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Abstract 
Purpose: Aspiring leaders need to be equipped to transform schools with 
both the understanding and skills to purposefully increase implementation of 
a rigorous curriculum in every classroom as they learn to lead diverse schools. 
To provide a rigorous curriculum, principals need effective skills to grow 
teachers’ instructional and pedagogical competencies. The development of 
these necessary skills should begin during the principal preparation program 
with the candidate’s ability to demonstrate instructional coaching competen-
cies. Methods: The purpose of this mixed methods research study was to de-
termine whether there was an improvement in principal candidates’ perfor-
mance on the linear combinations of the indicators across the four examined 
Evaluation Cycles and in a qualitative phase, to pinpoint the significant im-
provements in principal candidates’ performances on observed indicators. 
Findings: The quantitative data showed that as candidates received ongoing 
coaching specific to their needs, their ratings improved. The qualitative re-
sults furthered the finding. This article argues that transforming schools must 
include developing human capital through instructional leadership and it 
must begin during principal preparation. Implications: Principal preparation 
programs and school districts should emphasize the importance for the prin-
cipal’s instructional leadership skills as they are responsible for hiring, grow-
ing, and retaining effective teachers. 
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1. Introduction 

As diversity in schools continues to grow, campus leaders need skills that will 
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enhance teacher’s competencies and advance the learning for all students. The 
definition of an effective principal has changed and requires leaders to be able to 
“manage staffing and buildings, serve as an instructional leader, teacher evalua-
tor, data guru, and to be strategically positioned to daily support professional 
development to teachers, and to create safe, supportive learning environments,” 
(NYC Leadership Academy, 2016: p. 2). Northouse (2019) defines leadership as 
“a process whereby an individual influences a group of individuals to achieve a 
common goal,” (p. 5). For schools, a common goal is student outcomes. 

In some areas of the United States there is a shortage of qualified principals 
and assistant principals where the problem is not the quantity of candidates, but 
the quality (Cordeiro & Cunningham, 2014). Often, quality experienced princip-
als retire or move to higher administrative roles. Fuller and Young’s (2009) thir-
teen-year study determined there was an annual average of 1504 principals who 
were newly employed in Texas public schools. From the 2009-10 to the 2014-15 
school year, the enrollment in Texas public schools increased by 384,221 stu-
dents (Texas Education Agency, 2016). During this same time period, 335 new 
principal positions were created. The dilemma, as Eller (2008) states, is that few-
er quality candidates are in line to fill the shoes of the experienced and effective 
principal. Additionally, school districts are seeking leaders who can demonstrate 
multiple competencies including content and pedagogical knowledge with the 
ability to use data to drive instruction. To ensure maximum productivity and ef-
ficiency in administrative roles and duties, a plan for building capacity can pro-
vide readily available and qualified educators for vacant principal positions.  

Changes in the campus leader’s expectation require changes in principal prepa-
ration programs. Qualifications to become a principal at all levels involve uni-
versity coursework to obtain a certification or master’s degree. Levine (2005) found 
that university programs are lacking in their preparation of effective school lead-
ers. Levine’s findings also suggested that principal candidates become qualified 
through the university coursework but are not prepared to be effective as school 
leaders in reaching high levels of student performance. Barnett et al. (2012) em-
phasized the importance of a principal’s role in facilitating instructional im-
provements which require skills in building teacher capacity. However, many prin-
cipal preparation programs are not addressing the teaching and learning com-
ponent in their coursework (Barnett et al., 2012).  

2. Statement of the Problem 

Effective instructional leadership can and does occur in schools. Some schools 
have broken the trend for student achievement and are performing at exception-
ally high levels. Specifically, there are schools with high poverty populations, 
where more than 80% of students identified are economically disadvantaged, yet, 
they are reaching high levels of student performance (Texas Education Agency, 
2015). The principals of these high performing schools can apply leadership prac-
tices which include setting direction, developing people, and redesigning the or-
ganization (Leithwood et al., 2004).  
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The U.S. Department of Education (2010) identified a school as high poverty 
when 76 to 100 percent of students qualify for free or reduced priced lunch. There 
is evidence that low socioeconomic status is correlated with low achievement 
(Berliner, 2006; Maleck & Demaray, 2006; Milne & Plourde, 2006). Socioeconomic 
status (SES) is a major predictor of academic achievement (Caldwell & Ginther, 
1996; Sirin, 2005). Through instructional leadership aspiring leaders need to be 
equipped to transform schools with both the understanding and skills to pur-
posefully increase student achievement through the implementation of a rigor-
ous curriculum in every classroom (Demos, 2009). To provide a rigorous curri-
culum, principals need effective skills to grow teachers’ instructional and peda-
gogical competencies. The development of these necessary skills should begin 
during the principal preparation program with the candidate’s ability to demon-
strate instructional coaching competencies. Therefore, it is crucial for principal 
preparation programs to provide course work that includes instructional coach-
ing for campus leaders that it is applicable in the field. If indeed the goal is to 
graduate aspiring leaders who can transform underperforming schools, then there 
needs to be a connection to instructional leadership (Cordeiro & Cunningham, 
2014). This paper is focused on building instructional leaders who can coach and 
grow teachers during principal preparation. The purpose of this mixed methods 
research study was to determine whether there was 1) an improvement in prin-
cipal candidates’ performance on the linear combinations of the indicators across 
the four examined Evaluation Cycles (EvCs) and 2) to pinpoint the significant 
improvements in principal candidates’ performances on each of the observed 
indicators using qualitative data.  

3. Relevant Literature 
3.1. Transformational Leadership 

Transformational leadership provides leaders with the opportunity to set high 
expectations for student outcomes by transforming cultures and refocusing the 
school’s mission (Leithwood et al., 1999). However, the theory of transforma-
tional leadership lacks an explicit focus on curriculum and instruction (Cordeiro 
& Cunningham, 2014). Through the framework of transformational leadership, 
leaders can improve student outcomes via the coaching of teachers using in-
structional leadership to facilitate growth and build human capital by effectively 
monitoring instructional practices as they work to create a community of learn-
ers who can then distribute instructional leadership. According to Marks and 
Printy (2003), when transformational leadership and instructional leadership coex-
ist in a blended form of leadership, the effect on schools as measured by the quality 
of its instructional practices improves students’ academic success. 

Bennis and Nanus (1985) posited that transformational leadership is a process 
where goals and abilities are advanced to achieve significant improvements through 
common interests and collective actions. Transformational school leaders con-
tinually pursue three fundamental goals, 1) Helping staff members develop and 
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maintain a collaborative, professional school culture; 2) Fostering teacher de-
velopment; and 3) Helping teachers solve problems together more effectively 
(Leithwood et al., 1999).  

Studies have found that principal leadership has a significant effect on student 
achievement in high-needs schools (Klar & Brewer, 2013; Knoeppel & Rinehart, 
2010; Robinson et al., 2008; Davis et al., 2005). The relationship between the 
principal and his/her staff is important in goal orientation because higher per-
forming schools have shown to have faculty members who have collective goals 
and more communication of expectations between both the teacher and the 
principal, especially in curriculum and instruction. Principals of successful schools 
structure the school in a way that allows for more collaboration between stake-
holders such as students, parents, teachers, and administration, than lower per-
forming schools (Robinson et al., 2008; Klar & Brewer, 2013). Given (2008) po-
sited that trust in leadership had the greatest correlation between self-efficacy 
and was the difference between organizational success and failure.  

3.2. Instructional Leadership 

“To improve teaching and learning successful leadership is a prerequisite,” (Cor-
deiro & Cunningham, 2014: p. 127). School leaders need to be able to translate 
the district’s curriculum into effective classroom practice (Giles et al., 2005). 
According to Demos (2009), principals are responsible for the implementation 
of the curriculum. Leaders of successful schools use student achievement data to 
modify, supplement or eliminate instruction and curriculum approaches that are 
not working for students (Picucci et al., 2004; Leithwood et al., 2004).  

A meta-analysis conducted by Waters, Marzano and McNulty (2003) found a 
significant relationship between leadership and student achievement stating that 
a quarter of the total school effects on student learning can be attributed to lea-
dership. They also asserted that principals can negatively impact student out-
comes when they “concentrate on the wrong school and/or classroom practices 
or miscalculate the magnitude or ‘order’ of the change they are attempting to 
implement,” (p. 5). Often, principals have little knowledge of the curriculum 
(Davis et al., 2005; Barnett et al., 2012). Marks and Printy (2003) claimed that 
successful principals seek out expertise of teachers in developing their curricu-
lum, thus not making principals the sole leader of curriculum and instruction, 
but rather the “leaders of instructional leaders”. Klar and Brewer (2013) stated 
that principals of successful schools bring in assistant principals and instruction-
al coaches that formally visit teacher’s classes and review lesson plans alongside 
the principals. Recent research has found that doing so gives teachers flexibility 
in their curriculum and provides them leadership opportunities (Klar & Brewer, 
2013). They also pointed out that in high performing schools, principals often 
motivate by attending required workshops alongside teachers, not only to pro- 
mote positive behaviors but to gain more knowledge themselves of the curri-
culum. To improve student achievement, instructional leaders must integrate 
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their knowledge of the curriculum to effectively grow teachers (Klar & Brewer, 
2013; Timperley, 2008). Maintaining student focus and identifying student’s 
needs along with knowledge of pedagogical content are vital components to ef-
fectively modifying instruction and curriculum for instructional leaders (Tim-
perley, 2008). 

Marks and Printy (2003) asserted that combining transformational and in-
structional leadership would significantly impact instructional practices and 
student achievement.They characterized effective instructional leaders as those 
who can improve instructional practices, facilitate teacher growth, capitalize on 
teachers’ knowledge as skills, set high expectations, monitor student progress, 
and create communities of learners who can then share instructional leadership 
duties.  

3.3. Instructional Coaching 

For the purpose of this research study, the following definition of an instruc-
tional coach was used. A coach is an individual who is well versed in content and 
pedagogy and who works directly with classroom teachers to improve student 
learning (Hull et al., 2009). Additionally, a coach takes on the role of instruc-
tional leader and must possess the ability to provide honest, timely, and factual 
feedback to advance teachers toward improving reflective practice and student 
outcomes (Almager, 2013). In a space where the goal is to improve teachers’ in-
structional practices, the educator delivering the coaching session should have a 
combination of content, pedagogical, and leadership skills in order to address 
adult behaviors that have not previously improved student achievement. Within 
this space, teachers’ knowledge of content, pedagogy, and culture is crucial as 
they learn to reflect on why students are not performing academically in their 
classrooms. This study includes the aspiring leader’s “ability to implement ob-
servation and feedback cycles and support teacher development through the 
evaluation process,” (Kraft & Gilmore, 2016). School principals should be in-
volved in growing and coaching teachers and this building of capacity should 
not be separate from the evaluation process. It is important for instructional 
leaders to have the ability to provide honest and factual feedback during the les-
son planning stage (Pre-Conference) and timely feedback after a lesson is deli-
vered (Post-Conference) because this is where the coaching and guidance oc-
curs. Knight (2006) posited that instructional coaches validate but also encour-
age change that focuses on quantifiable student achievement. 

Waters et al. (2003) found there were certain practices associated with greater 
student outcomes. One example is the drilling down and needing to understand 
not only what instructional strategies are being used, but what the research says 
about the impact of certain instructional strategies to certain groups of students 
like English Learners or those with educational gaps. Additionally, defining the 
role of the principal depending on school size and level from the instructional 
leader to overseeing teacher leaders and assistant principals who may provide 
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most of the instructional feedback to teachers. Moreover, knowledge of the in-
strument/s used to provide lesson feedback is crucial to develop and sustain ef-
fective structures for feedback. Some campus leaders believe that the coaching 
and growing of teachers cannot be conjoined with teacher evaluation. In some 
states, the evaluation system has expanded the role of the principal as evaluator 
to include observations using detailed rubrics, specific and explicit written feed-
back, and post-observations meetings to deliver feedback which lends itself spe-
cifically to the purpose of growing teachers (Danielson, 2007). 

Instructional coaching requires ongoing professional development along with 
data literacy and progress monitoring that is many times left to teacher leaders 
who have minimal authority to create change. Therefore, it is crucial for campus 
principals to take the lead and the responsibility for teachers’ instructional growth. 
To guide this effort, school leaders need to not only gain the necessary skills for 
coaching, but also the recognition instructional leadership has for transforming 
schools. Therefore, it is crucial to begin this learning during principal prepara-
tion programs.  

3.4. Texas Teacher Evaluation System 

This study used The Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System’s (T-TESS) 
structure to provide instructional feedback to new or struggling teachers who 
received coaching from aspiring leaders participating in a principal preparation 
program. TTESS is a system used by Texas and was designed to support teachers 
through instructional leadership coaching. The instrument’s purpose is to cap-
ture teaching holistically with constant feedback between teachers and students 
while gauging the effectiveness of teachers through a consistent focus on how 
students respond to their teacher’s instructional practices (TEA, 2018). Each of 
the system’s four domains (Planning, Instruction, Learning Environment, and 
Professional Practices and Responsibilities) focuses on teachers and students to-
gether and includes 16 different dimensions with specific descriptors for practice 
within five performance levels (Distinguished, Accomplished, Proficient, Devel-
oping, and Improvement Needed). T-TESS seeks to develop habits of continuous 
improvement leading to positive outcomes when appraisers and teachers focus on 
evidence-based feedback and professional development decisions based on that 
feedback through ongoing dialogue and collaboration (TEA, 2018). In addition, 
the Texas’ evaluation system includes three components for teacher growth: goal- 
setting and professional development plan; the evaluation cycle (including: pre- 
conference, observation, post-conference); and student growth measure. 

4. Methods 
4.1. Research Design 

Due to the stated purpose of this study, a mixed methods research design was 
selected to integrate analysis of both statistical and naturalistic data in an expla-
natory sequential design predetermined to implement two distinct phases (Ca-
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ruth, 2013; Creswell, 2014; Creswell & Clark, 2011). According to Creswell and 
Creswell (2018) explanatory sequential design is “one in which the researcher 
first conducts quantitative research, analyzes the results and then builds on the 
results to explain them in more detail with qualitative research,” (p. 15). In the 
first phase of this sequential design, the quantitative data was given priority by 
collecting and analyzing data at the onset. The second phase of qualitative data 
collection and analysis then followed to provide further explanation, to elabo-
rate, and to clarify the significant results from the quantitative research phase 
(Creswell & Clark, 2011; Greene et al., 1989; Subedi, 2016). A connection was 
made through the research process of participant selection where the data source 
of the quantitative phase guided the second phase of qualitative participant se-
lection. A visual model for this explanatory sequential design procedures can be 
viewed in Figure 1. This design was built on the strengths of both research me-
thods while offsetting their weaknesses that would be visible utilized as a single 
research design (Bryman, 2006; Caruth, 2013; Creswell & Clark, 2011).  
 

 
Figure 1. Visual model for explanatory sequential design procedures.  

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojl.2021.102012


I. L. Almager et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojl.2021.102012 176 Open Journal of Leadership 
 

During the first phase, the quantitative data was utilized in determining whether 
there was an improvement in the principal candidates’ performance on the li-
near combinations of the indicators across the four examined Evaluation Cycles 
(EvCs). Additionally, the qualitative data in the second phase pinpointed the sig- 
nificant improvements in principle candidates’ performance on each of the 
observed indicators using qualitative data. The qualitative results further ex-
plained the quantitative findings by offering richer insights. This was provided 
through specific evidence in greater depth and detail (Patton, 1990). Both the 
quantitative and qualitative results were integrated during the discussion of the 
outcomes.  

4.2. Quantitative: First Phase 
4.2.1. Sampling Procedures 
The sampling in the quantitative phase of this study was derived using data 
collected from two cohorts totaling 54 cases of job-embedded principal candi-
date who were evaluated by trained raters based on observing their post confe-
rence coaching practices with teachers in their schools. Each candidate teacher 
coaching interaction was considered a case. Each principal candidate was re-
quired to select two teachers that could benefit from coaching due to the 
teacher either being alternatively certified, a new teacher, teaching outside of 
certified content or new content/grade level, or teaching students with pre-
vious low performance. The principal candidate and each teacher were to par-
ticipate in four Evaluation Cycles (EvCs) during an internship to improve class-
room instruction. 

4.2.2. Data Collection 
Ratings were obtained from four EvCs utilizing a rubric that measured the 
coaching performance of a principal candidate during the post conference. The 
rubric ratings were based on a five-point scale with a score of 1 being the lowest 
rating of Approaching, 3 being Proficient, and 5 being the highest rating with an 
Exemplary. There were seven measures indicators: Organization/Pacing, Rap-
port, Self-Reflection, Lesson Questions, Previous Reinforcement, Previous Re-
finement, and Closure. The raters of the rubric were trained in the rubric and 
then participated in rater inter-reliability on two occasions during the obtained 
data. Each rater scored all four of the EvCs for their assigned principal candi-
dates. 

4.2.3. Data Analysis 
For the quantitative phase, descriptive statistics and correlations of the rubric 
indicators were examined. To determine if there was improvement in principal 
candidates’ performance on the linear combinations of the rubric indicators across 
the EvCs, A Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was used where each 
of the four EvCs constituted a level of the independent variable, and the ob-
served rubric indicators constituted the dependent variable. The univariate F 
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statistics were examined to detect statistically significant changes in candidates’ 
performance on each of the rubric indicators. Finally, Scheffe post hoc, a con-
servative approach of multiple comparisons of means, was used to infer mean 
changes and their significance across the EvCs for each of the rubric indicators.  

4.2.4. Quantitative Results 
Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics of the examined EvCs on the observed 
evaluation indicators.  

 
Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the examined evaluation indicators per EvC. 

 EvC M SD 

Organization & Pacing 

1 2.69 0.968 

2 3.12 1.003 

3 3.30 1.238 

4 3.41 1.252 

Rapport 

1 3.26 0.828 

2 3.44 0.873 

3 3.81 0.992 

4 3.98 1.157 

Self-Reflection 

1 2.80 1.234 

2 3.29 1.362 

3 3.78 1.208 

4 3.74 1.291 

Questions 

1 2.94 1.036 

2 3.08 1.118 

3 3.74 1.031 

4 3.54 1.284 

Reinforcement 

1 2.98 1.157 

2 3.17 1.098 

3 3.67 1.149 

4 3.69 1.025 

Refinement 

1 2.72 1.089 

2 3.08 1.135 

3 3.44 1.254 

4 3.74 1.169 

Closure 

1 2.72 1.653 

2 2.63 1.669 

3 3.69 1.503 

4 3.61 1.472 
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Table 2 shows the correlations among the observed evaluation indicators. The 
significant positive correlations among all the observed indicators suggested that 
an increase on candidates’ performance on one indicator was associated with in-
crease in candidates’ performance on other indicators. This systematic relation-
ship implied that as the candidates received ongoing coaching specific to their 
needs, the ratings improved. 

MANOVA test showed a statistically significant effect of the levels of the in-
dependent variable (EvCs) on the observed dependent variable, Wilks’ Λ = 0.77, 
F (21, 585) = 2.54, p < 0.05, η2 = 0.08. These findings suggested that there was a 
statistically significant difference in candidate performances on the linear com-
binations of the indicators across the examined EvCs. The univariate F tests 
(ANOVAs) of between subjects’ effects were all significant as shown in Table 3, 
which in turn means that there was a statistically significant change in candi-
dates’ performance on each of the indicators across the examined EvCs.  

4.2.5. Scheffe Post Hoc Multiple Comparisons  
Organization & Pacing. There was a mean score improvement of 0.43 in 

candidates’ performance on this evaluation indicator between EvC 1 and EvC 2, 
yet this improvement was not statistically significant. However, there was a statis-
tically significant mean score improvement of 0.61 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) between  

 
Table 2. Evaluation indicators correlations. 

Measure 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Organization & Pacing       

2. Rapport 0.45**      

3. Self-Reflection 0.36** 0.55**     

4. Questions 0.39** 0.63** 0.66**    

5. Reinforcement 0.38** 0.42** 0.32** 0.46**   

6. Refinement 0.34** 0.40** 0.24** 0.32** 0.68**  

7. Closure 0.42** 0.44** 0.53** 0.47** 0.42** 0.25** 

Note. ** p < 0.01. 
 

Table 3. Tests of between subjects effects. 

IV DV 
Sum of 
Squares 

df 
Mean 

Squares 
F p Partial η2 

EvC Organization & Pacing 16.341 3 5.447 4.312 0.006 0.058 

 Rapport 17.767 3 5.922 6.271 0.000 0.082 

 Self-Reflection 34.303 3 11.434 7.039 0.000 0.091 

 Questions 22.781 3 7.594 6.033 0.001 0.079 

 Reinforcement 20.269 3 6.756 5.498 0.001 0.073 

 Refinement 31.644 3 10.548 7.793 0.000 0.100 

 Closure 50.571 3 16.857 6.790 0.000 0.088 
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EvC 1 and EvC 3, and a statistically significant improvement of a mean score of 
0.72 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) between EvC 1 and EvC 4. These findings suggested 
that even though some improvement could be detected in-Organization and 
Pacing between EvC 1 and EvC 2, noticeable improvement in candidates’ per-
formance can be detected on EvC 3, and it even gets better on EvC 4 in compar-
ison with the first EvC. All other comparisons on this evaluation indicator were 
not statistically significant (EvCs 2 and 3, 3 and 4, and 2 and 4).  

Rapport. There was a mean score improvement of .18 in candidates’ perfor-
mance on this indicator between EvC 1 and EvC 2, yet this improvement was 
not statistically significant. However, there was a statistically significant mean 
score improvement of 0.56 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) between EvC 1 and EvC 3, and 
a statistically significant improvement of 0.72 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) in the mean 
score of this indicator between EvC 1 and EvC 4. These findings suggested that 
even some improvement could be detected between EvC 1 and EvC 2, noticeable 
improvement in candidate’s performance on Rapport can be noted in EvC 3, and 
it even gets better in EvC 4 in comparison with EvC 1. Additionally, there was a 
statistically significant improvement of 0.54 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) in the mean 
score of this indicator between EvC 2 and EvC 4. No statistically significant dif-
ferences were detected between EvC 2 and 3, and EvC 3 and 4 on this indicator. 

Self-reflection. There was a mean score improvement of 0.49 in candidates’ 
performance on this indicator between EvC 1 and EvC 2, yet this improvement 
was not statistically significant. However, there was a statistically significant 
mean score improvement of 0.98 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) between EvC 1 and EvC 
3, and a statistically significant mean score improvement of 0.94 (Scheffe test, p 
< 0.05) between EvC 1 and EvC 4. These findings suggested that even though 
some improvement could be detected between EvC 1 and EvC 2, noticeable im-
provement in candidates’ performance on this indicator can be detected in EvC 
3 and 4 in comparison with the first EvC. It was also noted that among the ex-
amined EvCs, candidates had the highest mean score on this indicator in EvC 3. 
All other comparisons of this evaluation indicator were not statistically signifi-
cant (EvCs 2 and 3, 3 and 4, 2 and 4).  

Questions. There was a mean score improvement of 0.13 in candidates’ per-
formance on this indicator between EvC 1 and EvC 2, yet this improvement was 
not statistically significant. However, there was a statistically significant mean 
score improvement of 0.80 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) between EvC 1 and EvC 3. 
There was also a mean score improvement of 0.59 between EvC 1 and EvC 4 on 
this indicator, yet this improvement was not statistically significant. There was 
also a statistically significant mean improvement of 0.66 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) 
on this indicator between EvC 2 and EvC 3. No statistically significant difference 
was detected between EvC 2 and 4, and EvC 3 and 4.  

Reinforcement. There was a mean score improvement of 0.19 in candidates’ 
performance on this indicator between EvC 1 and EvC 2, yet this improvement 
was not statistically significant. However, there was a statistically significant mean 
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score improvement of 0.69 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) between EvC 1 and EvC 3, and 
a statistically significant mean score improvement of .70 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) 
between EvC 1 and EvC 4. These findings suggested that even though some im-
provement could be detected between EvC 1 and EvC 2, noticeable improvement 
in candidates’ performance on “Reinforcement” can be noted in EvC 3, and it 
even gets better in EvC 4 in comparison with the first EvC. All other compari-
sons on this evaluation indicator were not statistically significant (EvCs 2 and 3, 
3 and 4, and 2 and 4).  

Refinement. There was a mean score improvement of 0.35 in candidates’ per-
formance on this indicator between EvC 1 and EvC 2, yet this improvement was 
not statistically significant. However, there was a statistically significant mean 
score improvement of 0.72 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) between EvC 1 and EvC 3, and 
a statistically significant mean score improvement of 1.02 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) 
between EvC 1 and EvC 4. These findings suggest that even some improvement 
could be detected between EvC 1 and EvC 2, noticeable improvement in candi-
dates’ performance in “Refinement” can be detected on EvC 3, and it even gets 
better in EvC 4 in comparison with the first EvC. There was a statistically signif-
icant mean score improvement of 0.66 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) between EvC 2 and 
EvC 4 on this indicator. All other comparisons on this evaluation indicator were 
not statistically significant (EvC s 2 and 3, 3 and 4).  

Closure. There was a mean score improvement of 0.09 in candidates’ perfor-
mance on this indicator between EvC 1 and EvC 2, yet this improvement was 
not statistically significant. However, there was a statistically significant mean 
score improvement of 0.96 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) between EvC 1 and EvC 3, and 
a statistically significant mean score improvement of 0.89 (Scheffe test, p < 0.05) 
between EvC 1 and EvC 4. Additionally there was a 1.05 mean score improve-
ment in candidates performance on “Closure” between EvC 2 and EvC 3 , and a 
statistically significant difference of 0.98 between EvC 2 and EvC 4. These find-
ings suggested that even though some improvement could be detected between 
EvCs1 and 2; noticeable improvement in candidates’ performance on closure can 
be detected in EvC s 3 and 4. It was also noted that among all the examined EvC 
s, candidates had the highest mean score on this indicator in EvC 3. No statisti-
cally significant mean score difference was detected in candidates’ performance 
on this indicator between EvC 3 and EvC 4.  

4.3. Qualitative: Second Phase 
4.3.1. Sampling Procedures 
The second phase of qualitative research utilized purposeful sampling in which 
the researchers intentionally selected a sample size of two case studies based on 
maximal variation sampling (Creswell & Clark, 2011) from the 54 cases in the 
quantitative phase. The selection included the two participants with the highest 
mean ratings. These two case studies were selected to demonstrate differentia-
tion and varying perspectives. 
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4.3.2. Data Collection 
A qualitative multiple case study design was utilized in the second phase of the 
mixed methods (Stake, 1995; Yin, 2012). A multiple case study strengthened the 
validity of the findings by utilizing both within-case analysis and cross-case 
analysis (Creswell & Poth, 2018; Denzin & Lincoln, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell, 
2016). Case studies have been described as an in-depth study bounded by time 
and activity (Creswell, 2014; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Each case was bounded 
by time with each cohort completing their four EvCs within fifteen months with 
two post-conferences in the fall semester and two in the spring semester. Both 
participants were given pseudonyms and any physical or electronic formatted 
data were given codes to facilitate the creation of an audit trail (Erlandson et al., 
1993). Along with the findings of the quantitative phase, collected data for this 
qualitative research consisted of verbatim transcriptions of videoed post-con- 
ferences, participant electronic self-reflections, and documents were utilized 
for analysis in the qualitative phase and conducted in each case’s natural context 
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2018).  

Transcriptions. Each post-conference included the videotaping of the prin-
cipal candidate coaching a teacher, which was then shared virtually with the as-
signed rater and course professors. The raters were doctoral students hired and 
trained in the rating process by the leadership professor who developed the 
coaching model. The raters then participated in inter-rater reliability once each 
year where each rater observed a video of a pre and a post-conference and rated 
independently to avoid bias. The raters then compared ratings and evidence to 
support the rating for a 90% accuracy among all raters. After reliability had been 
measured, the raters began rating by transcribing each EvC using verbatim 
quotes and written descriptions as evidence for the seven indicators. After the 
transcription, each of the seven indicators was scored between a 1 (Approach-
ing) to a 5 (Exemplary). The ratings then accessed member-checking for accu-
racy as they were shared with the principal candidate. The scored transcriptions 
were then blinded, given a pseudonym and specified Teacher 1 or 2. Four tran-
scriptions were obtained for each of the four cases in the qualitative phase of this 
study (totaling 16 transcriptions) for the purpose of elaborating on the results of 
the quantitative phase.  

Self-Reflections. As written assignments, the principal candidates were given 
bi-monthly open-ended questions throughout the fifteen-month period in which 
self-reflection was required. These written assignments were matched with a 
pseudonym and collected as related to the two case studies and their personal 
experiences coaching teachers.  

Documents. Another data source included documents related to the leader-
ship professors coaching the principal candidates regarding the post-conference 
with struggling teachers. These documents included agendas and materials 
from a summer institute that all principal candidates were required to attend at 
the beginning of their graduate work. Other documents included course meet-
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ing agendas and video recordings of the leadership professors instructing in 
coaching techniques to improve teachers. Records of visitation agendas be-
tween principal candidates and their assigned leadership professors which in-
cluding coaching were utilized as documents. Finally, a researcher’s reflective 
journal was kept throughout the data collection and analysis. 

Post conference rubrics were developed and aligned to the Texas Teacher Edu-
cator Support System’s (TTESS) rubric language. Language specific to the TTESS 
was expected to be used during the delivered conferences as the principal candi-
dates coached teachers to improve their instructional skills and delivery while 
learning to reflect on the lessons’ outcomes based on students’ performance. All 
candidates were provided training on how to use the TTESS rubric to grow and 
coach teachers during the summer institute. They were also instructed on how to 
deliver the coaching post conference based on the developed model and rubric.  

4.3.3. Data Analysis 
In the second phase of the explanatory sequential design, the qualitative analysis 
followed to further explain the significant improvements in principal candidates’ 
performances on each of the observed indicators (Creswell & Clark, 2011; Cres-
well, 2014). The data analysis first utilized within-case analysis of data relating to 
each case; cross-case analysis was then conducted to develop themes found 
across all cases (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018; Miles et al., 2014). Steps conducted in 
the qualitative analysis included: 1) reading through the data and writing notes 
in researcher’s reflective journal, 2) uploading the data sources in Dedoose, 3) 
coding the data according to themes, and 4) conducting cross-case thematic 
analysis.  

To assure trustworthiness in the qualitative phase of this study, Lincoln and 
Guba’s (1985) four strategies were applied to evaluate rigor through credibility, 
transferability, dependability, and confirmability. Prolonged engagement as-
sisted in establishing credibility as the data for the four cases were collected over 
a two-year period. Triangulation was achieved through multiple sources of data 
and member checking (Denzin & Lincoln, 2018; Erlandson et al., 1993). Trans-
ferability was established through detailed and thick descriptions and purposive 
sampling with maximum variation (Erlandson et al., 1993). The details of this 
study were written so that others might be able to repeat the results, which es-
tablished dependability. Finally, an audit trail and a researcher’s reflexive journal 
assisted with both dependability and confirmability (Erlandson et al., 1993; Mer-
riam & Tisdell, 2016).  

5. Results 
5.1. Within-Case Analysis 

Nicole. Nicole was a female principal candidate that was selected for Cohort 2 
due to not only her master teaching abilities, but also for her two years of expe-
rience as an instructional coach. Nicole was assigned to a struggling elementary 
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school in a rural community in Southern Texas where she coached two teachers 
that needed instructional assistance. Her coaching techniques were improved 
through coursework and an assigned professor serving as a coach. It was discov-
ered that Nicole’s rating of her Teacher 1 was the highest scoring post-confe- 
rence in Cohort 2. Nicole’s overall rating for the four EvCs demonstrated a de-
cline from EvC 1 (3.7) to the EvC 2 (2.5). Her overall rating for EvC 3 in-
creased to a 3.1, which was maintained in EvC 4. Nicole demonstrated a higher 
mean in ratings in six of the seven rubric indicators when compared to the 
mean scores of all four cases. The four areas of difference where the higher 
achievement was observed included the indicators of Self-Reflection, Ques-
tions, and Reinforcement and the lower achievement was found in the indica-
tor of Closure. 

David. Due to his master teaching abilities, David was selected as a male prin-
cipal candidate for Cohort 3 and received his coaching experience through 
coursework and the coaching of an assigned professor. David was assigned to a 
struggling elementary school in a North Texas metropolitan area where he 
coached two teachers that needed improvement in instruction. David’s rating of 
his Teacher 1 was found to be the highest mean of not only Cohort 3, but of 
Cohort 2 as well. The mean of the overall rating of the four cases was a 3.1 and 
David’s was a 4.7. David rated higher than all other cases in all areas; however, 
the greatest difference was observed in the rubric indicators of Self-Reflection, 
Questions, and Closure. His rating in Closure was a 5.0 in all four of the EvCs 
and was two points greater than the four-case mean of 3.0. 

5.2. Cross-Case Analysis 

The qualitative cross-case analysis revealed three possible areas that could fur-
ther explain quantitative findings. One area may provide underlying effects that 
contributed to all principal candidates demonstrating growth in all indicators at 
the same time. A second area may provide tentative explanations to three com-
mon themes found regarding the seven indicators through the in-depth analysis 
of the four case studies. Finally, there were explorative measures taken to further 
explain possible results related to no correlation between EvC 1 & EvC 2 but sig-
nificance between EvC 1 and EvC 3 as well as EvC 4. 

Continued Growth in Coaching 
As demonstrated in Table 2 of the quantitative matrix, there was a strong corre-
lation indicating that all seven indicators improved at the same time among all 
principal candidates. The qualitative results furthered this finding to possible 
underlying effects of intensive training in coaching, continual training in coach-
ing through coursework, and individual coaching provided by the assigned lea-
dership professor coach.  

All participants in this study began their first week as principal candidates 
through a summer institute where they received intensive training on coaching. 
Few principal candidates had been trained on coaching teachers and those who 
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had experience coaching were trained in the specific model developed by the 
lead curriculum and instruction professor who is also a part of the principal 
preparation program. Not only did the intensive training include specific train-
ing in the seven rubric indicators aligned to TTESS, but the stem questions were 
also provided to assist for successful coaching sessions. Video examples were 
provided as visuals of expectations along with alumni from a previous cohort 
sharing their experiences of obstacles and strengths when coaching. The raters 
assigned to the principal candidates were utilized in explaining the specifics of 
expectations for the ratings of each indicator. One candidate stated in a written 
self-reflection that she was “able to use the rubric as a tool to guide my feedback 
and be a point of reference with scripts from the lesson observed.” Another 
stated that he “quickly learned that many skills are essential to being an effective 
coach.” 

Continual training in coaching throughout the school year was observed 
through various data sources. The coursework was job-embedded and class 
meetings were conducted through the modeling of Professional Learning Com-
munities that met bi-monthly. The agendas of these meetings and recorded vid-
eos were observed and revealed coaching as a reoccurring topic webbed through 
all coursework. The mean scores of each EvC were shared with all principal can-
didates along with trends in weak coaching areas and coaching areas of strength. 
There were also observed conversations occurring between the principal candi-
dates as they provided issues and possible solutions through personal expe-
riences. 

The third possible underlying effect could possibly be through the individual 
coaching each principal candidate received from an assigned leadership profes-
sor coach. This model could be termed as “the leader coaching the coach.” Each 
leadership professor coach had been trained in the coaching model and provided 
personal assistance for improvement through emails, phone calls, and personal 
visits. These professor coaches also participated in all bi-monthly class meetings 
and provided expertise. One candidate stated the importance of being coached 
in this manner: 

I love to be coached. I don’t know which one I like better yet: to be the coach 
or to be coached …. I think to be an instructional coach, you have to have that 
balance: you have to want to coach and you have to want to be coached. 

It is believed that all three of these areas could have possible underlying effects 
as there are also quotes from principal candidates to support. One of the partic-
ipants stated, “I do believe that this fellowship really prepared me for instruc-
tional coaching and provided through conferencing.” Another participant that 
had previous coaching experience shared, “I feel comfortable providing instruc-
tional coaching to teachers because of my previous position … however, my in-
structional coaching this year has changed and adapted.” This same participant 
contributed her growth in coaching to the components of the principal prepara-
tion program. 
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5.3. Common Themes among Coaching Indicators 

The common themes found in the cross-case analysis included the rubric indi-
cators of Self-Reflection, Questions, and Closure. These three rubric indicators 
demonstrated the highest means for the two cases rating the highest in both co-
horts. These three identified themes required higher level coaching skills and are 
further discussed.  

Self-Reflection. The self-reflection indicator was found as one of the three 
identified as requiring higher level coaching. The coaching model developed 
by the lead leadership professor was created to assist teachers receiving coach-
ing to move from being coached to being able to coach themselves through a 
gradual release process. The two principal candidates who rated well on this 
indicator provided the teacher with ample opportunities to reflect on the suc-
cesses and non-successes of the observed lesson. The required areas to be dis-
cussed and analyzed included grouping strategies, activities and materials, and 
student results of the measured lesson objective, and these areas were directed 
at improving classroom instruction. An example of such a probing question 
was, “So was your grouping strategy successful and what’s the evidence to 
support that?” 

Questions. This indicator also required a higher level of coaching due to the 
needed ability to continually ask open-ended engaging questions throughout the 
post conference and to also assist the teacher in analyzing his or her own ques-
tions from the lesson. The two principal candidates who rated well on this indi-
cator were observed in a discussion regarding the teacher’s planned questions, 
including the exit ticket question and student results of that question. Utilizing 
effective question strategies themselves, these two also asked questions regarding 
student work that was not successful and how the lesson could have been ad-
justed to address such misconceptions. An example of such a question included, 
“If you were going to teach this same lesson tomorrow and knowing those stu-
dents struggled, what would you do differently?” Engaging questions were also 
deemed important in coaching as explained, “I have grown in my ability to ex-
plain the process and use reflective questions to get teachers to see trends and 
areas of strengths and weaknesses.” An example of an engaging question asked 
by one of these two included, “Why do you think they grasped the understand-
ing of collecting the data?” 

Closure. The importance of closure in this coaching model included the prin-
cipal candidate requiring the teacher to summarize how the identified strength 
of the lesson would be continued in future lessons and how the identified weak-
ness of the lesson would be improved upon. The principal candidate was also to 
ensure accountability through the statement that both the continuation of the 
strength and improvement of the weakness would be a focus during future ob-
servations. The two principal candidates who rated well on this indicator re-
quired the teacher to reflect with specific detail and asked probing questions to 
obtain the reflection as needed. 
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5.4. Further Qualitative Explanation 

The quantitative results demonstrated that generally there was no statistically 
significant improvement in candidates’ performance on the observed indicators 
between EvC 1 & 2, and significant improvement between EvC 1 and EvC 3 as 
well as EvC 4. The qualitative analysis further investigated for additional possible 
explanations for this finding. Through the four principal candidates’ self-reflec- 
tion assignments, there was one probable discovery. As the principal candidates 
were required to complete their first EvC, not only was their campus at the be-
ginning of the school year, but the candidates’ position was new and responsibil-
ities limited while they worked on building relationships with teachers one and 
two. This was sometimes referred to as the “honeymoon stage” by leadership 
professors in class meeting recordings. The leadership professors would also 
warn that the responsibilities of being a full-time graduate student and full-time 
principal candidate would become very difficult as the fall semester progressed. 
As the second EvC arrived, there were greater responsibilities placed upon the 
candidate that may have caused the ratings to regress. 

Several quotes were found in the principal candidates’ self-reflection assign-
ments that support this possible explanation. One well described the situation in 
the following manner: 

The most challenging part of this experience is balancing time …. I first began 
with scheduling and prioritizing my work but it always seemed like I would take 
one thing off my list and there would be three more …. Coursework is very im-
portant …. deadlines for the work tend to sneak up on you once you begin tak-
ing on more tasks for the campus. 

Another candidate described her challenges during this time as well as she 
stated, “I worked as the main contact to our campus Parent Liaison, PTA Presi-
dent, YMCA Representative & Parkland Health Representative. I was essential in 
planning and organizing over 10 Parent workshops.” This data supports the 
possible underlying result of the underperformance of EvC 2 as being related to 
the increased responsibilities of being a graduate student and job-embedded 
principal candidate. 

6. Discussion 

The purpose of this mixed methods research study was to determine whether 
there was 1) an improvement in principal candidates’ performance on the linear 
combinations of the indicators across the four examined Evaluation Cycles 
(EvCs) and 2) to pinpoint the significant improvements in principal candidates’ 
performances on each of the observed indicators using qualitative data. The 
quantitative data analysis demonstrated that there was no significant improve-
ment in the EvC ratings for principal candidates who received ongoing coaching 
specific to their needs by their leadership professor instructors and their leader-
ship professor coaches. However, the qualitative results explained that the inten-
sive training in coaching, continual professional development in coaching through 

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojl.2021.102012


I. L. Almager et al. 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojl.2021.102012 187 Open Journal of Leadership 
 

coursework and class instruction, and individual coaching provided by the as-
signed professor coach did improve the candidates’ confidence in delivering the 
post conference which in turn improved the teacher’s acceptance for the coach-
ing.  

As principal candidates’ coaching skills improved, their confidence also im-
proved. One stated that  

As far as future growth for myself as a coach, I know that I need to seek more 
opportunities for training to become more skilled. I feel very confident in help-
ing teachers plan and execute solid, purposeful lessons, but feel that I should 
continue to grow in the follow up of discussed strategies, and my coaching in 
general. 

The reflection indicated personal ambition to continue to improve coaching 
skills after finishing the program. Another candidate also stated that “instruc-
tional coaching and growing teachers is a vital part of leadership. We need to 
grow our teachers and build their capacity because they are serving our ultimate 
customer, our students.”  

Additionally, the findings of this study were critical to the researchers’ prin-
cipal preparation program which allowed for continued curriculum and course 
realignment and the importance for faculty and leadership professor coaches to 
maintain knowledge of current leadership best practices along with school dis-
trict needs. This finding impacts all principal preparation programs as instruc-
tional leadership is key to transforming underperforming schools (Cordeiro & 
Cunningham, 2014). As Darling-Hammond et al. (2007) stated, “the critical part 
principals play in developing successful schools has been well established by re-
searchers over the last two decades: committed leaders who understand instruc-
tion and can develop the capacities of teachers and of schools are key to im-
proving educational outcomes for all students,” (p. 1) and that “exemplary pro-
grams should offer visible evidence that they affect principals’ knowledge, skills, 
and practices, as well as success in their challenging jobs,” (p. 5). Principal can-
didates rely on preparation programs to provide them with the needed compe-
tencies for effectively leading schools as most school leaders do not give credit to 
higher education for gaining the applicable preparation to lead schools. These 
competencies must go beyond the preparation for certification examinations. In 
addition, as stated below, school districts need to support the growth of aspiring 
leaders if they want to change the status quo.  
• My current coaching style, just like my leadership style, is ever evolving. I be-

lieve in a “growth” mindset with all teachers who are willing to put in the 
work, as well as open communication and frequent, honest feedback all while 
keeping the main goal in mind: student achievement. 

• It takes a strong leadership team to grow a teacher … that tackles coaching in 
a systematic way. 

• As an instructional coach, I have the opportunity to impact so many more 
students through my coaching … you get the opportunity to touch so many 
lives and to make a difference for so many students and teachers. 
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• Student growth is the biggest benefit of instructional coaching. 
Overall, the study revealed that aspiring leaders’ coaching skills grew based 

both on quantitative data from their post conference ratings and from their own 
reflective statements as they moved through the program. Additionally, their as-
signed teachers became more open to the coaching and therefore instructional 
practices were improved including teacher attitudes. As Knight (2006) posited, 
one of the most important skills for instructional coaching is building relation-
ships and it takes time.  

7. Conclusion 

Principal preparation programs and school districts should emphasize the im-
portance of principal’s instructional leadership skills as the latter is responsible 
for hiring and retaining effective teachers. According to Chang (2009) 25 percent 
of beginning teachers leave teaching before the third year and almost 40 percent 
leave the profession within the first five. Research also reveals that working con-
ditions are important predictors of teacher attrition (Borman & Dowling, 2008) 
including administrator support. 

This study is important to campus principals who have a responsibility to de-
velop human capital which includes coaching and growing teachers. The re-
sponsibility for student outcomes also falls on the leader but requires assistance 
from a well-equipped group of teacher leaders who can support the growth of 
struggling teachers due to being new, alternatively certified, teaching outside of 
their content area, or who have a history of low student performance. However, 
the principal must be able to lead this cadre of teacher leaders without having to 
completely defer all responsibility for effective instructional practices due to his 
or her own lack of skills or desire to participate.  

The findings of this study are also important for principal preparation pro-
grams which must include competencies for growing and coaching teachers in-
structionally if they are to partake in building aspiring leaders who can address 
current needs in schools. In Texas, the new Principal as Instructional Leader 
state certification examination is heavy on instructional leadership which has 
begun to address gaps in higher education programs. However, the necessary 
competencies for instructional leadership are determined by each preparation 
program and do not always include local school district input. To ensure pro-
grams are providing aspiring leaders with the necessary skills to lead local schools, 
partnerships to create leadership pipelines should be created. 

The principal candidates involved in the study understood, upon graduation, 
that instructional leadership was crucial to transforming schools. The conflict 
between theory and practice became a reality as they grew into contextual change 
agents recognizing campus principal norms and best practice demands were not 
always aligned. However, without the instructional leadership skills to develop 
human capital, transformational leadership halts due to gaps in adult learning. 

As the candidates worked within their job-embedded residencies they were 
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able to learn by taking risks, building relationships, and failing in a safer space 
due to the coaching of the professor coaches and their campus principal men-
tors. As they developed skills for building teachers’ instructional skills, the prin-
cipal candidates also learned how to deliver best practices within their specific 
context by having a better understanding of how theoretical frameworks served 
as foundations for the work in practice. 

As Muhammad and Cruz (2019) stated, “leadership is not a position, it is a set 
of actions that positively shape the climate and culture of the working environ-
ment,” (p. 2). The process of growing human capital is crucial to hiring and sus-
taining teachers. Assumptions are often made that successful classroom teachers, 
successful instructional coaches, or those with a principal certification can grow 
and coach others instructionally. However, developing adults for effective 
schools is not an easy task and the building of these specific skills should begin 
during principal preparation. To produce the healthy school culture where all teach-
ers believe students can achieve academically as Muhammad and Cruz (2019) 
discussed, we need transformational leaders who can distribute effective coach-
ing to keep the focus on the teaching required for improving or sustaining stu-
dent learning (Aguilar, 2013). We believe the model used in this study to coach 
aspiring leaders on how to deliver post conference coaching sessions is crucial to 
developing instructional leaders who can transform schools and impact achieve-
ment for all students. 
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