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 The purpose of this study was to determine the extent secondary assistant 

principals in large Texas high schools demonstrate behaviors consistent with 

what the literature describes as instructional leadership. Three hundred seventy 

principals and assistant principals of large Texas high schools participated in this 

study. The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (Hallinger, 1987) 

was used to quantify instructional leadership in 10 different job functions. 

 The study found that (a) assistant principals perceive themselves as 

exhibiting instructional leadership behaviors at a high frequency, (b) principals 

perceive their assistant principals exhibiting instructional leadership behaviors at 

a high frequency, (c) the perceptions of the principals and assistant principals 

were similar, and (d) principals and assistant principals reported more 

engagement in instructional leadership responsibilities and felt more pressured 

over the last five years under the new accountability and rating requirements of 

No Child Left Behind and the state assessments. 

 These findings suggested that the administrative roles and responsibilities 

in high schools should be restructured to allow assistant principals to focus on 

instructional leadership.  
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CHAPTER 1 

 
INTRODUCTION 

The instructional leadership role of school principals has been widely 

studied since the 1980s, and research has shown that the principal’s instructional 

leadership is an important element of effective schools (Ubben, 2007). It has 

been argued that leadership is second only to classroom instruction among all 

school related factors that contribute to student learning, especially in high-need 

schools (Leithwood, Seashore Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). After a 

generation of educational reform, instructional leadership for principals is an 

expectation institutionalized through national and state licensure standards. 

While assistant principals typically are prepared and certified under the same 

standards as principals (Texas Education Code (TEC) §21.046(c)), little research 

has been completed regarding the assistant principal as an instructional leader. 

This study is designed to determine the extent to which assistant principals in 

large Texas high schools are engaged in instructional leadership. 

Background 

 Relatively little research has been conducted on the instructional 

leadership role of the assistant principal. Although no precise, standard list of 

assistant principal duties exists, Scroggins and Bishop (1993) described duties 

common to assistant principals. Common duties included discipline, attendance, 
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student activities, athletics, community agencies, master schedules, principal 

substitute, and building operations. Research in the 1980s by Greenfield and 

Spady found that the assistant principal could only be an instructional leader in 

rare circumstances (Greenfield, 1985; Spady, 1985). This conclusion is further 

documented by Pietro (1999) when he noted that assistant principals assumed a 

greater role than principals in the areas of student activities and student 

personnel. The duties that Pietro found most prominent in Pennsylvania assistant 

principals were discipline, attendance, and hall supervision. O’Prey’s work in 

1999 supported Pietro, noting that discipline and other non-instructional tasks 

characterized most of the time for middle school assistant principals in the 

Houston area. The majority of the research suggests that high school assistant 

principals focus primarily on management and student issues, with  minimal 

research documenting instructional leadership responsibilities of high school 

assistant principals.  

 Previous literature regarding how school leadership influences student 

achievement focused on the principal’s role as an instructional leader, which 

emphasized providing guidance to improve teachers’ classroom practice 

(Leithwood et al., 2004). Ubben, Hughes, and Norris (2001) state that effective 

instructional leadership requires a complex set of relationships between 

principals and their beliefs and the surrounding environment of the school (p. 41). 

They also stress that leadership in instructional and curricular endeavors is not 

the sole province of the principal (p. 43). According to the  Wallace report (2004), 



 

 3 

Philip Hallinger’s instructional leadership model has been the most actively used 

for this area of research. Hallinger’s model consists of three sets of leadership 

dimensions: defining the school’s mission, managing the instructional program, 

and promoting a positive learning climate. Within these three dimensions 10 

specific leadership practices are delineated. The Principal Instructional 

Management Survey  was chosen for this research because of the wide-spread 

use of the instrument to gauge instructional leadership responsibilities (Appendix 

A). Hallinger’s 10 instructional leadership dimensions have not been extensively 

researched with regards to the assistant principal. 

 According to DuFour (2002), “Educators are gradually redefining the role 

of the principal from instructional leader with a focus on teaching, to leader of a 

professional community with a focus on learning” (p. 15). Instructional leadership 

is a key element for successful campus principals; many studies have shown that 

campuses with high achieving students have principals that concentrate and 

excel at instructional leadership. The relationship between instructional 

leadership and student achievement has been studied and debated to a great 

degree over the past thirty years (Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996; Hallinger & 

Murphy, 1985; Heck, Larsen, & Marcoulides, 1990). Hallinger and Heck (1996a, 

1996b,1998) reviewed research from 1980-1995 on this topic and found that 

principals have an indirect yet statistically significant effect on student 

achievement, supporting the wide-spread belief that educational leadership is a 

critical component of student success. In particular, research of Hallinger and 
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Heck found the principal’s role in shaping the school’s direction through vision, 

mission, and goals was “a primary avenue of influence” (p. 229). They promoted 

the possibility that school leadership that emphasizes the campus vision, 

mission, and goals may be the avenue to increased student achievement. This 

study used those same instructional leadership definitions as well as the 

instrument created by Philip Hallinger to assess the instructional leadership 

responsibilities of Texas secondary assistant principals. 

The role of the instructional leader is also suggested by Brewer (2001) as 

focusing on instruction; building a community of learners; sharing decision 

making; sustaining the basics; leveraging time; supporting ongoing 

professional development for all staff members; redirecting resources to 

support a multifaceted school plan; and creating a climate of integrity, 

inquiry, and continuous improvement. (p. 30) 

Research is needed to determine if this role shift includes the assistant principals 

as well. Assistant principals have the training and the desire to assume 

instructional leadership responsibilities; it would require a paradigm shift as well 

as restructuring of managerial responsibilities to allow assistant principals to 

focus on instructional leadership. 

Purpose of the Study 

 This study examined the current instructional leadership responsibilities of 

assistant principals in large Texas high schools. This study used the definition of 
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instructional leadership developed by Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordon 

(2001).   

Instructional leadership is leadership for the improvement of instruction. 

Instructional leadership applies to those persons whose titles such as 

principal, assistant principal, or lead teacher are deeply caught up in 

supervision through direct assistance to teachers, curriculum 

development, professional development, group development and action 

research. (p. 11) 

 Little is known about the instructional leadership duties assistant principals 

actually engage in on a daily basis. This study will contribute to the research 

regarding the instructional leadership duties of assistant principals. This survey 

will make a contribution to the knowledge about the important role of assistant 

principals. It will also provide a basis for recommendations that will improve 

practice in current secondary schools.   

 O’Prey (1999) determined that assistant principals are still spending the 

vast majority of their time on non-instructional tasks. Most of the principals and 

assistant principals he surveyed indicated that assistant principals should spend 

more time on instructional supervision and curriculum development. O’Prey did 

not use the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale.  Since the majority 

of research on instructional leadership has used the Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale, it was beneficial to survey the instructional leadership 
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responsibilities of Texas secondary assistant principals using the most widely 

used instrument. 

 The role of the assistant principal has not formally focused on instructional 

leadership, and it is imperative that instructional leadership responsibilities be 

shared with other campus leadership for increased student success. Assistant 

principals are the next leaders in the traditional hierarchy of schools. Focusing 

our secondary assistant principals on instructional leadership should influence 

students success. Hallinger (2003a) suggests,” the integrated view of leadership 

we propose highlights the synergistic power of leadership shared by individuals 

throughout the school organization” (p. 329). 

Problem Statement 

 The problem of this study was to determine the extent to which secondary 

assistant principals in large Texas high schools are demonstrating behaviors 

consistent with what the literature describes as instructional leadership. 

Research Questions 

1. Do assistant principals in large Texas high schools perceive 

themselves as actively demonstrating instructional leadership as 

measured by the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale: 

Version 2.0? 

2. Do principals in large Texas high schools perceive their assistant 

principals as actively demonstrating instructional leadership as 
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measured by the Principal Instruction Management Rating Scale: 

Version 2.0? 

3. Is there a relationship between the principal’s perceptions and the 

assistant principal’s perceptions of the assistant principal’s instructional 

leadership role? 

4. Do principals and assistant principals feel pressured under the campus 

accountability and rating requirements of No Child Left Behind and the 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills?  

Definition of Terms 

 Assistant principal – An administrator who serves under the 

direction of the principal in a school. 

 Instructional leadership – Leadership for the improvement of 

instruction. Instructional leadership applies to those persons whose 

titles such as principal, assistant principal, or lead teacher are 

deeply caught up in supervision through direct assistance to 

teachers, curriculum development, professional development, 

group development and action research (Glickman et al., 2001), 

 Principal – The leader of the school. According to Ubben, Hughes 

and Norris (2007), “Accountable for the academic progress for all 

students entrusted to their care” (p. 29). They also believe that the 

principal must facilitate the social and emotional development of all 

students, regardless of age, race, creed, or intellectual capacity. 
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 Public secondary schools – Texas Middle Schools or High Schools 

that comprise some combination of grades 6-12. This definition 

does not include charter schools or private schools. 

 School discipline – Encompasses a variety of strategies used to 

maintain an educational environment and order within a school.  

 TAKS – The Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills test. 

Texas students in Grades 3-11 take tests in math, reading, writing, 

science, and social studies. Students must pass these tests in 

order to graduate. See Table 1 for the explanation of campus 

ratings. 

Table 1 

District Ratings by Rating Category (including Charter Schools) 

Accountability Rating 
2008 

Count Percent 

Exemplary 43 3.5 

Recognized 329 26.8 

Academically Acceptable 818 66.6 

 Standard Procedures 753 61.3 

 AEA Procedures 65 5.3 

Academically Unacceptable 32 2.6 

 Standard Procedures 30 2.4 

 AEA Procedures 2 0.2 

Note Rated: Other 7 0.5 

Total 1,229 100.0 
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Significance of the Study 
 

 One way for principals to impact student achievement may be to distribute 

more instructional leadership responsibilities to assistant principals. School 

reform and accountability requirements have been in place in Texas since 1982, 

and assessments reports are publicly available online from 1994 (TEA, 2008). 

Have schools responded to the accountability pressure by giving more 

instructional leadership responsibilities to assistant principals? Traditional 

managerial roles of principals and assistant principals may need to be re-defined 

to focus on instructional leadership. It is up to current principals and assistant 

principals to prioritize and shift resources to impact student learning. 

Organization of the Study 

 There are four additional chapters that will assist in exploring the 

instructional leadership responsibilities of secondary assistant principals. 

 Chapter 2 is a review of related literature 

 Chapter 3 describes the research methodology, participants, 

procedures and design used for completing this study. 

 Chapter 4 includes the results of the analysis of data and research 

findings.  

 Chapter 5 gives a summary of findings, research analysis, 

conclusions, and recommendations for practice and further study. 
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Limitations of the Study 

There were some limitations associated with the study:  

1. The sample was limited to administrators in large Texas high schools. 

2. Respondents self-scored the Principal Instructional Management 

Rating Scale based on their perceptions. Self-reporting can result in 

perceptions that may or may not be valid. 

3. The sub-sample of 71 campuses with results from principals and 

assistant principals was relatively small. 

4. Only large Texas high schools were sampled. Results of the study may 

not be generalizable to other geographical locations or to smaller 

campuses. 

5. The principal form of the Principal Instructional Management Rating 

Scale was not explicitly designed for assistant principals. 

Summary 

 Principals are experiencing intense pressure to use every available 

resource to raise student achievement and campus ratings. Specifically, have 

these rigorous accountability standards affected the instructional leadership role 

of the assistant principal at the secondary level in Texas? This study documents 

the current instructional leadership responsibilities of Texas assistant principals 

in large high schools. The  Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 

(Appendix A), a validated instructional leadership survey developed by Philip 
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Hallinger (1982, 1983, 1990), measures the current instructional leadership 

responsibilities of Texas secondary assistant principals through their own 

observations and the observations of their principals. This study gathered survey 

data to determine to what extent Texas secondary assistant principals are 

exhibiting instructional leadership responsibilities. The demand for exemplary 

campus and district ratings is driving school administrators to examine 

instructional leadership practices to ensure student success. It has been 

increasingly apparent that careers hinge on the ability of principals to produce 

high ratings from both state (Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills) and 

federal (No Child Left Behind) accountability systems. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Historical Perspective 

 Prior to the current accountability systems, tracking school performance 

was largely based on norm-referenced tests and community perception. Schools 

were not held accountable based on small groups of students, but the 

achievement of the majority of the students. Currently schools in Texas are rated 

based on demographics of groups that may only have 30 students in that sub -

population. Preliminary accountability ratings show that Texas schools still have 

a long way to go before being considered successful in educating ALL students 

(Texas Education Agency, 2008). 

 Students in at-risk sub-populations significantly impact campus ratings for 

the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills and No Child Left Behind, and 

the entire school cannot earn a rating unless every sub-population meets the 

criteria. Sub-populations for the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills  

include all students, white students, African-American students, Hispanic 

students, and economically disadvantaged students (Texas Education Agency, 

2007). These sub-populations are factored into the rating if there are 30 or more, 

or 10% of the student population is represented in that sub-population. 
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Phillip Schlechty (2001) sums up the situation by saying,  

Today’s demand is that the schools serve a wider range of students than 

they did in the past and that they cause all, or nearly all, of these students 

to undertake tasks that result in substantial academic learning. In addition, 

the standards all students are now expected to meet are standards that 

just a generation ago only a relatively few students - mainly the college 

bound - were expected to meet. The business of schools as it was defined 

in the past cannot meet this demand. (p. xiv) 

Principals and assistant principals are charged with the expectation that student 

achievement must improve, and high ratings are anticipated by the community 

and the school board. 

 This chapter reviews the context of the high-stakes accountability 

systems, the historical and current responsibilities of secondary assistant 

principals, the definition of an instructional leader, and describes the Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale survey instrument that measures 

instructional leadership. 

Accountability 

 High-stakes accountability is defined as testing that requires systematic 

improvement or schools may be taken over by outside leadership. These 

accountability systems come from both the state the Texas Assessment of 

Knowledge and Skills (see Appendix E) and the federal level (No Child Left 
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Behind). While they both use the same actual test, there are significant variations 

in how the data are reported and analyzed by each government entity. 

 Ever since the U.S. legislature adopted the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) 

Act of 2001 (PL 107-110, 2002), it has been the rallying cry of every major 

political office. According to the National Education Agency website (2008), 

educators were given the charge to close the achievement gap with 

accountability, flexibility and choice; so that no child will be left behind (Public 

Law 107-110, Jan 8, 2002). 

 In Texas, the benchmark accountability system is the Texas Assessment 

of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS). Appendix E displays the accountability table. As 

mandated by the 76th Texas Legislature in 1999, the Texas Assessment of 

Knowledge and Skills was first administered in 2003-04. The Texas Assessment 

of Knowledge and Skills  measures the statewide curriculum in reading at Grades 

3-9; in writing at Grades 4 and 7; in English Language Arts at Grades 10 and 11; 

in mathematics at Grades 3-11; in science at Grades 5, 10, and 11; and social 

studies at Grades 8, 10, and 11. The Spanish Texas Assessment of Knowledge 

and Skills is administered at Grades 3 through 6. Satisfactory performance on 

the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills at Grade 11 is a prerequisite for 

a high school diploma. These grade-level tests are responsible for many direct 

and indirect outcomes. Direct outcomes include whether a child goes on to the 

next grade level and which classes they are required to take based on their 

scores. Indirect outcomes might include the public’s view of the school district as 
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a whole, affecting property values and impacting the local economy. These high-

stakes ratings have increased pressure on the principals and assistant principals 

in Texas. 

 Instructional leadership is tremendously important to raise student 

achievement. It is unrealistic to expect one school principal alone to perform the 

necessary instructional leadership to ensure that student achievement advances 

to a satisfactory level. It is increasingly apparent that assistant principals, 

teachers, department heads, and professional staff will need to expand their 

knowledge and skills to significantly impact student success in today’s secondary 

schools. High stakes testing requires today’s principal to re-think traditional 

methods for impacting student achievement. 

Traditional Roles of Assistant Principals 

 According to Weller and Weller (2002), the assistant principal position is 

usually the prerequisite to becoming a principal. Assistant principals generally 

have a background in teaching and plan to advance to a principal’s  position. 

Secondary assistant principals can be characterized as dealing with the front 

lines, which often involves student discipline, irate parents, and burned-out 

teachers. Assistant principals deal with the day-to-day work that is essential in 

any large campus. Often viewed as an entry level position for future 

administrative roles, the assistant principal has traditionally been responsible for 

keys, discipline, and textbooks (Marshall, 1992). 
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 The literature further shows that the principal largely determines the 

assistant principal’s job responsibilities. Although no precise, standard list of 

assistant principal duties exists, Scroggins and Bishop (1993) described duties 

common to assistant principals. Common duties included discipline, attendance, 

student activities, athletics, community agencies, master schedules, principal 

substitute, and building operations. Research in the 1980s by Greenfield (1985) 

and Spady (1985) found that the assistant principal could only be an instructional 

leader in rare circumstances. This conclusion is further documented by Pietro 

(1999) when he noted that assistant principals assumed a greater role than 

principals in the areas of student activities and student personnel. The duties that 

Pietro found most prominent in Pennsylvania assistant principals were discipline, 

attendance, and hall supervision. O’Prey’s work in 1999 mirrored Pietro's 

findings, noting that discipline and other non-instructional tasks characterized 

most of the time for middle school assistant principals in the Houston area. 

Although school accountability has changed drastically in the last 30 years, it 

does not appear that the core duties of assistant principals have changed as 

well. Specific assistant principal tasks in Texas are listed in order of most 

frequently reported (Armstrong, 2004): discipline; campus/building safety; student 

activities; building maintenance, teacher evaluation; attend admission, review 

and dismissal or 504 meetings; textbooks; duty schedule; tutorial programs/at-

risk programs; new teachers/mentor program; assessment data; staff 

development; supervise departments; community activities; attendance; public 
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education information management system (PEIMS); graduation; campus 

decision-making team; lockers; master schedule; curriculum development; hiring; 

transportation, keys and parking.  

Armstrong’s survey was conducted with 123 Texas secondary principals. 

The 1967 Short-Form of the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) was 

used to identify the duties of the assistant principal and to assess job satisfaction. 

Armstrong used descriptive, correlation, and inferential statistics. Armstrong’s 

results identified 25 duties of the Texas secondary assistant principal, and the 

results indicated that they were satisfied with their jobs. Armstrong also noted 

that only 1% of the educational research between 1993-1999 focused on the 

assistant principal. 

 Armstrong’s (2004) data correlated closely with historical data from Austin 

and Brown (1970) over 30 years ago. They found that the top duties of assistant 

principals in 1970 were: hall duty, student activities, teacher evaluations, 

discipline management, clerical and front office duty, building and maintenance, 

community relations, and attendance. Of all the duties documented, only teacher 

evaluations directly align with instructional leadership. 

 Weller and Weller (2002) completed a study of 100 assistant principals 

and stated that 77% of the respondents found that student discipline and student 

attendance were their primary responsibility. In the Weller and Weller survey, 

assistant principals also responded to open-ended questions regarding the most 

important skills necessary to be effective administrators. The assistant principals 
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indicated that “people skills,” “good communication skills,” “knowledge of 

leadership theory,” “techniques for improving curriculum and instruction,” and 

“working with teams” were the most essential skills and knowledge areas (p. 26). 

The assistant principals who were surveyed by Weller and Weller claimed that 

universities had not prepared them for the real world duties of an assistant 

principal. It is interesting to note that although assistant principals indicated that 

they spent 77% of their time on student discipline and attendance, they indicated 

that they felt that “techniques for improving curriculum and instruction” were the 

most essential (p. 26).  

 Bartholomew and Fusarelli (2003) stated that assistant principals were 

“often overlooked as a resource for creating, advancing, and sustaining a 

compelling vision” (p. 291). The complex nature of schools has helped shape the 

traditional role of the assistant principal as someone who acts as chief 

disciplinarian, conflict mediator, and hall patroller. Although assistant principals 

assume the title of instructional leader, their day-to-day duties primarily support 

only one dimension of instructional leadership: promoting a safe climate.  

 Research by Todd (2006) examined the instructional leadership roles in 

high schools. Todd’s study, Instructional Leadership in High Schools: The Effects 

of Principals, Assistant Principals, and Department Heads on Student 

Achievement, examined the influence of instructional leadership on student 

achievement in math. Todd compared the effects of principals, assistant 

principals, and department heads using the  Principal Instructional Management 
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Rating Scale survey for instructional leadership developed by Philip Hallinger 

(see Appendix A). Questionnaires were distributed to the principal, assistant 

principal in charge of curriculum, and the math department head in all public high 

schools in five of the seven largest counties in Florida.   

 Todd’s (2006) research questions were as follows: 

1. Can the instructional leadership of principals, assistant principals, and 

math department heads be described at the high school level? 

2. Whose instructional leadership has the greatest relationship to student 

achievement, principals, assistant principals, or math department 

heads? 

3. Does team alignment in instructional leadership matter to student 

achievement? 

4. Does socioeconomic status moderate the relationship between job 

function and student achievement? 

Todd (2006) used the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale to 

rate the instructional leadership of high school principals, assistant principals, 

and math department heads in 10 different job functions. The Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale job functions were independent 

variables. Math student achievement was the dependent variable as measured 

by the percentage of students scoring three and above on the Florida 

Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT). The antecedent variable was school 

socioeconomic status, which was used to control for differences.   
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 Todd (2006) used the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 

to run the descriptive statistical analysis for the Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale data on the principals, assistant principals, and 

department heads in the entire sample as well as those that returned all three 

questionnaires. In the descriptive analysis, each of the scores of the 10 job 

functions in the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale were described 

by use of the minimum, maximum, mean, standard deviation, and variance. The 

variance was given because it showed the amount values vary among 

themselves. Todd conducted an analysis of variance (ANOVA) with a post hoc 

Scheffe test for these samples to determine if there was a statistically significant 

difference among the mean Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 

scores for the different leadership job functions. The independent variable was 

the role (principal, assistant principal, math department head), and the 

dependent variables were the 10 job functions in the Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale. The goal was to determine answers to the research 

questions about team alignment and which role had the greatest effect on 

student achievement. Therefore, Todd did not utilize the math achievement score 

as a dependent variable in the analysis of variance. 

 Todd (2006) ran the ANOVA for all data in the sample as well as the data 

in the sub-sample of schools that returned all three components of the survey. 

After the ANOVA was run to determine if any of the means were significantly 
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different, the post hoc Scheffe test was used to delineate which particular roles 

had a significant mean difference.  

 Todd (2006) analyzed the correlations; effect sizes were then determined 

between the job functions in each role and the math achievement scores. This 

helped answer the question about which role had the greatest effect on student 

achievement. Todd’s limited sample size for all three respondents did not allow 

the researcher to use sophisticated data analysis to calculate direct and indirect 

effects. Todd ran a series of correlations and the effect sizes were calculated 

between the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale job functions in 

each role and the math achievement score of each school. 

 The alignment of the team was determined by calculating a variance 

across the roles for the responses in each job function for each of the schools in 

the sub-sample (Todd, 2006). When Todd referred to alignment, she referred to 

the similarity of the scores across roles. Calculating the variance across the roles 

was done to answer the question if team alignment mattered to student 

achievement. A lower variance would indicate a tighter alignment of roles; a 

higher variance would indicate less alignment among the roles. The variance in 

each job function was then correlated to the math achievement scores.  

 A multiple regression analysis was run on the sample to see what the 

effect was on student achievement from each job function, from the 

socioeconomic status, and from the interaction effect or cross-product between 

the two (Todd, 2006). Todd also regressed each job function separately to math 
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achievement using the job function, free/reduced price lunch, and the cross-

product of the two. Todd noted significance as well as the rank order of the 

importance of the predictor variables. The relative importance of the predictor 

variables was also obtained. Each outcome showed if the job function, the 

socioeconomic status, or an interaction of the two was correlated to the math 

achievement score and by how much.  

 A Bonferri correction was made in Todd’s (2006) study for the analysis of 

variance. The alpha value (a = .05) was lowered using a = a/n, where n is the 

number of tests run at one time. This correction is used when several statistical 

tests are being formed simultaneously. 

 Todd’s (2006) study found that: 

1. Principals exhibit instructional leadership behaviors at a higher 

frequency than assistant principals and math department heads. 

2. Principals’ and assistant principals’ behaviors correlate to math 

achievement, but math department heads do not. 

3. Full instructional leadership team alignment does not correlate to math 

achievement. 

4. Student achievement changes more from socioeconomic status than 

from job functions. 

Todd summarized,  

 These findings suggest that the administrative setup in schools should be 

examined. The alignment of instructional leadership behaviors did not 
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significantly correlate with student achievement; however, the correlation 

was positive in eight of the ten job functions. Differentiation of roles may 

be the key to understanding why alignment and achievement are 

positively correlated. (p. vii) 

 Marshall (2005) used the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 

to explore perceptions of instructional leadership between middle school 

principals and teachers in Texas. Marshall’s study also replicated research by 

Nix (2002). Marshall’s research questions were: 

1. What principal instructional leadership behaviors do middle school 

teachers perceive to be most important in influencing instructional 

practices? 

2. What principal instructional leadership behaviors do middle school 

principals perceive to be the most important in influencing instructional 

practices? 

3. Are there significant differences in the perceptions of middle school 

teachers and middle school principals regarding instructional 

leadership? 

4. Do middle school principals and middle school teachers of high 

performing school have similar perceptions about important 

instructional leadership behavior? 
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5. Are there significant differences in the perceptions of middle school 

teachers and principals and high school teachers and principals? 

(Marshall utilized Nix’s previous research to answer these questions). 

The sample included 272 principals and 381 teachers (Marshall, 2005). 

The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale was completed by the 

teachers and principals. The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to determine whether 

a difference existed between principals’ and teachers’ responses on the Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale. A total score for the survey and a total 

score for each of the categories were analyzed to determine differences. 

 Question 1: What is the most important factor in influencing instructional 

practices? Teachers reported from the Principal Instructional Management 

Rating Scale “ to use data on student academic performance when developing 

school’s academic goals” (Marshall, 2005).  

 Question 2: What principal instructional leadership behaviors do middle 

school principals perceive to be most important in influencing instructional 

practices? Eighty-three percent of principals answered “recognizes students who 

do superior academic work with formal rewards such as the honor roll or mention 

in the principal’s newsletter” (Marshall, 2005). 

 Question 3: Are there significant differences in the perceptions of middle 

school teachers and middle school principals regarding important instructional 

leadership? Marshall found “no significant difference in the perceptions of middle 

school principals and teachers with respect to important instructional leadership 
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behaviors that the principal should perform” (Marshall, 2005). When the 11 broad 

categories of the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale were 

compared with the teachers and principals of high achieving Academic 

Excellence Indicator System schools, a significant difference was found only in 

the area of Coordinating the Curriculum (note that the current Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale only contains 10 categories) (Marshall, 

2005). 

 Question 4: Do middle school principals and teachers of high performing 

school have similar perceptions about important leadership behaviors? 

“Differences were found only between principals of low AIES rated schools and 

principals of high rated Academic Excellence Indicator System schools in 

Coordinating the Curriculum and Promoting Professional Development” 

(Marshall, 2005). 

 Question 5: Are there significant differences in the perceptions of middle 

school teachers and principals and high school principals and teachers? “A 

difference did exist in comparison of high school principals and teachers and 

middle school teachers and principals” (Marshall, 2005). The Nix (2002) study 

revealed a significant difference in 7 of the 11 broad categories of the Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale for high school principals and teachers: 

framing school goals, supervising and evaluating instruction, coordinating the 

curriculum, monitoring student progress, maintaining high visibility, promoting 

professional development, developing and enforcing academic standards, and 
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providing incentives for learning. Marshall found no significant differences 

between middle school principals and teachers in the 11 broad categories.  

Marshall (2005) concluded that principals and teachers of middle schools 

feel that most of the items on the Principal Instructional Management Rating 

Scale were important instructional leadership behaviors for principals to display. 

This study’s research used these same categories to determine the instructional 

leadership responsibilities of assistant principals in large Texas high schools.  

 The most recent research examining the instructional leadership role of 

the assistant principal was conducted by Dowling (2007). Dowling’s study utilized 

a survey of 100 assistant principals in Ohio. Dowling sought evidence of 

instructional leadership and transformational leadership and whether or not there 

was an impact on student achievement. Dowling developed her own 

questionnaire. Respondents ranked the amount of time they spent on a variety of 

tasks. Student achievement was measured by the campus designation rating 

earned by test scores and annual yearly progress. Dowling found that either the 

instructional leadership or transformational leadership style were a predictor of 

campus designations as well as the combination of both. Dowling also confirmed 

that assistant principals still spend most of their time on discipline and traditional 

managerial tasks.  

Results from this research suggest that if the assistant principal were 

trained in leadership skills and if their duties allowed them more 

opportunity to serve their school as instructional and transformational 
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leaders, they might be a greater influence on student achievement and 

possible help to close the achievement gap. (p. iv) 

 In the last 30 years, the research shows that the majority of assistant 

principals have not varied their focus from traditional student discipline and 

supervision. The overall duties of the assistant principal have not changed 

significantly and instructional leadership has not been a separate category 

extensively singled out for research. As accountability pressures increase, more 

research is needed to ascertain if instructional leadership has become a greater 

focus for Texas secondary assistant principals. 

Instructional Leadership 

 Principals across the nation are hoping to find a formula that will increase 

student achievement and guarantee positive campus ratings. Most of the 

research suggested that effective instructional leadership was the ingredient 

required for student success (Sheppard, 1996). Unfortunately, there was not a 

single formula for instructional leadership. Instructional leadership of the 1980s 

was principal-centered and described the principal as the “super-hero leader 

responsible for the success or failure of the school” (Barth, 1986, p. 293). Many 

recent policy documents still assign principals as the sole instigator for student 

achievement; for example, Bottoms and O'Neill (2001) describe the principal as 

the “chief learning officer” who bears “ultimate responsibility for success or failure 

of the enterprise” (p. 1). 
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 However, there is now a growing number of researchers that insist 

instructional leadership should be distributed across the school community; with 

principals, superintendents, teachers, and policymakers having complementary 

responsibilities (Elmore, 2000). Elmore identified five key players in reform:        

a) policymakers, whose responsibility is synthesizing diverse political interests 

into a viable system; b) researchers and program developers, whose 

responsibility is identifying and creating successful strategies and structures; c) 

superintendents and central office staff, whose responsibility is framing coherent 

district-wide goals and support systems; d) principals, whose responsibility is 

designing and implementing a well-focused school improvement plan; and e) 

teachers, whose responsibility is translating curriculum into meaningful learning 

experiences for students.  

 Elmore (2000) indicated that each role led to a different kind of expertise 

that leaders must both respect and cultivate. Elmore does not specifically list 

assistant principals in his research. Fortunately there is a plethora of research 

about instructional leadership and the role of the principal. Researchers that have 

focused on instructional leadership have studied the role of the principal in three 

major areas of instructional leadership. These areas are: defining the school 

mission, managing the instructional program, and promoting the school learning 

climate (Hallinger & Murphy, 1987). Within these areas are specific job functions 

(Table 2). 
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Table 2 

Areas and Job Functions of Instructional Leadership 

Defining the School 
Mission 

Managing the 
Instructional Program 

Promoting School 
Climate 

Frames school goals Supervises and 
evaluates instruction 

Protects instructional 
time 

Communicates school 
goals 

Coordinates curriculum Promotes professional 
development 

 Monitors student 
progress 

Provides incentives for 
teachers 

  Enforces academic 
standards 

  Provides incentives for 
students 

Note: Adapted from Assessing and Developing Principal Instructional Leadership, Hallinger & 
Murphy (1987) 

 
 Instructional leadership was the focus of this research on assistant 

principals. This study used the definition of instructional leadership developed by 

Glickman et al. (2001), “Leadership for the improvement of instruction 

supervision through direct assistance to teachers, curriculum development, 

professional development, group development and action research” (p. 11). This 

definition of instructional leadership allows the study to focus on the 

characteristics that will impact student achievement. 

 Two over-arching views of instructional leadership in schools have 

prevailed in recent decades; instructional leadership and transformational 

leadership (Hallinger, 1992). Instructional leadership, developed during the 

effective schools movement of the 1980’s, viewed the principal as “the primary 
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source of educational expertise” (Barth, 1986, p. 293). Aimed at standardizing 

the practice of effective teaching, the principal’s role was “to maintain high 

expectations for teachers and students, supervise classroom instruction, 

coordinate the school’s curriculum, and monitor student progress” (p. 294). 

 Transformational leadership focuses on school restructuring with the 

emphasis on problem finding, problem solving, and collaboration with 

stakeholders with the goal of improving organizational performance (Hallinger, 

1992). According to Hallinger and Leithwood (2003), transformational leadership 

lacks an explicit focus on curriculum and instruction.  Sergiovanni’s (1995) work 

agreed that leadership was important in developing effective, innovative schools, 

and aids in facilitating quality teaching and learning. However he also pointed out 

that in respect to the principal, “their mere presence does not automatically result 

in required leadership being provided” (p. 20). 

 With the complex environment of high-stakes testing and accountability it 

has become daunting for the principal as the sole instructional leader to achieve 

student success alone. Marks and Printy (2003) argue that principals who share 

leadership responsibilities with others would experience less burnout than 

principal heroes who attempt the challenges and complexities of leadership 

alone. When the principal elicits high levels of commitment and professionalism 

from teachers and works interactively with teachers in a shared instructional 

leadership capacity, schools have the benefit of integrated leadership that 

emphasizes performance at high levels (Marks & Printy, 2003). 
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 Sheppard (1996) summarized research on instructional leadership 

behaviors and confirmed a positive and strong relationship between effective 

instructional leadership behaviors exhibited by principals and teacher 

commitment, professional involvement, and innovativeness. Sheppard identified 

the principal behaviors that were connected to teachers’ professional growth and 

performance as: framing school goals, communicating school goals, supervising 

and evaluating instruction, coordinating the curriculum, monitoring student 

progress, protecting instructional time, maintaining high visibility, providing 

incentives for teachers, promoting professional development, and providing 

incentives for learning. Sheppard found that promoting professional development 

was the most influential instructional leadership behavior at both elementary and 

secondary levels. According to Sheppard, only three to five principal behaviors 

accounted for the most influence on teachers’ commitment, involvement, and 

innovativeness. This research was not tied at that time to student achievement or 

campus ratings. 

 Glanz and Neville (1997) provided evidence showing that scholars agree 

that a) schools should be learning environments for all students and educators 

and b) the facilitation of learning and growth should be the number one 

responsibility of an educational leader. Parker and Day (1997) stated that the 

principal as leader serves multiple roles, including developing knowledge and 

skills, and facilitating effectiveness and change.   
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 Instructional leadership has been proven in multiple studies to influence 

student and teacher performance. According to Hopkins (2008), “the most fully 

tested approach to instructional leadership is that of Hallinger and his colleagues” 

(p. 1). Hopkins was referring to the Principal Instructional Management Rating 

Scale developed by Hallinger in 1982. 

 Marshall (2005) used the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 

to explore perceptions of instructional leadership between middle school 

principals and teachers in Texas. The sample included 272 principals and 381 

teachers. The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale was completed 

by the teachers and principals. The Kruskal-Wallis test was used to determine 

whether a difference existed between principals’ and teachers’ responses on the 

Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale. An overall total score for the 

survey, and a total score for each of the categories were analyzed to determine 

differences. Marshall found no significant difference in the perceptions of middle 

school principals and teachers with respect to important instructional leadership 

behaviors that the principal should perform.   

 When the 11 broad categories of the Principal Instructional Management 

Rating Scale were compared with the teachers and principals of high Academic 

Excellence Indicator System schools, a significant difference was found only in 

the area of coordinating the curriculum. Differences were found between high 

school principals and teachers and middle school principals and teachers 

perceptions of instructional leadership (Marshall, 2005). The study revealed a 
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significant difference in seven of the 11 broad categories of the Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale for high school principals and teachers: 

framing school goals, supervising and evaluating instruction, coordinating the 

curriculum, monitoring student progress, maintaining high visibility, promoting 

professional development, developing and enforcing academic standards and 

providing incentives for learning. Marshall found no significant differences 

between middle school principals and teachers in the 11 broad categories.  

 One might see a significant increase in student success if assistant 

principals were encourage to focus on instructional leadership. In addition, 

assistant principals must receive the professional development necessary to 

serve as collegial teacher leaders with the same training as principals. 

The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 

 The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (Appendix A) was 

chosen to measure the instructional leadership responsibilities of assistant 

principals in large Texas high schools. Philip Hallinger developed the Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale survey in 1982. His survey was the first 

instrument created explicitly to measure principals’ instructional leadership 

(Hallinger, 2003a). The review of literature did show that instructional leadership 

has been measured with a variety of instruments. Dowling (2007) developed her 

own questionnaire, the Leadership Questionnaire for the Assistant Principal 

(LQAP). The Leadership Questionnaire for the Assistant Principal does not 
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appear in recent research, and this study chose to use a questionnaire that has 

been used extensively. 

 The Instructional Leadership Inventory (ILI) was developed by Maehr and 

Ames in 1988 (Krug, 1990). Their self-report questionnaire originated in Illinois 

and centered around eight scales: Defines Mission, Manages Curriculum, 

Supervises Teaching, Monitors Student Progress, Promotes Instructional 

Climate, Staff, School, and Community. The Instructional Leadership Inventory 

also did not appear in any recent research, and this study sought to expand 

current research with an instrument that has been widely used and validated. 

 The theoretical framework in the development of the Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale revolves around the principal’s ability in three areas: 

to define the school’s mission, to manage the instructional program and to 

promote a positive school/learning climate. The Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale instrument measures 10 job functions that are 

associated with the principals’ responsibilities related to curriculum and 

instruction. The chosen categories are extracted from research conducted on 

instructionally effective schools. Hallinger (1982) defines the classifications as 

follows: 

1. Framing the school’s goals – Instructionally effective schools generally 

have a clearly defined mission or set of goals which center on student 

achievement. A few coordinated objectives, each with a manageable 

scope, appear to work best. The goals should incorporate data on past 
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and current student performance and include staff responsibilities for 

achieving the goals. Staff and parent input during the development of 

the school’s goal seem important. Performance goals should be 

expressed in measurable terms  

2. Communicating the school’s goals – The principal communicates the 

school’s most important goals to teachers, parents, students, and the 

community. Principals can ensure that the importance of the school’s 

goals is understood by discussing and reviewing them with staff on a 

regular basis during the school year, especially in the context of 

instructional, curricular, and budgetary decisions. Both formal 

communication channels (goal statements, staff bulletins, articles in 

the principal or site council newsletter, the school handbook, 

assemblies) and informal ones (parent conferences, teacher 

conferences, curricular meetings, other discussions with staff) can be 

used to communicate the school’s primary purpose. 

3. Supervision and evaluation of instruction – A central task of the 

principal is to ensure that the goals of the school are being translated 

into practice at the classroom level. This involves coordinating the 

classroom objectives of teachers with those of the school and 

evaluating classroom instruction. In addition, it includes providing 

instructional support to teachers and monitoring classroom instruction 

through numerous informal classroom visits. 
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4. Curricular coordination – A characteristic which stands out in 

instructionally effective schools is the high degree of curricular 

coordination. School curricular objectives are closely aligned with both 

the content taught in classes and the achievement tests used by the 

school. In addition, there appears to be a fairly high degree of 

continuity in the curricular series used across grade levels. This aspect 

of curricular coordination is often supported by greater interaction 

among teachers within and across grade levels on instructional and/or 

curricular issues.  

5. Monitoring student success – Instructionally effective schools place a 

strong emphasis on both standardized and criterion referenced testing. 

The tests are used to diagnose programmatic and student 

weaknesses, to evaluate the results of changes in the school’s 

instructional program, and to help in making classroom assignment. 

The principal plays a key role in this area in several ways. He/she can 

provide teachers with test results in a timely and useful fashion; 

discuss test results with the staff as a whole, with grade level staff and 

individual teachers, and provide interpretive analyses for teachers 

detailing the relevant test data in a concise form.  

6. Protecting instructional time – Improved classroom management and 

instructional skills are not used to the greatest effect if teachers are 

frequently interrupted by announcements, tardy students, and requests 
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from the office. The principal has control over this area through the 

development and enforcement of school-wide policies related to the 

interruption of classroom learning time. 

7. Visibility – The contexts in which the principal is seen provide one 

indicator to teachers and students of his/her priorities. Although a 

significant portion of the principal’s time may be out of his/her control, 

the principal can set priorities on how the remaining time is to be spent. 

Visibility on the campus and in classrooms increases the interaction 

between the principal and students as well as with teachers. This can 

have positive effects on student behavior and classroom instruction.  

8. Incentives to improve teaching – The principal should make the best 

use of both formal and informal ways of providing teachers with praise 

when it is deserved. This could be through a bulletin, official district 

recognition program or informal cards, verbal statements, or awards. 

9. Promoting instructional  improvement and professional development– 

The principal has several ways of supporting teachers in the effort to 

improve instruction. He/she can arrange, provide, or inform teachers of 

relevant opportunities for staff development. The principal also can 

encourage certain types of staff development closely linked to the 

school’s goals  

10. Providing incentives for learning. – The principal creates a school 

learning climate in which academic achievement is highly valued by 
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students by providing frequent opportunities for students to be 

rewarded and recognized for their academic achievement and 

improvement. The rewards need not be fancy or expensive; the 

recognition before teachers and peers is the key. Students should 

have opportunities to be recognized for their achievement both within 

the classroom and before the school as a whole. (p. 57) 

Summary 

 This chapter reviewed the expectations of the high-stakes accountability 

systems of No Child Left Behind and the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and 

Skills. It also describes the historical and current responsibilities of secondary 

assistant principals as well as the definition of an instructional leader. This 

chapter concluded by describing the Principal Instructional Management Rating 

Scale survey instrument that measures instructional leadership.   

 Research reveals that the role of the assistant principal proves to be very 

underdeveloped with regards to instructional leadership. Marks and Printy (2003) 

argue that principals who share leadership responsibilities with others would be 

less subject to burnout than principal heroes who attempt the challenges and 

complexities of leadership alone. 

 Research by Todd (2006) examined the instructional leadership in Florida 

high schools. She suggests that the administrative setup in schools should be 

examined. She states, “Differentiation of roles may be the key to understanding 

why alignment and achievement are positively correlated” (p. 113). 
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 Principals have more student data than ever before; time and structure are 

necessary to analyze that data in order to make instructional changes necessary 

to impact student achievement. There has been increasing support for allowing 

the principal as the instructional leader to structure time and resources around 

those things that improve student achievement. Expanding this concept, it seems 

logical that if administrators will shift the instructional leadership paradigm for 

assistant principals, the result will be increased success for students. 

 Principals must have clear focus on those things that have been proven to 

influence student achievement. Instructional leadership has been found to have a 

significant impact on student achievement (Marzano, Waters, & McNulty, 2005). 

This study examines the current instructional leadership responsibilities of 

assistant principals in large Texas high schools.  
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CHAPTER 3 

 
METHODOLOGY 

Purpose of the Study 

 The purpose of this study was to determine to what extent secondary 

assistant principals in large Texas high schools are demonstrating behaviors 

consistent with what the literature describes as instructional leadership. 

Principals were asked to rate the instructional leadership behaviors of their 

assistant principals, and assistant principals were asked to rate themselves. In 

addition, survey questions were asked to determine if principals and assistant 

principals felt pressured under the high stakes accountability systems. This study 

used the definition of Glickman et al. (2001) for instructional leadership: “Direct 

assistance to teachers, curriculum development, professional development, 

group development, and action research” (p. 11). Research studies by Marshall 

(2005) and Todd (2006) were utilized to provide a comparison for this study. 

Specifically this section presents descriptions of: (a) research design, (b) 

participants, (c) the instrument, (d) data collection procedures, and (e) data 

analysis procedures.
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Research Design 

 This study addresses the following research questions: 

1. Do assistant principals in large Texas high schools perceive 

themselves as actively demonstrating instructional leadership as 

measured by the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale: 

Version 2.0? 

2. Do principals in large Texas high schools perceive their assistant 

principals as actively demonstrating instructional leadership as 

measured by the Principal Instruction Management Rating Scale: 

Version 2.0? 

3. Is there a relationship between the principal’s perceptions and the 

assistant principal’s perceptions of the assistant principal’s instructional 

leadership role? 

4. Do principals and assistant principals feel pressured under the campus 

accountability and rating requirements of No Child Left Behind and the 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills?  

 The study conducted an online survey (Appendix A), of Texas secondary 

principals and assistant principals regarding the current instructional leadership 

responsibilities of assistant principals. The survey included a demographic 

portion that analyzed the demographics and responsibilities of assistant 

principals in large Texas high schools. Large is defined by size 4A or 5A 

classification of the University Interscholastic League (> 984 students).  
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 Data were gathered to determine if the secondary assistant principals in 

Texas are influential on their campuses with respect to their current campus 

vision, mission and goals. This would reflect a shift away from assistant 

principals’ traditional managerial tasks that have been previously documented. 

Principals and assistant principals in Texas were targeted as sources of 

information concerning instructional leadership.  

 The study included an online survey, (Appendix A), through the website 

www.surveymonkey.com (SurveyMonkey©) to be completed by Texas secondary 

assistant principals and principals (Appendix B and C demonstrate the 

recruitment documents). The survey used was the Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale (Hallinger, 1982, 1983, 1990). The survey asked a 

secondary principal and assistant principal at the same campus questions about 

the current instructional leadership responsibilities of the assistant principal. This 

instrument measures instructional leadership on three dimensions: defining the 

school mission, managing the instructional program, and promoting the school 

learning climate. Each dimension contains specific job functions such as 

coordinating the curriculum, supervising and evaluating the curriculum, and 

monitoring student progress. The Principal Instructional Management Rating 

Scale is a 50-item 10- subscale questionnaire in which respondents choose their 

answers from a 5-point Likert scale ranging from almost never to almost always. 

Three forms of the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale have been 

developed and tested: a self-assessment done by the principal, a teacher form, 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/
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and a supervisor form. It should be noted that a high score on the Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale only indicates active leadership in those 

areas. It does not indicate the quality of that leadership (Hallinger & Murphy, 

1987).   

 A survey research design was used to initially address the first, second, 

and fourth research questions; a correlation research design was used to 

address the third research question. A survey research design was used to 

address the first, second, and fourth research questions because the intent was 

to describe the perceptions of the participants. All data collected were entered 

into the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 16.0 for analysis. A non-

parametric analysis was used to analyze the information from the survey 

instrument. Since the responses are ranked, the Kruskal-Wallis test was 

employed. According to SPSS©, the Kruskal-Wallis test is a nonparametric 

version of the one-way analysis of variance for independent samples, calculated 

on the sums of the ranks of the combined groups.   

 The Kruskal-Wallis test represents a nonparametric version of the 

independent samples t test. The Kruskal- Wallis test compares the means of two 

or more groups. With the use of a variable with rank measures, the Kruskal-

Wallis test can use ordinal scale data. The Kruskal-Wallis test compares three or 

more variables to determine if there are statistical differences between the 

responses.   
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Independent Variables 

The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale was used to rate the 

instructional leadership of Texas secondary assistant principals in 10 different 

instructional job functions. The functions are: framing the school goals, 

communicating the school goals, supervise and evaluate instruction, coordinate 

curriculum, monitor student progress, protect instructional time, maintain high 

visibility, provide incentives for teachers, promote professional development, and 

provide incentives for students.  

 The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale survey (Appendix A) 

was chosen based on its longevity, reliability, and the number of times it has 

been used in research to measure instructional leadership. The Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale has been used in other research to rate 

instructional leadership in other roles besides the principal and has been found to 

be valid and reliable (Marshall, 2005). The Principal Instructional Management 

Rating Scale is a recognized instrument that will be familiar to many of the 

principals and is often used for administrator professional development; this 

study seeks to replicate and define current instructional leadership 

responsibilities of assistant principals: in particular, examining whether or not 

some of the duties traditionally assigned only to the principal have been in fact 

taken on by current assistant principals. 

The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale is scored by 

calculating the mean for the items that make up each job function. This process 
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results in data that measure perceptions of a principal’s performance on each of 

the instructional leadership duties. It is important to understand that high scores 

in the job functions do not indicate effective performance, only active 

demonstrations in these areas (Hallinger, 2003). Principal and assistant principal 

responses are charted showing each job function, number of responses, 

minimum, maximum, mean, standard deviation, and variance within each job 

function.   

 The growing requirement for each school district and subsequent campus 

to achieve higher ratings on standardized tests has reinforced the need for 

instructional leadership throughout the school, and not just from the principal. 

The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale survey will be a valid, 

reliable survey to gather data from principals and assistant principals regarding 

the current instructional leadership responsibilities of Texas secondary assistant 

principals. 

Participants 

 Texas principals and assistant principals in large 4A and 5A high schools 

were targeted as sources of instructional leadership. Data were collected through 

a survey to Texas secondary school principals and assistant principals via 

electronic mail through the web service www.surveymonkey.com. This method 

allows for a greater sampling population and more flexibility on the part of the 

subjects in responding. For the purpose of this study, secondary principals and 

assistant principals were targeted that serve campuses with 9-12 grade levels in 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/
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any combination with populations of > 984. A mail merge list of campuses and 

principal’s email addresses was obtained from the Texas Education Agency. For 

this study, an email electronic questionnaire was sent to 275 Texas secondary 

school principals and assistant principals. The questionnaire was administered 

through www.surveymonkey.com, and a study website, 

www.howardschwind.com, was linked to the survey for participants to receive 

more information regarding the survey details. 

Sample 

 A sample was selected to represent the population of Texas secondary 

school principals and assistant principals. The population of 518 campuses 

represents the number of large public secondary high schools according to the 

Texas Education Agency (2008). The representative sample was determined 

using campuses with a student population of > 984 students. Therefore, 275 

subject surveys was the appropriate representation of the population of large 

Texas secondary school campuses.   

 The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale is the survey 

selected to identify instructional leadership behaviors reported by Texas 

secondary principals and assistant principals. Phillip Hallinger (1984) developed 

the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale in 1982. Todd (2006) and 

Marshall (2005) have supported the Principal Instructional Management Rating 

Scale as a valid and reliable instrument based on research from numerous 

studies. Paula Lester attested to the reliability of the Principal Instructional 

http://www.howardschwind.com/
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Management Rating Scale and included the instrument in the 2000 edition of 

Handbook of Tests and Measurement in Education and the Social Sciences 

(Lester & Bishop, 2000). 

Instrument 

 This study required the collection and analysis of data regarding three 

variables: (a) instructional leadership behaviors reported by assistant principals, 

(b) instructional leadership behaviors reported by principals about their assistant 

principals, and (c) perception of principals and assistant principals regarding the 

pressure of accountability under No Child Left Behind and the Texas Assessment 

of Knowledge and Skills campus ratings. The Principal Instructional Management 

Rating Scale was developed by Philip Hallinger in 1982. His survey was the first 

instrument created explicitly to measure principal’s instructional leadership 

(Hallinger, 2003). Permission to use the survey was obtained November 10, 

2007 (Appendix G) .  

 The theoretical framework in the development of the Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale revolves around the principal’s ability in three areas. 

The first is to define the school’s mission, the second is to manage the 

instructional program, and the third is to promote a positive school/learning 

climate. These job functions were previously illustrated in Table 2. The Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale measures 10 job functions that are 

associated with principals’ job responsibilities related to curriculum and 
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instruction. The chosen categories are extracted from research conducted on 

instructionally effective schools. 

 The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale is a 50-item 10- 

subscale questionnaire in which respondents choose their answers from a five-

point Likert scale range which includes the choices 1 = almost never, 2 = seldom, 

3 = sometimes, 4 = frequently, and 5 = almost always. Three forms of the 

Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale have been developed and 

tested: a self-assessment by the principal, a teacher form, and a supervisor form. 

The scores from each of the five items in a subscale are combined to make a 

total score for that subscale. It should be noted that a high score on the Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale only indicates active leadership in those 

areas. It does not indicate the quality of that leadership (Hallinger & Murphy, 

1987). 

 The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale also meets high 

standards of reliability (Hallinger, 1983). It was first validated at the elementary 

level. Results are less robust at the secondary level, but high school studies also 

showed reliable results (Hallinger, 2001). Hallinger and Murphy (1986) found the 

Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale to have a reliability coefficient 

(Cronbach’s alpha) of at least .75 on each subscale.   

 A reliability analysis was performed for the data on principals regarding 

their assistant principals, assistant principals rating themselves, as well as for the 

data combined. The reliability analysis was done because the Principal 
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Instructional Management Rating Scale version used is the principal form. Since 

the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale was used for assistant 

principals, it was important to calculate its reliability for the role of assistant 

principal. The reliability analysis for this study revealed acceptable levels of 

internal consistency for all subscales of the Principal Instructional Management 

Rating Scale, with one exception: Protect Time. The assistant principals reported 

a reliability coefficient of .61, but the principals reported a reliability coefficient of 

.74. 

The goal of the study was to (a) assess the current instructional leadership 

behaviors of the Texas Secondary Assistant Principals and (b) determine if 

current principals and assistant principals felt pressured under No Child Left 

Behind and the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills campus 

accountability ratings. The survey results from the principals and assistant 

principals were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS 16.0). 

Data Analysis Procedures 

 The data collected and described in the previous section were analyzed 

using descriptive and inferential statistics; the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences 16.0 is the statistical software used in these analyses. The Pearson 

product-moment correlation technique is used to describe the relationship 

between each of the 10 categories of instructional leadership behaviors 

assessed by the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale. Public 
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secondary schools in Texas are identified through a demographic download from 

The Texas Education Agency. The overall campus ratings are obtained through 

the demographic portion of the survey and verified through the website of the 

Texas Education Agency where every campus’ rating may be viewed. 

 Institutional Review Board approval was obtained by submitting an 

application for human subject research to The University of North Texas. The 

application included the type of research, the objectives and significance, the 

methods for selecting the subjects, the consent form, the procedures and online 

questionnaire and the methods used to insure confidentiality. The Institutional 

Review Board approval is attached (Appendix F). 

 The survey (Appendix A) was emailed to the sample population on 

February 2, 2009. Respondents were eligible to win a token of appreciation 

($100 VISA card through random drawing) if they indicated they wished to be 

included through the survey. The researcher’s contact information and website 

were available if respondents wanted to find out more information regarding the 

study. 

 A descriptive statistical analysis was also given for the Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale data for principals and assistant 

principals in the entire sample as well as those same roles in the sub-sample of 

the 71 schools where both principals and assistant principals responded. In the 

descriptive analysis, each of the scores of the 10 job functions in the Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale was described with use of the minimum, 
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maximum, mean, standard deviation, and variance. A series of independent t 

tests was run for these samples to determine if there was a statistically significant 

difference among the mean Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 

score for the different leadership job functions. The independent variable was the 

role (principal or assistant principal), and the dependent variables are the 10 job 

functions in the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale. Attention was 

given in the t tests on relationships between the mean scores for principals and 

assistant principals. The t test was run for all of the complete data in the sample 

where data were from a principal and assistant principal from different schools, 

as well as the data in the 71 schools sub-sample. Although the 71 schools in the 

sub-sample were included in the entire sample, these scores were given 

separately. The 71 schools obtained survey data from both a principal and 

assistant principal. 

Summary 

 The growing requirement for each school district and subsequent campus 

to achieve higher ratings on standardized tests has reinforced the need for 

instructional leadership throughout the school, and not just from the principal. 

Campus administrators must use research-based techniques to increase student 

achievement and campus ratings. This research will add to the research 

regarding the assistant principal as an instructional leader. Research has shown 

that principals do make a difference in student learning (Hallinger & Leithwood, 

1996).   
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 The goal of the study was to determine the current instructional leadership 

roles of assistant principals in large Texas high schools and assess if there was a 

difference between perceptions of the principal and assistant principal(s). The 

study also examined if current principals and assistant principals feel pressured 

under the current campus accountability and rating requirements of No Child Left 

Behind and the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills.
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

 The purpose of this study was to determine to what extent secondary 

assistant principals in large Texas high schools demonstrate behaviors 

consistent with what the literature describes as instructional leadership. As 

described in Chapter 3, the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale was 

used to determine assistant principals’ instructional leadership behaviors as 

reported by assistant principals and principals. Responses of the Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale survey for assistant principals in large 

Texas High Schools were entered into the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences 16.0 for analysis.  

The research questions were as follows: 

1. Do assistant principals in large Texas high schools perceive 

themselves as actively demonstrating instructional leadership as 

measured by the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale: 

Version 2.0? 

2. Do principals in large Texas high schools perceive their assistant 

principals as actively demonstrating instructional leadership as 

measured by the Principal Instruction Management Rating Scale: 

Version 2.0? 
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3. Is there a relationship between the principal’s perceptions and the 

assistant principal’s perceptions of the assistant principal’s instructional 

leadership role? 

4. Do principals and assistant principals feel pressured under the campus 

accountability and rating requirements of No Child Left Behind and the 

Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills?  

Population 

The population of this study consisted of principals and assistant 

principals in large Texas High Schools. Large high schools were defined using 

the University Interscholastic League definition of > 984 students. No sampled 

participant was employed by an educational entity outside of Texas public 

education. For the purpose of this study, principals and assistant principals 

worked in a Texas public school that provided instruction for Grades 9, 10, 11, or 

12 in any combination that met the size criteria of 4A or 5A classification.   

Sample 

The sample was drawn from the 518 large Texas high schools that were 

labeled 4A or 5A by their student population of > 984 students. The population of 

518 campuses represented the number of 4A or 5A public high schools serving 

students in combinations of Grades 9, 10, 11 or 12. There were 245 4A high 

schools with a student population of 984 to 2050, and 273 5A high schools with a 

student population greater than 2050 in 2008-2009. 



 

 55 

The Texas Education Agency recognized 518 potential campus principals, 

but does not have the data on assistant principals. All 518 principals were 

contacted via email, but the list of assistant principals was created with 

information from the campus websites. Of the 518 campus principals who 

received an email invitation to respond, 97 principals completed the survey. The 

response rate of principals returning the survey was 19% of the potential total. 

Table 3 reviews the respondents by Texas size rating as assigned by the 

University Interscholastic League. The Texas Education Agency does not have 

current demographics available for assistant principals at the high school level so 

the potential population for assistant principals is unknown. The research data in 

this chapter represented the data obtained from a sample of public assistant 

principals and principals in the state of Texas completing an online version of the  

Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale via the online survey tool, 

Survey Monkey©. 

Table 3 

Principal Sample 

Subgroup Potential Population Sample 

Principals of 4A High Schools 245 44 

Principals of 5A High Schools 273 53 

Total 518 97 
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Instrument 

The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale is a 50 item, 10 

subscale questionnaire in which respondents choose their answers from a five-

point Likert scale range which ranges from 1 = almost never to 5 = almost 

always. The assistant principal participants were asked to answer questions 

based on what extent they felt assistant principals performed these instructional 

leadership behaviors. The participants serving as current campus principals were 

asked to complete the survey based on their observations of their assistant 

principals. The Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale was divided into 

10 broad categories: framing the school’s goals, communicating the school 

goals, supervision and evaluation of instruction, curricular coordination, 

monitoring student progress, protecting instructional time, visibility, incentives to 

improve teaching, promoting instructional improvement and professional 

development, and providing incentives for learning. 

Since there is no database from the Texas Education Agency regarding 

assistant principals, they were contacted via email from campus websites. Two 

hundred fifty-seven assistant principals responded to the Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale online survey. The response rate for assistant 

principals, 24%, was 5% higher than the response rate for the principals. Of the 

275 attempted surveys from assistant principals, 257 were completed.  

Table 4 shows that of the principal respondents, 2 are the principals of 

Exemplary schools, 10 are principals of Recognized schools, 78 are principals of 
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Academically Acceptable schools, and 7 are principals of an Academically 

Unacceptable school. The percentages for each rating category reflect the 

percentage of the sample of schools that earned each rating category from the 

2008 Academic Excellence Indicator System reports. 

Table 4 

Principal Sample: Campus Ratings 

Subgroups # of Respondents % Response Rate 

Exemplary 2 2.1 

Recognized 10 10.3 

Academically Acceptable 78 80.4 

Academically Unacceptable 7 7.2 

New, Unrated Campus 0 0.0 

Total 97 100.0 

 
Table 5 illustrates the percentage of assistant principal respondent 

surveys by campus Academic Excellence Indicator System ratings. Campus 

Academic Excellence Indicator System ratings were determined by demographic 

data supplied by the respondents and verified from the Texas Education Agency 

website. 
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Table 5 

Assistant Principal Sample: Campus Ratings 

Subgroups # of Respondents % Response Rate 

Exemplary 4 1.6 

Recognized 35 13.6 

Academically Acceptable 203 79.0 

Academically Unacceptable 14 5.4 

New, Unrated Campus 1 .4 

Total 257 100.0 

 
Of the 354 respondent principals and assistant principals, 145 were 

female and 209 are male. Table 6 reports the number of male and female 

respondents for assistant principals and principals. 

Table 6 

Survey Respondents by Gender 

Group/Gender # of Respondents % Response Rate 

Assistant Principals   

 Female 120 46.7 

 Male 137 53.3 

Total 257 100.0 

Principals   

 Female 25 25.8 

 Male 72 74.2 

Total 97 100.0 
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Table 7 represents the age range for all respondents. The largest 

percentage of assistant principals, 21.8%, reported being in the 36-40 age 

category. Less than 17% of the assistant principals reported being younger than 

35. Over 83% of the assistant principal respondents reported being between 36-

60. The largest percentage of principal respondents, 22.7%, were between ages 

51-55 while 21.6% were between ages 41-45.  

Table 7 

Survey Respondents by Age 

Group/Age Number Percentage 

Assistant Principals   

26-30 6 2.3 

31-35 38 14.8 

36-40 56 21.8 

41-45 48 18.7 

46-50 42 16.3 

51-55 40 15.6 

56-60 24 9.3 

60+ 3 1.2 

Total 257 100.0 

Principals   

26-30 1 1.0 

31-35 4 4.1 

(table continues) 
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Table 7 (continued). 

Group/Age Number Percentage 

Principals, cont.   

36-40 17 17.5 

41-45 21 21.6 

46-50 15 15.5 

51-55 22 22.7 

60+ 7 7.2 

Total 97 100.0 

 
 The percentage of principal respondents with 1-3 years of experience was 

51.5%, whereas 43.2% of assistant principal respondents had the same level of 

experience. Overall, 47.4% respondents had one to three years of experience as 

an assistant principal or principal, whereas 52.6% had more than four years 

experience. Table 8 shows the frequency of each level of experience for both 

groups. 

Table 8 

Survey Respondents by Years of Experience 

Group/Experience # of Respondents Percentage 

Assistant Principal   

1-3 111 43.2 

4+ 146 56.8 

Total 257 100.0 

(table continues) 
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Table 8 (continued). 

Group/Experience # of Respondents Percentage 

Principal   

1-3 50 51.5 

4+ 47 48.5 

Total 97 100.0 

 
Respondents reported the size of the campus through demographic data. 

One hundred forty-nine, or 42%, reported working on a 4A campus with a 

population of 980 to 2084 students, and 205, or 58%, reported working at a 5A 

campus with a population of 2085 or more students.   

Data Screening 

Prior to reporting the descriptive statistics for the variables of interest, the 

data were screened for any missing data, out of range values, and significant 

outliers or violations of assumptions that might skew the results. Missing data 

were no more than 10% for any variable, and there were no out of range values. 

Data screening of the dependent variables (the 10 Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale subscales) revealed one outlier (+/- 4 standard 

deviations from the mean). This case was deleted prior to any analyses involving 

this variable. All other data were retained for analysis. Kolmorgorov-Smirnov 

tests and examination of the Q-Q plots for the 10 Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale subscales revealed no violation of the assumption of 

normality; hence, there was no need to transform the data prior to any analyses. 
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Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social 

Sciences (SPSS 16.0). A reliability analysis was performed on the data on 

principals and assistant principals as well as for all the data combined. 

Cronbach’s alpha was used as the indicator of internal consistency. 

Reliability Analysis 

Hallinger (1985) found the Principal Instructional Management Rating 

Scale to have reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) of at least .75 on each 

subscale. The data in this study yielded reliability coefficients between .64 and 

.94 for principal responses. The only subscale that evidenced poor internal 

consistency (.64) was Protect Time. The assistant principal data produced 

reliability coefficients between .61 and .93. The only subscale that evidenced 

poor internal consistency (.61) was Protect Time.   

Descriptive Statistics 

Principals. Table 9 shows the average of responses from principals on the 

subscales from the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale: Framing 

the School’s Goals, Communicating the School Goals, Supervision and 

Evaluation of Instruction, Curricular Coordination, Monitoring Student Progress, 

Protecting Instructional Time, Visibility, Incentives to Improve Teaching, 

Promoting Instructional Improvement and Professional Development, and 

Providing Incentives for Learning. The mean score in all categories was between 

1.85 and 2.5. Overall, principals rated their assistant principals highest in the 
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Table 9 
 
Descriptive Statistics for the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 

Variables for Principals 

Subscale Average 

 n Min Max M SD Var 

Frame Goals 94 1.00 3.80 2.2213 .80561 .649 

Communicate Goals 95 1.00 4.00 2.3456 .77040 .594 

Supervise & Evaluate 95 1.00 3.82 1.8584 .68426 .468 

Coordinate Curriculum 94 1.00 4.43 2.1246 .80873 .654 

Monitor Progress 94 1.00 4.88 2.2088 .81740 .668 

Protect Time 94 1.00 3.40 2.0638 .56812 .323 

Maintain Visibility 94 1.00 3.80 2.2596 .58352 .340 

Incentives for Teachers 94 1.00 4.00 2.2383 .74040 .548 

Promote Development 94 1.00 4.00 2.0532 .70462 .496 

Incentives for Learning 94 1.00 4.80 2.5064 .85796 .736 

Valid N (listwise) 93      

 
category Incentives for Learning (2.50) and the lowest in the category of 

Supervise and Evaluate (1.85). Supervise and evaluate is the category that is the 

very heart of instructional leadership. Supervise and evaluate is the category that 

Hallinger ties most directly into the classroom level of teaching and learning.   

Assistant principals. Table 10 shows the responses from assistant 

principals on the average subscales from the Principal Instructional Management 

Rating Scale. The mean scores were between 1.91 and 2.6. Assistant principals 
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also rated themselves lowest in Supervise and Evaluate (1.91) and highest in 

Incentives for Learning (2.62). The results of this study differ from the work of 

Todd in 2006. Todd’s results showed that “assistant principals scored highest on 

Frame Goals (4.5) and lowest in the category of Visibility (3.7)” (Todd, p. 106).   

Table 10 

Descriptive Statistics for the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale  

Variables for Assistant Principals 

Subscale Average 

 n Min Max M SD Var 

Frame Goals 243 1.00 5.00 2.3169 .93394 .872 

Communicate Goals 245 1.00 5.00 2.4000 .84694 .717 

Supervise & Evaluate 241 1.00 3.55 1.9121 .55904 .313 

Coordinate Curriculum 240 1.00 4.86 2.3101 .84924 .721 

Monitor Progress 239 1.00 5.00 2.3593 .94554 .894 

Protect Time 238 1.00 3.80 2.0899 .60447 .365 

Maintain Visibility 235 1.00 3.60 2.2766 .62968 .397 

Incentives for Teachers 233 1.00 4.60 2.3451 .77864 .606 

Promote Development 233 1.00 5.00 2.2173 .84510 .714 

Incentives for Learning 233 1.00 4.60 2.6206 .85818 .736 

Valid N (listwise) 231      

 
Combined principals and assistant principals. Table 11 shows the 

combined results of all responses. The mean scores in all categories were  
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between 1.89 and 2.58. The lowest mean score was again in Supervise and 

Evaluate (1.89) and the highest was in Incentives for Learning (2.58). 

Table 11 

Descriptive Statistics for the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale  

Variables for Combined Sample of Principals and Assistant Principals 

Subscale Average 

 n Min Max M SD Var 

Frame Goals 337 1.00 5.00 2.2902 .89983 .810 

Communicate Goals 340 1.00 5.00 2.3848 .82551 .681 

Supervise & Evaluate 336 1.00 3.82 1.8969 .59654 .356 

Coordinate Curriculum 334 1.00 4.86 2.2579 .84099 .707 

Monitor Progress 333 1.00 5.00 2.3168 .91251 .833 

Protect Time 332 1.00 3.80 2.0825 .59367 .352 

Maintain Visibility 329 1.00 3.80 2.2707 .61601 .379 

Incentives for Teachers 327 1.00 4.60 2.3144 .76824 .590 

Promote Development 327 1.00 5.00 2.1700 .80958 .655 

Incentives for Learning 327 1.00 4.80 2.5878 .85836 .737 

Valid N (listwise) 324      

 
Paired principals and assistant principals subsample. Table 12 shows the 

combined average results of all responses of the sub-sample. The mean scores 

in all categories were between 1.88 and 2.58. The lowest subscale again was 

Supervise and Evaluate(1.88), and the highest was in Incentives for Learning 

(2.58). 
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Table 12 

Descriptive Statistics – Combined Sub-sample of Principals and Assistant  

Principals 

Subscale Average 

 n Min Max M SD Var 

Frame Goals 195 1.00 5.00 2.2533 .87957 .774 

Communicate Goals 197 1.00 5.00 2.3528 .83726 .701 

Supervise & Evaluate 194 1.00 3.82 1.8838 .62667 .393 

Coordinate Curriculum 193 1.00 4.86 2.2198 .85640 .733 

Monitor Progress 193 1.00 5.00 2.3335 .93606 .876 

Protect Time 193 1.00 3.60 2.1067 .59722 .357 

Maintain Visibility 191 1.00 3.80 2.2963 .62638 .392 

Incentives for Teachers 191 1.00 4.00 2.3110 .77666 .603 

Promote Development 191 1.00 5.00 2.1466 .81168 .659 

Incentives for Learning 191 1.00 4.40 2.5885 .81413 .663 

Valid N (listwise) 189      

 
It is interesting to note that the category with the highest rating, Incentives 

for Learning, involves recognizing student academic achievement and 

improvement. Most high schools have a very systematic recognition program 

with honor roll and other public awards for academic success. Incentives for 

Learning is often a campus process for rewarding students that has been refined 

and mapped over a period of time. The lowest rating, Supervise and Evaluate, 

deals directly with ensuring that the goals of the school are being translated into 
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practices at the classroom level (Hallinger & Heck, 1985). This category is 

exactly where assistant principals need to be focused. Supervising and 

evaluating teaching and learning is the art and science most involved with 

impacting student achievement. 

 The second lowest category for all samples was Protect Time. Protect 

Time speaks to the ability and focus of the instructional leader to protect 

classroom instruction. This includes announcements, interruptions, and requests 

from the office. Assistant principals are always working with a limited amount of 

time, and this could be a reflection of what is convenient for the management 

structure and not necessarily what is best for students. Ideally, students would 

not be pulled from core content classes to deal with discipline, but this rating 

seems to indicate this is an area for improvement. Protect Time would probably 

be the easiest campus system change to implement that may impact student 

achievement.  

 The second highest category in all samples was Communicate Goals.  

Communicate Goals involves communicating the school’s most important goals 

to students, staff, parents, and the community. The high rating of this category 

suggests that assistant principals feel comfortable demonstrating and promoting 

the vision and mission of the school. Communicating goals can be done through 

written materials, assemblies, community involvement, and public relations. This 

subscale is also directly supported by the Texas law commonly referred to as  
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“No Pass, No Play.” This goal supports the focus for the students and community 

on academics rather than athletics.  

Independent Sample t Tests 

Independent sample t tests were run to compare the mean differences in 

the 10 Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale subscales, or job 

functions, between the two types of leadership role, principals versus assistant 

principals. Levene’s test for equality of variances revealed that the assumption of 

homogeneity of variance was violated for the Supervise and Evaluate subscale. 

There was a trend toward significant differences between groups (Table 13). 

Levene's test of homogeneity of variance tests the assumption that each group 

(category) of the independent)(s) has the same variance on an interval 

dependent. If the Levene statistic is significant at the .05 level or better, the 

researcher rejects the null hypothesis that the groups have equal variances. The 

Levene test is robust in the face of departures from normality. 

For the Coordinate Curriculum subscale, assistant principals were more 

likely to disagree with the statements (M = 16.17, SD = 5.94) than were principals 

(M = 14.87, SD = 5.66). This seems to suggest that assistant principals do not 

feel that they are as actively involved in coordinating curriculum as they could be. 

This subscale asks assistant principals how involved they are in the review and 

selection of curricular materials, monitoring the classrooms for curricular 

objectives, and making sure the goals of special programs are coordinated with 

those of the regular classroom.   
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Table 13 

Independent Samples t Test Results for the Principal Instructional Management  

Rating Scale Subscales as a Function of Role (Combined Sample) 

Role M SD t p 

Frame Goals     

Assistant Principals 11.58 4.67 0.87 .38 

Principals 11.11 1.03   

Communicate Goals     

Assistant Principals 14.40 5.08 0.55 .59 

Principals 14.07 4.62   

Supervise and Evaluate     

Assistant Principals 21.03 6.15 0.74 .46 

Principals 20.44 7.53   

Coordinate Curriculum     

Assistant Principals 16.17 5.94 1.82 .07 

Principals 14.87 5.66   

Monitor Progress     

Assistant Principals 18.87 7.56 1.36 .18 

Principals 17.67 6.54   

Protect Time     

Assistant Principals 10.44 3.02 0.36 .72 

Principals 10.32 2.84   

         (table continues) 
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Table 13 (continued). 

Role M SD t p 

Maintain Visibility     

Assistant Principals 11.38 3.15 0.23 .82 

Principals 11.30 2.92   

Incentives for Teachers     

Assistant Principals 11.73 3.89 1.13 .26 

Principals 11.19 3.70   

Promote Development     

Assistant Principals 11.09 4.23 1.66 .11 

Principals 10.27 3.52   

Incentives for Learning     

Assistant Principals 13.10 4.29 1.09 .98 

Principals 12.53 4.29   

Note: * denotes significant p value (p < .05) 

 
For the Promote Professional Development subscale, assistant principals 

were also more likely to disagree with the statements (M = 11.09, SD = 4.23) 

than were principals (M = 10.27, SD = 3.52). The subscale of Promote 

Professional Development asks administrators if they set aside time in faculty 

meetings to share ideas from inservice, lead or attend inservice activities, obtain 

staff participation in inservice and support the use of skills learned in inservice. 

The results from the assistant principals indicates that promoting professional 

development is not a priority over building management or student activities.    
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Next, the matched data from the 71 pairs of principals and assistant 

principals from the same schools were analyzed. A series of paired sample t 

tests was run to examine the mean difference between these paired groups on 

each of the 10 Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale subscales. 

Results indicated no differences between groups for any of the subscales (Table 

14). This indicates that principals and assistant principals from the same campus 

were very aligned in their perceptions of the instructional leadership behaviors 

exhibited by assistant principals.   

Table 14 

Paired t Test Results for the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 

Subscales as a Function of Role (Paired Subsample) 

Role M SD t p 

Frame Goals     

Assistant Principals 11.22 4.02 0.42 .68 

Principals 11.51 4.29   

Communicate Goals     

Assistant Principals 14.40 4.84 -0.32 .81 

Principals 14.14 4.73   

Supervise and Evaluate     

Assistant Principals 20.98 5.65 -0.63 .17 

Principals 20.25 7.81   

         (table continues) 
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Table 14 (continued). 

Role M SD t p 

Coordinate Curriculum     

Assistant Principals 16.19 5.70 -1.40 .16 

Principals 14.90 5.47   

Monitor Progress     

Assistant Principals 19.52 7.18 -1.23 .81 

Principals 18.08 6.49   

Protect Time     

Assistant Principals 10.74 2.97 -0.83 .41 

Principals 10.37 2.67   

Maintain Visibility     

Assistant Principals 11.41 3.13 -0.23 .82 

Principals 11.53 2.75   

Incentives for Teachers     

Assistant Principals 12.01 3.39 -1.22 .23 

Principals 11.27 3.63   

Promote Development     

Assistant Principals 11.13 3.77 -1.66 .10 

Principals 10.11 3.29   

Incentives for Learning     

Assistant Principals 13.38 3.73 -1.28 .21 

Principals 12.54 3.84   

Note: * denotes significant p value (p < .05) 
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Correlations 

 Pearson correlations revealed significant relationships between all 

subscale pairs in all samples. However, a number of correlations were 

particularly strong, sharing approximately 50% or more of their variance. Table 

15 displays the correlations for the combined sample of assistant principals and 

principals.  

Table 15 
 
Correlation Matrix for the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale  

Subscales (Combined Sample) 

 FG CG SE CC MP PT MV IT PD 

IL .43* .50* .40* .50* .49* .50* .52* .67* .65* 

PD .54* .59* .54* .71* .66* .57* .50* .66*  

IT .46* .55* .53* .58* .58* .52* .55*   

MV .35* .37* .57* .81* .42* .48*    

PT .36* .44* .53* .551* .44*     

MP .68* .67* .59* .70*      

CC .66* .73* .70       

SE .56* .59*        

CG .76*         

Note: FG = Frame Goals, CG = Communicate Goals, SE= Supervise and Evaluate, 
CC=Coordinate Curriculum, MP=Monitor Progress, PT=Protect Time, MV=Maintain Visibility, 
IT=Incentives for Teachers, PD=Promote Development, IL=Incentives for Learners 

*denotes significant p value (p < .001) 

 
Frame Goals was strongly related to Communicate Goals, r(337) = .76, p 

< .001; and Coordinate Curriculum was strongly related to Communicate Goals, 
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r(334) = .73, p < .001, Supervise and Evaluate, r(336) = .70, p < .001, Monitor 

Progress, r(333) = .70, p < .001, Maintain Visibility, r(329) = .81, p < .001, and 

Promote Professional Development, r(327) = .71, p < .001. 

 Table 16 displays the correlations for the principal subsample. Coordinate 

Curriculum and Supervise and Evaluate had the strongest correlation for 

principals, r(94) = .79, p < .001. Coordinate Curriculum also was related to  

Table 16 
 
Correlation Matrix for the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale  

Subscales (Principal Sample) 

 FG CG SE CC MP PT MV IT PD 

IL .41* .57* .51* .64* .54* .61* .63* .72* .64* 

PD .46* .52* .68* .69* .61* .62* .64* .64*  

IT .47* .60* .58* .63* .54* .67* .70*   

MV .38* .46* .63* .58* .42* .48*    

PT .54* .55* .65* .61* .44*     

MP .64* .60* .64* .77*      

CC .66* .71* .79*       

SE .59* .68*        

CG .66*         

Note: FG = Frame Goals, CG = Communicate Goals, SE= Supervise and Evaluate, 
CC=Coordinate Curriculum, MP=Monitor Progress, PT=Protect Time, MV=Maintain Visibility, 
IT=Incentives for Teachers, PD=Promote Development, IL=Incentives for Learners 

*denotes significant p value (p < .001) 
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Monitor Progress, r(94) = 77, p < .001, and Communicate Goals, r(94) = 71, p < 

.001. In addition, Incentives for Teaching was strongly related to Incentives for 

Learning, r(94) = 72, p < .001, and Maintain Visibility, r(94) = 70, p < .001. 

 Table 17 displays the correlations for the assistant principal subsample. 

Assistant Principals had the strongest correlation between Monitor Progress and  

Table 17 
 
Correlation Matrix for the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale  

Subscales (Assistant Principal Sample) 

 FG CG SE CC MP PT MV IT PD 

IL .44* .47* .35* .45* .47* .46* .49* .65* .53* 

PD .56* .62* .50* .71* .67* .55* .48* .67*  

IT .45* .53* .51* .56* .57* .46* .50*   

MV .34* .33* .45* .40* .37* .43*    

PT .30* .41* .47* .47* .40*     

MP .70* .69* .54* .82*      

CC .69* .74* .66*       

SE .57* .55*        

CG .80*         

Note: FG = Frame Goals, CG = Communicate Goals, SE= Supervise and Evaluate, 
CC=Coordinate Curriculum, MP=Monitor Progress, PT=Protect Time, MV=Maintain Visibility, 
IT=Incentives for Teachers, PD=Promote Development, IL=Incentives for Learners 

*denotes significant p value (p < .001) 

 
Coordinate Curriculum, r(239) = 82, p < .001. Communicate Goals also was 

strongly related to Coordinate Curriculum, r(240) = 74, p < .001. In addition, 
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Frame Goals related strongly with Communicate Goals, r(245) = 80, p < .001, 

and with Monitor Progress, r(239) = 70, p < .001.  

 Table 18 presents the correlations for the paired sample of principals and 

assistant principals from the same campus. This subsample evidenced the 

strongest correlation between Monitor Progress and Coordinate Curriculum, 

r(193) = 81, p < .001. Coordinate Curriculum also evidenced strong correlations 

with Communicate Goals, r(193) = 73, p < .001, Frame Goals, r(191) = 74, p < 

.001, Supervise and Evaluate, r(193) = .70, p < .001, and Promote Development,  

Table 18 
 
Correlation Matrix for the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale  

Subscales (Paired Subsample) 

 FG CG SE CC MP PT MV IT PD 

IL .47* .53* .48* .59* .60* .49* .61* .72* .57* 

PD .54* .59* .59* .70* .66* .56* .54* .64*  

IT .49* .59* .59* .59* .62* .51* .63*   

MV .41* .42* .59* .51* .47* .53*    

PT .38* .47* .54* .51* .46*     

MP .74* .73* .57* .81*      

CC .74* .73* .70*       

SE .60* .59*        

CG .61*         

Note: FG = Frame Goals, CG = Communicate Goals, SE= Supervise and Evaluate, 
CC=Coordinate Curriculum, MP=Monitor Progress, PT=Protect Time, MV=Maintain Visibility, 
IT=Incentives for Teachers, PD=Promote Development, IL=Incentives for Learners 

*denotes significant p value (p < .001) 
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r(191) = 70, p<.001. Between Frame Goals and Monitor Progress, Monitor 

Progress related strongly with Communicate Goals, r(193) = 73, p < .001, and 

with Frame Goals, r(195) = 74, p < .001, and Incentives for Teachers was 

strongly related to Incentives for Learning, r(191) = 72, p < .001.  

 The final research question, Do principals and assistant principals feel 

pressured under the accountability and ratings requirements of No Child Left 

Behind and the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills, was analyzed via 

chi square analyses comparing the responses of principals and assistant 

principals for each of the three questions that addressed job pressure. The chi 

square analyses revealed no significant relationship between administrator role 

and perceptions of job security or pressure related to the school’s academic 

rating.   

 The first survey question that dealt with job pressure, I feel that my job is 

in danger if my school does not receive a (an)_________rating, is illustrated in 

Table 19. Only 21% of the principals surveyed felt that campus ratings were not a 

factor in their job security, whereas 32% of assistant principals felt that campus 

ratings were not a factor in their job security. However, chi square analysis of this 

question revealed no significant relationship between administrator role and 

perceptions of job security being tied to the school receiving a particular 

academic rating, χ2(3) = 4.89, p > .05.  
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Table 19 

Principals’ Responses Regarding Job Security Related to Campus Rating 

Rating Choice # of Respondents % Response Rate 

Exemplary 2 2.1 

Recognized 18 18.6 

Acceptable 57 58.8 

Ratings are not a factor 20 20.6 

Total 97 100.0 

 
Table 20 shows the data for assistant principal responses and Table 21 

illustrates the results for the combined sample. 

Table 20 

Asst. Principal Responses Regarding Job Security Related to Campus Rating 

Rating Choice # of Respondents % Response Rate 

Exemplary 3 1.2 

Recognized 40 15.6 

Acceptable 131 51.0 

Ratings are not a factor 83 32.3 

Total 257 100.0 
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Table 21 
 
Chi Square Results for Principals and Assistant Principals (job in danger if  

campus does not achieve a ___ rating) 

 Role 

Response Principals Assistant Principals 

Strongly Agree   

Count 19.0 24.0 

Expected Count 11.8 31.2 

Agree   

Count 35.0 82.0 

Expected Count 32.1 84.9 

Neutral   

Count 75.0 19.0 

Expected Count 68.2 25.8 

Disagree   

Count 19.0 53.0 

Expected Count 19.7 52.3 

Strongly Disagree   

Count 5.0 23.0 

Expected Count 7.7 20.3 

Total Count 97.0 257.0 
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 The second survey question that addressed job pressure, I feel that my 

job is in danger if my campus does not meet Adequate Yearly Progress under No 

Child Left Behind, was the only question that yielded a significant result from the 

chi square test (Table 22). Principals were more likely than assistant principals to 

say strongly agree (19.6% vs. 9.3%) or agree (36.1% vs. 31.9%), whereas  

Table 22 
 
Chi Square Results for Principals’ and Assistant Principals’ Perceptions  

Regarding Job Pressure Based on School Ratings 

 Role 

Response Principals Assistant Principals 

Acceptable   

Count 57.0 131.0 

Expected Count 51.5 136.5 

Recognized   

Count 18.0 40.0 

Expected Count 15.9 42.1 

Exemplary   

Count 2.0 5.0 

Expected Count 1.4 3.6 

Ratings not a factor   

Count 20.0 83.0 

Expected Count 28.2 74.8 

Total Count 97.0 257.0 
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assistant principals were more likely than principals to say neutral (29.2% vs. 

19.6%) or strongly disagree (8.9% vs. 5.2%); they were fairly equivalent on 

disagree. This demonstrates the reality that the principals feel much more 

pressured than the assistant principals. It is primarily the campus leader that is 

held accountable for the campus ratings. 

 Table 23 illustrates the chi square analysis for survey question 3: I know a 

principal or assistant principal that was forced to change districts or campuses 

because of a decline in their campus accountability rating or not meeting  

Table 23 
 
Chi Square Results for Principals’ and Assistant Principals’ Perceptions 

(I know a principal or asst. principal forced to change jobs) 

 Role 

Response Principals Assistant Principals 

Yes   

Count 44.0 99.0 

Expected Count 39.2 103.8 

No   

Count 41.0 132.0 

Expected Count 47.4 125.6 

Not Sure   

Count 12.0 26.0 

Expected Count 10.4 27.6 

Total Count 97.0 257.0 
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Adequate Yearly Progress. Forty percent of Assistant principals and principals 

reported that they knew a principal or assistant principal who was forced to 

resign or change jobs. In summary, the results from these questions indicate that 

the majority of administrators feel that their job may be impacted by campus 

ratings and that principals feel more pressure than assistant principals.  

Summary of Findings 

Research Question 1 

Do assistant principals in large Texas high schools perceive themselves 

as actively demonstrating instructional leadership as measured by The Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale: Version 2.0? 

 Finding 1. Assistant principals in large Texas high schools perceive 

themselves as exhibiting instructional leadership behaviors at a high frequency.  

Research Question 2 

Do principals in large Texas high schools perceive their assistant 

principals as actively demonstrating instructional leadership as measured by The 

Principal Instruction Management Rating Scale: Version 2.0? 

 Finding 2. Principals in large Texas high schools perceive their assistant 

principals to exhibit instructional leadership behaviors at a high frequency. 

Research Question 3 

Is there a relationship between the principals’ perceptions and the 

assistant principals’ perceptions of the assistant principal’s instructional 

leadership role? 
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 Finding 3. The perceptions of the principals and assistant principals about 

the instructional leadership behaviors of assistant principals were similar.  

Research Question 4 

Do principals and assistant principals feel pressured under the campus 

accountability and rating requirements of No Child Left Behind and the Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills  ?   

 Finding 4. Principals and assistant principals reported more engagement 

in instructional leadership responsibilities and felt more pressured over the last 

five years under the new accountability and rating requirements of No Child Left 

Behind and the state assessments. Results indicate that the majority of 

administrators feel that their job may be impacted by campus ratings, and that 

principals feel more pressure than do assistant principals. Chapter 5 presents a 

summary and discussion of the findings as they relate to the literature and 

recommendations will be made for further research.
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CHAPTER 5 

 
SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

 The purpose of this study was to determine to what extent secondary 

assistant principals in large Texas high schools demonstrate behaviors 

consistent with what the literature describes as instructional leadership. One way 

for principals to impact student achievement may be to distribute more 

instructional leadership responsibilities to assistant principals. Schools in Texas 

are currently faced with the daunting task of continually raising student 

achievement as measured by the federal accountability standards of No Child 

Left Behind (NCLB) and the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS). 

This chapter discusses the findings of the four research questions investigated, 

reviews implications for practice, and makes recommendations for further 

research.  

Research Question 1 

Do assistant principals in large Texas high schools perceive themselves 

as actively demonstrating instructional leadership as measured by The Principal 

Instructional Management Rating Scale: Version 2.0? 

Research Question 2 

Do principals in large Texas high schools perceive their assistant 

principals as actively demonstrating instructional leadership as 
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measured by The Principal Instruction Management Rating Scale: Version 2.0 ? 

Research Question 3 

Is there a relationship between the principals’ perceptions and the 

assistant principals’ perceptions of the assistant principal’s instructional 

leadership role?  

Research Question 4 

Do principals and assistant principals feel pressured under the campus 

accountability and rating requirements of No Child Left Behind and the Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills  ? 

Summary of Findings 

 The following are the findings that resulted from the study: The study 

found that (a) assistant principals perceive themselves to exhibit instructional 

leadership behaviors at a high frequency, (b) principals perceive their assistant 

principals to exhibit instructional leadership behaviors at a high frequency, (c) the 

perceptions of the principals and assistant principals were similar, and (d) 

principals and assistant principals reported more engagement in instructional 

leadership responsibilities and felt more pressured over the last five years under 

the new accountability and rating requirements of No Child Left Behind and the 

state assessments.  

 These findings suggest that the administrative roles and responsibilities in 

high schools should be restructured to allow assistant principals to focus on 

instructional leadership. Restructuring might include paraprofessionals taking 
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over managerial tasks traditionally assigned to assistant principals.  It would be 

unrealistic to expect districts and campuses to add more assistant principals. 

Principals and assistant principals reported that they wished more managerial 

tasks could be shifted to paraprofessionals or non-certified staff so that assistant 

principals could focus on instructional leadership activities.  

Discussion of Findings 

 In 2004, the Wallace Foundation compiled an extensive literature review, 

How Leadership Influences Student Learning, and found leadership to be second 

only to classroom instruction among all school related factors that contribute to 

student learning, especially in high-need schools (Leithwood et al., 2004).  

Instructional leadership is a key element for successful campus principals; many 

studies have shown that campuses with high achieving students have principals 

that concentrate and excel at instructional leadership. In particular, research of 

Hallinger and Heck (1998) found the principal’s role in shaping the school’s 

direction through vision, mission, and goals came through as a primary avenue of 

influence. They promote the possibility that school leadership that emphasizes 

the campus vision, mission, and goals may be the avenue to increased student 

achievement. It is imperative that instructional leadership responsibilities be 

shared with other campus leadership for increased student success. Assistant 

principals are the next leaders in the traditional hierarchy of schools. Focusing 

our secondary assistant principals on instructional leadership should influence 

students success. Hallinger (2003b) suggests,” the integrated view of leadership 
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we propose highlights the synergistic power of leadership shared by individuals 

throughout the school organization” (p. 329). This study illustrates this transition 

is already being utilized in large Texas high schools. 

Implications for Practice 

 Professional learning communities, collaborative teams, and systems 

approaches allow principals to share decision-making and create buy-in for all 

stakeholders to student success. Assistant principals need extensive 

professional development and leadership opportunities to adequately prepare for 

the role of principal as well as increase student achievement. Results from this 

study indicate that the instructional leadership behaviors of Protect Time and 

Communicate Goals are already practiced by assistant principals in large Texas 

high schools. Managerial tasks will not adequately prepare assistant principalsfor  

the vision and purpose that are needed to lead a campus. Assistant principals 

must be given more opportunities to expand the weaker instructional leadership 

behaviors evidenced in the category of Supervise and Evaluate. It is difficult for 

the complex environment of today’s high school to be managed by just one 

principal. It takes a team of dedicated, visionary leaders focused on student 

success to create meaningful student achievement.  

 Districts and principals need to allow their assistant principals the same 

professional development and support that their principals receive. Principals 

must communicate regularly with their assistant principals and require the focus 

of all personnel resources to be on instructional leadership activities. Assistant 
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principals should be a direct reflection of the principal’s instructional leadership; 

they can be the best advocates for the principal’s vision, mission, and goals.   

Recommendations for Further Research 

 There are many implications for secondary education that can be derived 

from the findings of this research. The results of this study prompt the discussion 

of the following possible topics for further research: 

1. This study could be replicated for large high schools in other states. A 

comparison of findings could determine perception differences outside 

the state of Texas. 

2. This study could be replicated at the elementary or middle school level 

to determine if the perceptions of principals and assistant principals are 

similar to that of the principals and assistant principals in large high 

schools. 

3. Mixed method research is suggested for investigating the complex 

structures of large high schools and for determining what would be 

necessary to improve student achievement. 

 Further exploration is also suggested into the complex environment of the 

large high school. Perhaps path analysis techniques would allow for more 

variables in exploring other links between instructional leadership and student 

achievement. Path analysis is used to describe the directed dependencies 

among a set of variables and can utilize multiple regression analysis. Path 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Regression_analysis
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analysis may allow the researcher to really narrow the focus of variables 

surrounding student achievement.  

 Qualitative research regarding instructional leadership and the assistant 

principal might also explore those unquantifiable variables that make up school 

culture and student success. School climate, student motivation, and other 

unquantifiable factors may be perceived as significantly contributing to the 

success of campus instructional leaders.   

 An additional recommendation is to examine in depth the tasks and roles 

of the high school assistant principal and ascertain the feasibility of shifting the 

managerial tasks to paraprofessionals or non-certified staff. Perhaps some 

schools have explored this idea; it could be very advantageous financially and 

instructionally to look at the assistant principal job description in a new way. It 

would also be interesting to study the impact of administrators besides the 

principal focusing strictly on teaching and learning. There are some large 

campuses with an Academic Dean, or curriculum specialist that is not assigned 

the managerial duties normally associated with assistant principals. This study’s 

survey did not garner enough responses from this type of administrator to 

analyze reliably, but this is definitely suggested for further investigation.   

 The final recommendation is to continue to develop and effectively mentor 

assistant principals as instructional leaders and future principals. It is very easy 

for large high schools to limit assistant principals to a few prescribed job duties 
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and events that really do not prepare them to be the future campus leaders they 

will be. 

Summary 

 The purpose of this study was to determine to what extent secondary 

assistant principals in large Texas high schools demonstrate behaviors 

consistent with what the literature describes as instructional leadership. 

Specifically, this study investigated whether (a) assistant principals in large 

Texas high schools perceive themselves as actively demonstrating instructional 

leadership, (b) principals in large Texas high schools perceive their assistant 

principals as actively demonstrating instructional leadership, (c) there is a 

relationship between the perceptions of principals and assistant principals 

regarding instructional leadership, and (d) do principals and assistant principals 

feel pressured under the campus accountability and rating requirements of No 

Child Left Behind and the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills? 

 The study found that (a) assistant principals perceive themselves as 

exhibiting instructional leadership behaviors at a high frequency, (b) principals 

perceive their assistant principals to exhibit instructional leadership behaviors at 

a high frequency, (c) the perceptions of the principals and assistant principals 

were similar, and (d) principals and assistant principals reported more 

engagement in instructional leadership responsibilities and felt more pressured 

over the last five years under the new accountability and rating requirements of 

No Child Left Behind and the state assessments.  
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 These findings suggest that the administrative roles and responsibilities in 

high schools should be restructured to allow assistant principals to focus on 

instructional leadership duties for increased student success. Principals and 

assistant principals reported that they wished more managerial tasks could be 

shifted to paraprofessionals or non-certified staff so that assistant principals 

could focus on instructional leadership activities that concentrate on teaching and 

learning. Mixed method research is suggested for investigating the complex 

structures of large high schools and for determining what would be necessary to 

improve student achievement.  
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

Research Survey for Texas Secondary Principals and 
Assistant Principals 
Dear Principal/Assistant Principal: 

 

I am conducting a dissertation study, Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of 

Assistant Principals in Large Texas high schools, under the guidance of the 

Educational Administration Department of The University of North Texas. The 

purpose of this research is to explore the perceptions of principals and assistant 

principals in relation to instructional leadership strategies. The online survey will take 

about twenty minutes to complete. Please make sure your answers reflect how you 

think your assistant principal(s) currently perform as instructional leader(s). 

The survey will be conducted through a third-party online site and respondents’ 

demographic information will not be revealed. The confidentiality of your individual 

information will be maintained in any publications or presentations regarding this 

study. Individual survey results will be destroyed at the conclusion of the study. 

Your participation is voluntary. Refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of 

benefits. You may discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss of 

benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. 

Your benefits are to help further the education of a fellow educator. There are no 

foreseeable physical and/or psychological risks or discomforts associated with 

participation in this study. Participants that complete the survey may choose to be 

included in a random drawing for a $100 Visa Gift Card. 

If you have any questions about the study, you may contact Michelle Howard-

Schwind, or the faculty advisor, Dr. William Camp, UNT Department of Education, at 

(940) 565-2753. 

This research study has been reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional Review 

Board (IRB). The UNT IRB can be contacted at (940) 565-3940 with any questions 

regarding the rights of research subjects. 

I truly appreciate your time and efforts in completing this survey. Your participation 

in this study significantly assists me obtain my personal educational goals and 

further research aimed at improving student success. 

Sincerely, 

Michelle Howard-Schwind 

Principal 

Shirley Hall Middle School 

Weatherford, Texas 

817-455-1456 

A TEA Recognized Campus 2007, 2008 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
*1. University of North Texas Institutional Review Board Informed 
Consent Form 

Before agreeing to participate in this research study, it is important 

that you read and understand the following explanation of the 
purpose and benefits of the study and how it will be conducted. 

Title of Study: Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Assistant 
Principals in Large Texas High Schools. 

Purpose of the Study: You are being asked to participate in a 
research study which involves surveys completed from current 

secondary Texas principals and assistant principals. 

Study Procedures: You will be asked to complete an anonymous 

online survey instrument that will take about twenty minutes of your 
time. 

Foreseeable Risks: No foreseeable risks are involved in this study. 

Benefits to the Subjects or Others: This study is not expected to be of 
any direct benefit to you but is expected to enhance current 

knowledge of the assistant principal in Texas. 

Procedures for Maintaining Confidentiality of Research Records: The 

survey will be conducted through a third-party online site and 
respondents demographic information will not be revealed. The 

confidentiality of your individual information will be maintained in 
any publications or presentations regarding this study. Individual 
survey results will be destroyed at the conclusion of the study. 

Questions about the Study: If you have any questions about the 
study, you may contact Michelle Howard-Schwind, or the faculty 

advisor, Dr. William Camp, UNT Department of Education, at 
telephone number (940) 565-2753. 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
Review for the Protection of Participants: This research study 

has been reviewed and approved by the UNT Institutional 
Review Board (IRB). The UNT IRB can be contacted at (940) 

565-3940 with any questions regarding the rights of research 
subjects. 

Research Participants’ Rights: Clicking ACCEPT below indicates 

that you have read or have had read to you all of the above and 
that you confirm all of the following: 

• You understand the possible benefits and the potential risks 

and/or discomforts of the study. 

• You understand that you do not have to take part in this 

study, and your refusal to participate or your decision to 
withdraw will involve no penalty or loss of rights or benefits. 

The study personnel may choose to stop your participation at 

any time. 

• You understand why the study is being conducted and how it 

will be performed. 

• You understand your rights as a research participant and you 
voluntarily consent to participate in this study. 

• You can print a copy of this form or request a copy. 

By clicking on the accept button at the bottom of this webpage, 

you acknowledge your acceptance and participation. 

 

 

 

   Accept 

   Decline 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
 

*2. I wish to participate in this study and I understand that 

this identifying information will be masked in all publications 
and destroyed after the study is complete. 

I understand that my school name will be used to pair my 

information with that of my school colleague(s). The email 
address will be used to contact me in the event that I win the 

$100 Visa gift card. 

 
Last Name: 

School Name: 

Address: 

City/Town: 

ZIP/Postal Code: 

Email Address: 
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incipals 
Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

Demographic Data 
 
The following information will be masked during publication. No individual names of 

schools or personnel information will be published. 

Demographic Data 

*3. For 2007-08 my school was rated ____________according 

to AEIS/TAKS? 

 

 New, unrated campus 

Academically Unacceptable 

Academically Acceptable 

Recognized 

Exemplary 

 
 
*4. My school is a Title I campus (40% or more students 

considered economically disadvantaged) 
 

Yes 

No 

Do not know 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
 

*5. My gender 

 

Female 

Male 

 

*6. My age group 

 

20-25 

26-30 

31-35 

36-40 

41-45 

46-50 

51-55 

56-60 

60+ 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
 

*7. Campus student enrollment (# of students) 

 

4A in UIL- student population of 980 to 2084 

5A in UIL- student population of 2085 or more 

Please exit the survey if you do not serve in a 4A or 5A school. 

 

*8. Grades taught on my campus 

 

9 

10 

11 

12 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
 

*9. Years of experience in your current position 

 

1-3 years 

4 or more years 

 

*10. On my campus the assistant principal(s) share 

responsibility for instructional leadership duties along with the 

principal. 
 

"direct assistance to teachers, curriculum development, 
professional development, group development, and action 

research (Glick et al, 2001)." 
 

Yes 

No, there is an administrator designated besides the principal that is 

responsible for the majority of the 

instructional leadership duties to allow the other assistant principals to complete 

their duties 

If no, Please list the title of an administrator besides the principal that is 

responsible for instructional leadership.  

(Academic Dean, Dean of Instruction, etc.) 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
 

11. In this question, instructional leadership is defined as 
"direct assistance to teachers, curriculum development, 

professional development, group development, and action 
research (Glick et al, 2001)." 
 
 Strongly Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Disagree 
Asst. principals in my 
school have taken on 
more instructional 
leadership 
responsibilities in the 
last five years. 
 

     

Asst. principals spend 
more time on 
instructional leadership 
responsibilities than 
they did five years ago. 
 

     

High schools would 
benefit from 
restructuring current 
managerial 
responsibilities 
(example- textbooks, 
keys, and/or 
attendance) to other 

personnel. 
 

     

The time spent on 
managerial duties 
prevents the assistant 
principal(s) from 
performing as an 
instructional leader(s). 
 

     

 

 

comments: 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
 

*12. I feel that my job is in danger if my school does not 

receive a (an) 
__________________ rating. 

acceptable 

recognized 

exemplary 

ratings are not a factor in my job security 

Comments: 

 

 
 

*13. I feel that my job is in danger if my campus does not 

meet Adequate Yearly Progress under No Child Left Behind. 

Strongly Agree 

Agree 

Neutral 

Disagree 

Strongly Disagree 

Comments: 

 

 

*14. I know a principal or assistant principal that was forced 

to change districts or campuses because of a decline in their 
campus accountability rating or not meeting Adequate Yearly 

Progress under No Child Left Behind. 
Yes 

No 

Not sure 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
 

*15. I am currently a public secondary 

Associate Principal 

Principal 

Assistant Principal/Vice-Principal 

 
Other (please specify- Academic Dean, etc) 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

Principal Instructions 
 
The online survey will take about twenty minutes to complete. Please make sure 

your answers reflect how you think your assistant principal(s) currently perform as 

an instructional leader(s). If you have multiple assistant principals, choose a 

response that would apply to them as a group. 

This data will not be usable without a completed survey from one of your assistant 

principals. If you have several assistant principals, please choose one to complete 

the survey. 

This survey, the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale was developed by 

Dr. Philip Hallinger and is reproduced and used with his permission. 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

Assistant Principal/Dean Instructions 
 
The online survey will take about twenty minutes to complete. Please make sure 

your answers reflect how you think you as an assistant principal currently perform as 

an instructional leader. 

This data will not be usable without a completed survey from your principal. This 

survey, the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale was developed by Dr. 

Philip Hallinger and is reproduced and used with his permission. 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 
 
To what extent do you believe that these behaviors are important for assistant 

principals as instructional leaders? Please check the response that you feel best 

reflects the extent to which your current assistant principal(s) exhibit these 

behaviors. Please respond to every question. 

Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale 

*16. Frame the school goals 

 
To what extent do you as an assistant principal or does your 

assistant principal.... 

 
 Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Seldom Almost Never 
Develop goals that 
seek improvement 
over current levels of 
academic performance 
 

     

Frame academic goals 
with target dates 
 

     

Use needs assessment 
or other questionnaires 
to secure staff input on 
goal development
 

     

Use data on student 
academic performance 
when developing the 
school's academic 
goals 
 

     

Develop goals that are 
easily translated into 
classroom objectives 
by teachers 
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ructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst.  
Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
Rating Scale 

*17. Communicate the school goals 

 

To what extent do you as an assistant principal or does your 
assistant principal.... 

 
 Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Seldom Almost Never 
Communicate the 
school's academic 
goals to people at 
school. 
 

     

Refer to the school's 
academic goals in 
informative settings 
with teachers. 
 

     

Discuss the school's 
academic goals with 
teachers at faculty 
meetings. 
 

     

Refer to the school's 
academic goals when 
making curricular 
decisions with 
teachers. 

 

     

Ensure that the 
school's goals are 
reflected in highly 
visible displays in the 
schools (e.g., posters 
or bulletin boards 
indicating the 
importance of reading 
or math). 
 

     

Refer to the school's 
goals in student 
assemblies. 
 

     

 

 
 

 
 

Principals 
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ponsibilities of Asst.  
Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
Rating Scale 

*18. Supervise and evaluate instruction 

 

To what extent do you as an assistant principal or does your 
assistant principal.... 

 
 Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never 
Conduct informal 
observations in classrooms 
on a regular basis (informal 
observations are 
unscheduled, last at least 5 
minutes, and may or may 
not involve written feedback 
or a formal conference). 
 

     

Ensure that the classroom 
objectives of teachers are 
consistent with the stated 
goals of the school. 
 

     

Meet with teachers and 
aides to ensure that they 
are working toward the 
same objectives. 
 

     

Review student work 

products when evaluating 
classroom instruction. 
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adership Responsibilities of Asst.  
Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
Rating Scale 

*19. Supervise and evaluate instruction 

 

To what extent do you as an assistant principal or does your 
assistant principal.... 

 
 Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never 
Evaluate teachers on 
academic objectives directly 
related to those of the 
school. 
 

     

Point out specific strengths 
in teacher instructional 
practices in post 
observation conferences.  
 

     

Point out specific 
weaknesses in teacher 
instructional practices in 
post observation 
conferences. 
 

     

Note specific strengths of 
the teacher's instructional 
practices in written 
evaluations. 

 

     

Note specific weaknesses of 
the teacher's instructional 
practices in written 
evaluations. 
 

     

Note student time-on task 
in feedback to teachers 
after classroom 
observations. 
 

     

Note specific instructional 
practices related to the 
stated classroom objectives 
in written evaluations. 
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nstructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst.  
Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
Rating Scale 

*20. Coordinate the curriculum 

 

To what extent do you as an assistant principal or does your 
assistant principal.... 

 
 Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never 
Make clear who is 
responsible for 
coordinating the 
curriculum across grade 
levels (e.g., the principal, 
vice principal, or a 
teacher). 
 

     

Ensure that the school's 
academic goals are 
translated into common 
curricular objectives. 
 

     

Draw on the results of 
school-wide testing when 
making curricular 
decisions. 
 

     

Ensure that the objectives 
of special programs are 

coordinated with those of 
the regular classroom. 
 

     

Monitor the classroom 
curriculum to see that it 
covers the school's 
curricular objectives. 
 

     

Assess the overlap 
between the school's 
curricular objectives and 
the achievement 
test(s)used for program 
evaluation. 
 

     

Participate actively in the 
review and/or selection of 
curricular materials. 
 

     

 
 
 

     
 

Principals 
Page 18 



 

 111 

eadership Responsibilities of Asst.  
Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
Rating Scale 

*21. Monitor student progress 

 

To what extent do you as an assistant principal or does your 
assistant principal.... 

 
 Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never 
Meet individually with 
teachers to discuss 
student academic 
progress. 
 

     

Discuss the item analysis 
of tests with the faculty to 
identify strengths and 
weaknesses in the 
instructional program. 
 

     

Use the test results to 
assess progress toward 
school goals. 
 

     

Distribute test results in a 
timely fashion. 
 

     

Inform teachers of the 
school's performance 

results in written form 
(e.g., in a memo or 
newsletter). 
 

     

Inform students of the 
school's performance 
results. 
 

     

Identify students whose 
test results indicate a 
need for special 
instruction such as 
remediation or 
enrichment. 
 

     

Develop or find the 
appropriate instructional 
program(s) for students 
whose test results 
indicate a need. 
 
 

     

 

Principals 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
Rating Scale 

*22. Protect instructional time 

 

To what extent do you as an assistant principal or does your 
assistant principal.... 

 
 Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never 
Ensure that instructional 
time is not interrupted by 
the public-address 
announcements. 
 

     

Ensure that the students 
are not called to the office 
during instructional time. 
 

     

Ensure that truant students 
suffer specified 
consequences for missing 
instructional time. 
 

     

Ensure that tardy or truant 
students make up lost 
instructional time. 
 

     

Visit classrooms to see that 
the instructional time is 
used for learning and 
practicing new skills and 

concepts. 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
Rating Scale 

*23. Maintain high visibility 

 

To what extent do you as an assistant principal or does your 
assistant principal.... 

 
 Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never 
Take time to talk with 
students and teachers 
during recess and breaks. 
 

     

Visit classrooms to discuss 
school issues with teachers 
and students. 
 

     

Attend or participate in co-
curricular or extracurricular 
activities. 
 

     

Cover classes for teachers 
until a late or substitute 
teacher arrives. 
 

     

Tutor or provide direct 
instruction to students. 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
Rating Scale 

*24. Provide incentives for teachers 

 

To what extent do you as an assistant principal or does your 
assistant principal.... 

 
 Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never 
Reinforce superior 
performance by teachers in 
staff meetings, newsletters, 
and/or memos. 
 

     

Compliment teachers 
privately for their efforts or 
performance. 
 

     

Acknowledge teachers' 
exceptional performance by 
writing memos for their 
personnel files. 
 

     

Reward special efforts by 
teachers with opportunities 
for professional recognition. 
 

     

Create professional growth 
opportunities for teachers 
as a reward for special 
contributions to the school. 
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Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of Asst. Principals 

 
Rating Scale 

*25. Promote professional development 

 

To what extent do you as an assistant principal or does your 
assistant principal.... 

 
 Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never 
Ensure that inservice 
activities attended by staff 
are consistent with the 
school's goals. 
 

     

Actively support the use in 
the classroom of skills 
acquired during inservice 
training. 
 

     

Obtain the participation of 
the whole staff in important 
inservice activities. 
 

     

Lead or attend teacher 
inservice activities 
concerned with instruction. 
 

     

Set aside time at faculty 
meetings for teachers to 

share ideas or information 
from inservice activities. 
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Rating Scale 

*26. Provide incentives for learning 

 

To what extent do you as an assistant principal or does your 
assistant principal.... 

 
 Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Seldom Never 
Recognize students who do 
superior work with formal 
rewards such as an honor roll 
or mention in the principal's 
newsletter. 

 

     

Use assemblies to honor 
students for academic 
accomplishments or for 
behavior or citizenship. 

 

     

Recognize superior student 
achievement or improvement 
by seeing in the office the 
students with their work. 

 

     

Contact parents to 
communicate improved or 
exemplary student 
performance or contributions. 

 

     

Support teachers actively in 
their recognition and/or 
reward of student 
contributions to and 
accomplishments in class. 
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Thank You 
 
Thank you for participating in my dissertation study. I would appreciate it if you 

could encourage your principal or assistant principal to complete this survey. My data 

must have both a principal and an assistant principal to be usable. I am attempting 

to finish up in April and my survey will be closed by March 24, 2009. Good luck on 

TAKS and feel free to email if you have any questions. I truly appreciate your time 

and hope you win the $100 VISA card. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Michelle Howard-Schwind 

Principal 

Shirley Hall Middle School, Weatherford 

University of North Texas student 
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Hall Middle School 
902 Charles St. 

Weatherford, TX 76086 
817-598-2822 

 
February 12, 2009 
 
Dear Principal: 
 
I am conducting a dissertation study, Current Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of 
Texas Secondary School Assistant Principals, under the guidance of the Educational 
Administration Department of The University of North Texas.  The purpose of this research is to 
explore the perceptions of principals and assistant principals in relation to instructional leadership 
strategies and possible correlation to student achievement. 
 
The online survey will take about fifteen minutes to complete.  Please make sure your answers 
reflect how you think your assistant principal(s) perform as an instructional leader.  A link is 
provided at the bottom of this page to begin the online survey.   
 
The survey will be conducted through a third-party online site and respondents’ demographic 
information will not be revealed.  The confidentiality of your individual information will be 
maintained in any publications or presentations regarding this study. Individual survey results will 
be destroyed at the conclusion of the study. 
 
Your participation is voluntary.  Refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits.  
You may discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are 
otherwise entitled.  There are no foreseeable physical and/or psychological risks or discomforts 
associated with participation in this study. Participants that complete the survey may choose to 
be included in a random drawing for a $100 Visa Gift Card. 

If you have any questions about the study, you may contact Michelle Howard-Schwind, or the faculty advisor, Dr. 
William Camp, UNT Department of Education, at (940) 565-2753. This research study has been reviewed and 
approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT IRB can be contacted at (940) 565-3940 with any 
questions regarding the rights of research subjects.  

I truly appreciate your time and efforts in completing this survey.  Your willingness to participate in 
this study contributes to research intended to increase student success. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michelle Howard-Schwind 
Principal- Hall Middle School 
Weatherford Independent School District 
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Hall Middle School 
902 Charles St. 

Weatherford, TX 76086 
817-598-2822 

 
February 12, 2009 
 
Dear Assistant Principal: 
 
I am conducting a dissertation study, Current Instructional Leadership Responsibilities of 
Texas Secondary School Assistant Principals, under the guidance of the Educational 
Administration Department of The University of North Texas.  The purpose of this research is to 
explore the perceptions of principals and assistant principals in relation to instructional leadership 
strategies and possible correlation to student achievement. 
 
The online survey will take about fifteen minutes to complete.  Please make sure your answers 
reflect your performance as an instructional leader.  A link is provided at the bottom of this page 
to begin the online survey.   
 
Your participation is voluntary.  Refusal to participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits.  
You may discontinue participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are 
otherwise entitled.  There are no foreseeable physical and/or psychological risks or discomforts 
associated with participation in this study. Participants that complete the survey may choose to 
be included in a random drawing for a $100 Visa Gift Card. 
 
The survey will be conducted through a third-party online site and respondents’ demographic 
information will not be revealed.  The confidentiality of your individual information will be 
maintained in any publications or presentations regarding this study. Individual survey results will 
be destroyed at the conclusion of the study. 

If you have any questions about the study, you may contact Michelle Howard-Schwind, or the faculty advisor, Dr. 
William Camp, UNT Department of Education, at (940) 565-2753. This research study has been reviewed and 
approved by the UNT Institutional Review Board (IRB).  The UNT IRB can be contacted at (940) 565-3940 with any 
questions regarding the rights of research subjects.  

I truly appreciate your time and efforts in completing this survey.  Your willingness to participate in 
this study contributes to research intended to increase student success. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michelle Howard-Schwind 
Principal- Hall Middle School 
Weatherford Independent School District 
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THE PRINCIPAL INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGEMENT 

RATING SCALE 

 

PART I: Please provide the following information if instructed to do so by the person 

administering the instrument: 

 

(A)  District Name: _____________________________ 

 

(B)  Your School’s Name:  _______________________ 

 

(C)  Principal's Name:  __________________________ 

 

(D)  Number of school years you have been principal at this school: 

 

  ___1    ___5-9   ___more than 15 

 

  ___2-4   ___10-15 

 

(E)  Years, at the end of this school year, that you have been a principal: 

 

  ___1    ___5-9   ___more than 15 

 

  ___2-4   ___10-15 

 

PART II: This questionnaire is designed to provide a profile of your leadership. It 

consists of 50 behavioral statements that describe principal job practices and behaviors. 

You are asked to consider each question in terms of your leadership over the past school 

year. 

 

Read each statement carefully. Then circle the number that best fits the specific job 

behavior or practice as you conducted it during the past school year. For the response to 

each statement: 

5 represents Almost Always 

4 represents Frequently 

3 represents Sometimes 

2 represents Seldom 

1 represents Almost Never 

 

In some cases, these responses may seem awkward; use your judgment in selecting the 

most appropriate response to such questions. Please circle only one number per question. 

Try to answer every question. 

 

Thank you. 
 

 Principal Form 2.0  1 
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To what extent do you . . . ? 
     ALMOST       ALMOST 

       NEVER       ALWAYS 

 

I.  FRAME THE SCHOOL GOALS 

 

1.  Develop a focused set of annual school-wide goals    1  2  3  4  5 

 

2.  Frame the school's goals in terms of staff 

 responsibilities for meeting them    1  2  3  4  5 

 

3.  Use needs assessment or other formal and informal 

 methods to secure staff input on goal development    1  2  3  4  5 

 

4.  Use data on student performance when developing 

 the school's academic goals    1  2  3  4  5 

 

5.  Develop goals that are easily understood and used 

 by teachers in the school.   1  2  3  4  5 

 

 

II.  COMMUNICATE THE SCHOOL GOALS 

 

6.  Communicate the school's mission effectively 

 to members of the school community    1  2  3  4  5 

 

7.  Discuss the school's academic goals with teachers 

 at faculty meetings    1  2  3  4  5 

 

8.  Refer to the school's academic goals when making 

 curricular decisions with teachers    1  2  3  4  5 

 

9.  Ensure that the school's academic goals are reflected 

 in highly visible displays in the school (e.g., posters 

 or bulletin boards emphasizing academic progress)    1  2  3  4  5 

 

10.  Refer to the school's goals or mission in forums with 

 students (e.g., in assemblies or discussions)    1  2  3  4  5 

 

 

III.  SUPERVISE & EVALUATE INSTRUCTION 

 

11.  Ensure that the classroom priorities of teachers are 

 consistent with the goals and direction of the school    1  2  3  4  5 

 

12.  Review student work products when evaluating 

 classroom instruction    1  2  3  4  5 
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     ALMOST       ALMOST 

       NEVER       ALWAYS 

 

13.  Conduct informal observations in classrooms on a 

 regular basis (informal observations are unscheduled, 

 last at least 5 minutes, and may or may not involve 

 written feedback or a formal conference)    1  2  3  4  5 

 

14.  Point out specific strengths in teacher's instructional 

 practices in post-observation feedback (e.g., in 

 conferences or written evaluations)    1  2  3  4  5 

 

15.  Point out specific weaknesses in teacher instructional 

 practices in post-observation feedback (e.g., in 

 conferences or written evaluations)    1  2  3  4  5 

 

 

IV. COORDINATE THE CURRICULUM 

 

16.  Make clear who is responsible for coordinating the 

 curriculum across grade levels (e.g., the principal, 

 vice principal, or teacher-leaders)    1  2  3  4  5 

 

17.  Draw upon the results of school-wide testing when 

 making curricular decisions    1  2  3  4  5 

 

18.  Monitor the classroom curriculum to see that it covers 

 the school's curricular objectives    1  2  3  4  5 

 

19.  Assess the overlap between the school's curricular 

 objectives and the school's achievement tests    1  2  3  4  5 

 

20.  Participate actively in the review of curricular materials    1  2  3  4  5 

 

 

V. MONITOR STUDENT PROGRESS 

 

21.  Meet individually with teachers to discuss student 

 progress    1  2  3  4  5 

 

22.  Discuss academic performance results with the faculty 

 to identify curricular strengths and weaknesses    1  2  3  4  5 

 

23.  Use tests and other performance measure to assess 

 progress toward school goals    1  2  3  4  5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    Principal Form 2.0         3 



 

 127 

     ALMOST       ALMOST 

       NEVER       ALWAYS 

 

24.  Inform teachers of the school's performance results 

 in written form (e.g., in a memo or newsletter)    1  2  3  4  5 

 

25.  Inform students of school's academic progress    1  2  3  4  5 

 

 

VI.  PROTECT INSTRUCTIONAL TIME 

 

26.  Limit interruptions of instructional time by public 

 address announcements    1  2  3  4  5 

 

27.  Ensure that students are not called to the office 

 during instructional time    1  2  3  4  5 

 

28.  Ensure that tardy and truant students suffer specific 

 consequences for missing instructional time    1  2  3  4  5 

 

29.  Encourage teachers to use instructional time for 

 teaching and practicing new skills and concepts    1  2  3  4  5 

 

30.  Limit the intrusion of extra- and co-curricular 

 activities on instructional time    1  2  3  4  5 

 

 

VII. MAINTAIN HIGH VISIBILITY 

 

31.  Take time to talk informally with students and 

 teachers during recess and breaks    1  2  3  4  5 

 

32.  Visit classrooms to discuss school issues with 

 teachers and students    1  2  3  4  5 

 

33.  Attend/participate in extra- and co-curricular activities    1  2  3  4  5 

 

34.  Cover classes for teachers until a late or substitute 

 teacher arrives    1  2  3  4  5 

 

35.  Tutor students or provide direct instruction to classes    1  2  3  4  5 

 

 

VIII. PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR TEACHERS 

 

36.  Reinforce superior performance by teachers in staff 

 meetings, newsletters, and/or memos    1  2  3  4  5 

 

37.  Compliment teachers privately for their efforts or 

 performance    1  2  3  4  5 
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     ALMOST       ALMOST 

       NEVER       ALWAYS 

 

38.  Acknowledge teachers' exceptional performance by 

 writing memos for their personnel files    1  2  3  4  5 

 

39.  Reward special efforts by teachers with opportunities 

 for professional recognition    1  2  3  4  5 

 

40.  Create professional growth opportunities for teachers 

 as a reward for special contributions to the school    1  2  3  4  5 

 

 

IX. PROMOTE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

 

41.  Ensure that inservice activities attended by staff 

 are consistent with the school's goals    1  2  3  4  5 

 

42.  Actively support the use in the classroom of skills 

 acquired during inservice training    1  2  3  4  5 

 

43.  Obtain the participation of the whole staff in 

 important inservice activities    1  2  3  4  5 

 

44.  Lead or attend teacher inservice activities concerned 

 with instruction    1  2  3  4  5 

 

45.  Set aside time at faculty meetings for teachers to 

 share ideas or information from inservice activities    1  2  3  4  5 

 

 

X. PROVIDE INCENTIVES FOR LEARNING 

 

46.  Recognize students who do superior work with formal 

 rewards such as an honor roll or mention in the 

 principal's newsletter    1  2  3  4  5 

 

47.  Use assemblies to honor students for academic 

 accomplishments or for behavior or citizenship    1  2  3  4  5 

 

48.  Recognize superior student achievement or improvement 

 by seeing in the office the students with their work    1  2  3  4  5 

 

49.  Contact parents to communicate improved or exemplary 

 student performance or contributions    1  2  3  4  5 

 

50.  Support teachers actively in their recognition 

 and/or reward of student contributions to and 

 accomplishments in class    1  2  3  4  5 
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 TAKS SDAA II  Completion Rate I  Dropout Rate  

Definition  

Results (gr. 3-11) summed 
across grades by subject. ELA & 

reading results are combined. 
Cumulative results used for first 

two administrations of gr. 3 
reading, gr. 5 reading & math.  

A single (gr. 3-10) indicator 
calculated as the number 

of tests meeting ARD 
expectations (summed 

across grades & subjects) 
divided by the number of 

SDAA II tests.  

Graduates and continuers 
expressed as a % of total 

students in the class. 
Campuses serving any of 

gr. 9-12 w/out a completion 
rate are assigned the 

district completion rate.  

Gr. 7 and 8 dropouts 
as a % of total gr. 7 & 
8 students who were 

in attendance any 
time during the prior 

school year.  

Rounding  Whole Numbers  Whole Numbers  One Decimal  

Standards 
Exemplary 
Recognized 
Acceptable  

Ex.:  All Subjects  ≥ 90%  
Re.:  All Subjects  ≥ 75%  
Acc.:  Reading/ELA  ≥ 65% 
 Writ./Soc St  ≥ 65%  
 Mathematics  ≥ 45%  
 Science  ≥ 40%  

Ex.: ≥ 90%  
Re.: ≥ 70%  
Acc.: ≥ 50%  

Ex.: ≥ 95.0%  
Re.: ≥ 85.0%  
Acc.: ≥ 75.0%  

Ex.: ≤ 0.2%  
Re.: ≤ 0.7%  
Acc.: ≤ 1.0%  

Mobility 
Adjustment 
(Accountability 
Subset)  

District ratings: results for students enrolled in the district in the 
fall and tested in the same district. Campus ratings: results for 

students enrolled in the campus in the fall and tested in the 
same campus.  

None  

Subjects  

Reading/ELA .......  gr. 3-11  
Writing ..................  gr. 4, 7 
Mathematics.........  gr. 3-11 
Social Studies. gr. 8, 10, 11  
Science..........  gr. 5, 10, 11  

Reading/ELA  
Writing  

Mathematics  
N/A  
N/A  

N/A  

Student Groups  

All & Student Grps:  
African American  

Hispanic  
White  

Econ. Disadv.  

All Students Only  

All & Student Grps:  
African American  

Hispanic  
White  

Econ. Disadv.  

Minimum Size Criteria  

All  
No minimum size requirement—

special analysis for small 
numbers  

≥ 30 tests  
≥ 5 dropouts AND ≥ 10 students  

Groups  30/10%/50  N/A  ≥ 5 dropouts AND 30/10%/50  

Required Improvement (RI)  

Actual Chg  2007 minus 2006 performance  
2007 minus 2006 

performance  
Class of 2006 rate minus 

Class of 2005 rate  
N/A in 2007  

RI  Gain needed to reach standard in 2 yrs.  
Gain needed to reach 

standard in 2 yrs.  
N/A in 2007  

Use  Gate up to Acceptable and Recognized  N/A in 2007  

Floor (Recognized)  ≥ 70%  ≥ 80.0%  N/A in 2007  

Minimum Size  
Meets minimum size in current 

year and has ≥ 10 students 
tested in prior year.  

Meets minimum size in 
current year and has ≥ 10 

tests in prior year.  

Meets min. size current 
year and has ≥ 10 in prior 

year class.  
N/A in 2007  

Exceptions  
This provision may be applied if the campus or district would be 

AU solely due to not meeting the AA criteria on up to 3 
assessment measures. Applies to 26 measures.  

N/A  

Use  As a gate up to Acceptable  

Floor  No more than 5 percentage points below Acceptable std.  

Number of 
Exceptions 
Allowed (variable)  

# of Assessment Measures      Maximum Exceptions  
Evaluated (at campus or district)      Allowed  

                   1 – 5                                                    0  
                   6 – 10                                                  1  
                 11 – 15                                                  2  
                 16 – 26                                                  3  

School Leaver 
Provision for 2007  N/A  

In 2007, campus/district rating will not be lowered 
due to annual dropout or completion rates.  

Part I – Standard Procedures Chapter 4 – The Basics: Determining a Rating   43 
2008 Accountability Manual 
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Nov. 10, 2007 

 

 

 

Michelle Howard-Schwind 

University of North Texas Doctoral Student 

Principal, Hall Middle School - Weatherford, Texas 

 

Dear Ms. Howard-Schwind: 

 

As copyright holder and publisher, you have my permission as publisher to use the 

Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PRINCIPAL INSTRUCTIONAL 

MANAGEMENT RATING SCALE) in your doctoral research study. In using the scale, 

you may make unlimited copies of any of the three forms of the PRINCIPAL 

INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGEMENT RATING SCALE. 

 

Please note the following conditions of use: 

1. This authorization extends only to the use of the PRINCIPAL 

INSTRUCTIONAL MANAGEMENT RATING SCALE for research 

purposes, not for general school district use of the instrument for evaluation or 

staff development purposes; 

2. The user agrees to send a soft copy of the completed study to the publisher 

upon completion of the research.  

 

Please be advised that a separate permission to publish letter, needed by UMI for 

publication of the instrument in your dissertation, will be sent after the publisher receives 

a soft copy of the completed study. 
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Professor Philip Hallinger 
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