of 

reading (phonics, phonemic awareness, fluency, comprehension, vocabulary, background 

knowledge, and motivation) are integrated during fluent reading?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Is unable to describe how the components of reading are 

integrated into fluent reading in the classroom.  

b. BASIC: Describes how some of the components of reading are integrated into fluent 

reading in the classroom.  

c. PROFICIENT: Explains how each of the components of reading is integrated into 

fluent reading in the classroom.  

d. EXEMPLARY: Interprets and explains how each of the components of reading is 

integrated into fluent reading in the classroom.  

 

8. Comments (optional)  

 

II. Instructional Strategies and Curriculum Materials 

Questions address the principal's use of a wide range of instructional practices, 

approaches, methods and curriculum materials that support reading instruction.  

 

9. Which statement best describes the principal's understanding of grouping options for 

specific purposes for reading including technology-based practices?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Is unable to discuss teachers’ grouping practices for reading 

including technology-based practices.  

b. BASIC: Discusses teachers' grouping practices for reading including technology-based 

practices.  

c. PROFICIENT: Evaluates and supports teachers' use of grouping practices for reading 

including technology-based practices.  

d. EXEMPLARY: Formulates and coaches teachers' use of grouping practices for reading 

including technology-based practices.  

 

10. Comments (optional)  

 

11. Which statement best describes the principal's understanding of curricular materials 

related to reading?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Is unable to discuss teachers’ use of a wide range of curricular 

materials related to reading  



120  

 

b. BASIC: Discusses teachers' use of a wide range of curricular materials related to 

reading  

c. PROFICIENT: Evaluates and supports and coaches teachers' use of a wide range of 

curricular materials related to reading  

d. EXEMPLARY: Creates a system for determining the effectiveness of curricular 

materials related to reading.  

 

12. Comments (optional)  

 

III. Assessment, Diagnosis, and Evaluation  

Questions address the principal's use of assessment tools and practices to plan and 

evaluate effective reading instruction.  

 

13. Which statement best describes the principal's understanding of the role of assessment 

in the delivery of excellent reading instruction?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Is unable to identify the role of assessment in the delivery of 

excellent reading instruction.  

b. BASIC: Identifies the role of assessment in the delivery of excellent reading 

instruction.  

c. PROFICIENT: Understands the role of assessment in the delivery of excellent reading 

instruction.  

d. EXEMPLARY: Clearly articulates the role of assessment in the delivery of excellent 

reading instruction.  

 

14. Comments (optional)  

 

15. Which statement best describes the principal's knowledge of student reading 

performance?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Is unaware of the range of students' reading performance.  

b. BASIC: Identifies the range of students' reading performance.  

c. PROFICIENT: Knows and describes the range of students' reading performance  

d. EXEMPLARY: Explains the range of students' reading performance.  

 

16. Comments (optional)  

 

17. Which statement best describes the principal's use of reading assessment data?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Is unable to describe professional uses and collection of reading 

assessment data.  

b. BASIC: Describes professional uses and collection of reading assessment data.  

c. PROFICIENT: Encourages and monitors collection and use of reading assessment 

data.  

d. EXEMPLARY: Designs a system for collection and use of reading assessment data.  

18. Comments (optional)  

 

19. Which statement best describes the principal's methods of communicating reading 

assessment information?  
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a. UNSATISFACTORY: Does not communicate reading assessment information to staff 

members.  

b. BASIC: Communicates reading assessment information to staff members.  

c. PROFICIENT: Communicates reading assessment information to staff members and 

constituents.  

d. EXEMPLARY: Charts assessment data and communicates that information to staff 

and constituents.  

 

20. Comments (optional)  

 

IV. Creating a Literate Environment  

Questions address the principal's actions which foster reading by integrating foundational 

knowledge, use of instructional practices, approaches and methods, curriculum materials 

and the appropriate use of assessment.  

 

21. Which statement best describes the principal's actions related to curriculum 

development based on students' interests and reading abilities?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Is uninvolved with the professional staff in the design of 

curriculum based on students' interests and reading abilities.  

b. BASIC: Directs the professional staff to design curriculum based on students' interests 

and reading abilities 

c. PROFICIENT: Supports the professional staff in the curriculum based on students' 

interests and reading abilities  

d. EXEMPLARY: Provides input to the professional staff in the design of curriculum 

based on students' interests and reading abilities  

 

22. Comments (optional)  

 

23. Which statement best describes the principal's participation in programs that motivate 

students to read?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Is uninvolved with the professional staff in designing intrinsic 

and extrinsic motivational programs to encourage student reading.  

b. BASIC: Directs the professional staff to design intrinsic and extrinsic motivational 

programs to encourage student reading.  

c. PROFICIENT: Supports the professional staff in designing intrinsic and extrinsic 

motivational programs to encourage student reading  

d. EXEMPLARY: Creates and participates in motivational programs to encourage 

student reading.  

 

24. Comments (optional)  

 

V. Professional Development  

Questions address the principal's view of professional development as a career-long effort 

and responsibility.   
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25. Which statement best describes the principal's support of professional development 

opportunities for staff members?  

 

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Does not offer professional development opportunities for 

teachers and reading specialists.  

b. BASIC: Describes professional development opportunities for teachers and reading 

specialists.  

c. PROFICIENT: Identifies specific professional development opportunities for teachers 

and reading specialists.  

d. EXEMPLARY: Identifies specific professional development opportunities and 

provides financial support for teachers and reading specialists.  

 

26. Comments (optional)  

 

27. Which statement best describes how the principal works with staff members to 

collaborate and provide feedback on each other's instructional practices related to 

reading?  

a. UNSATISFACTORY: Does not encourage collaboration among staff members about 

their instructional practices related to reading.  

b. BASIC: Encourages collaboration among staff members about their instructional 

practices related to reading.  

c. PROFICIENT: Encourages and facilitates collaboration among staff members about 

their instructional practices related to reading.  

d. EXEMPLARY: Encourages, facilitates, and evaluates collaboration and dialogue 

among staff members about their instructional practices related to reading.  

 

28. Comments (optional) 

 

VI. Covid-19 Related Questions 

Two Covid-19 questions will be used to get feedback from principals and teachers of the 

effect, if any, the pandemic may have had on reading instructional practices and student 

academic progress.  The two questions will be as follows:  

 

29.  How has the way of teaching reading, as we know it, changed because of COVID-

19?  

 

30. What do you see as the biggest challenges involved in online teaching during Covid-

19?   

 

VII. Demographic Information.  

 

31. What is your job title?  

• Principal  

• Teacher 
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32. What is your gender?  

• Male  

• Female  

33. What is your Race/Ethnicity:  

• African American  

• Asian 

• Caucasian  

• Hispanic  

• Other  

34. How many years have you worked in education?  

• 0- 4 years  

• 5-1 0  

• 11-15  

• 20 + years  

35. How many years have you worked as a principal or teacher in your current school?  

• 0- 4 years  

• 5-1 0  

• 11-15  

• 20 + years  

36. Is your school designated as a Title I school?  

• Yes 

• No  

37. Percentage of students at your school who receive free or reduced-price meals.  

• 0% - 25%  

• 25% - 49%  

• 50% -74%  

• 75% - 100% 
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APPENDIX D 

 
 
Date:   April 17, 2021 

To:  Hannah Harvey 

From:  Institutional Review Board Committee, IORG0010125 

  Houston Baptist University IRB #1, IRB00012024 

RE:   Notification of IRB Action 

 

Protocol Title: Principals’ Knowledge and Practices of Literacy Instruction: 

Its Impacts on Teachers’ Perceptions and Student Reading Achievement 
This memorandum is notification that the modifications for the project referenced above 

has been reviewed and APPROVED, as indicated in Federal regulatory statutes 

45CFR46. This approval expires April 17, 2022. 

 

PLEASE NOTE: 

Upon Approval, the research team is responsible for conducting the research as stated in 

the exempt application reviewed by the IRB which shall include using the most recently 

submitted Informed Consent/Assent Forms (Information Sheet) and recruitment 

materials.  

 

Any changes to the application may cause this project to require a different level of 

committee review. 

Should any changes need to be made, please submit a Modification Form.  

 

 
Dr. Lisa Ellis 

Chair, Institutional Review Board Committee  
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• Assessed teaching and support staff and delivered exemplary development 

and instructional leadership strategies that improved capabilities and testing 

outcomes. 
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