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This study provides a qualitative look at Texas’ Professional Service Providers’ 

(PSPs) strategies for supporting low-performing schools.  Four PSPs were selected for 

participation based on the number of schools they helped exit the Texas Title I School 

Improvement Program from 2007-2012. Data collected and analyzed included provider 

and principal interviews, providers’ progress reports documenting services, and 

principals’ evaluations of provider services. Results indicated key support strategies in 

two of four cases were supporting and mentoring/coaching while communicating and 

building trust were important in the other two cases. Communicating, reviewing 

information, and planning were important across all cases. The quality indicators 

aligning with the PSPs’ strategies were fit, comprehensiveness, and coherence. They 

were also the most common across all cases. Finally, analysis of the evaluation of 

provider services revealed PSP-1 with the highest ratings, followed by PSP-2, PSP-3 

and PSP-4, respectively. The findings suggest, first, that PSP support has a dual 

nature.  Contextual support was provided based on the campus leaderships’ skills and 

requests.  PSPs also ensured coherence among the strategies of all stakeholders.  

Secondly, a hierarchy of quality service indicators aligned to the PSPs’ strategies:  fit, 

comprehensiveness, and coherence.  Finally, relationships are vital to a successful 

provider-campus relationship.  The findings have implications for PSP selection, 

professional development, and evaluation. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Background and Context 

Federal 

It is a fair assumption that most parents would do anything for their children. 

Unfortunately, not all parents have the means to do so.  In fact, in 2014 the family 

poverty rate in the United States in 2014 was 11.6%, which equates to approximately 

9.5 million families.  21.1% of children under eighteen were living in poverty 

(https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2015/demo/p60-

252.pdf).  So whose responsibility is it to ensure that these children receive the 

education that America promises?  Often the responsibility falls to America’s schools, 

and when schools do not provide a quality education, these children move through the 

system underserved and undereducated – disadvantaged twice over. 

 The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in 2001, 

known as the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), is among the most significant attempts 

at education reform in United States history, attempting to ensure these children are not 

forgotten (Simpson, LaCava, & Graner, 2004).  One aspect of the law that encourages 

education reform is the mandate that state education agencies create a state-level 

system to help improve schools identified as low-performing.  Hergert, Gleason, 

Urbano, and North (2009) suggest it specifically requires that states create “a system of 

intensive sustained support” to assist schools that have not made adequate yearly 

progress for two or more consecutive years (p. i).  NCLB identifies a number of 

possibilities for how states might provide direct, campus-level assistance, including 
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utilizing experienced educators, school support teams, and other organizations.  While a 

handful of states had state-level supports for low performing schools in place, most 

states faced the challenge to create such a system (Le Floch, Boyle, and Therriault, 

2008a). 

State 

Research regarding the states’ responses to NCLB’s challenge to support low-

performing schools typically examines state support systems for common attributes.  

These attributes include overall system design, service delivery models and general 

support activities (The Comprehensive School Reform Support and Capacity Building 

Program, n.d.; Center on Education Policy, 2007; Davis, Krasnoff, Moilanen, Sather, & 

Kushman, 2007; Gottfried, Stecher, Hoover, & Cross, 2011; Hergert, Gleason, Urbano, 

& North, 2009;  Le Floch, et al, 2008a, 2008b; Rhim, Hassel, & Redding, 2009; Taylor, 

Stecher, O’Day, Naftel, & LeFloch, 2010).  Research reveals that most states 

responded to NCLB’s challenge to support low-performing schools by utilizing school 

support teams or an individual to deliver campus-specific technical assistance as a 

component of their statewide system of support for low-performing schools.  Taylor, 

Stecher, O’Day, Naftel, and LeFloch (2010) indicated that 42 states, the District of 

Columbia, and Puerto Rico utilized school support teams as part of their technical 

assistance to low-performing schools while 26 states indicated they utilized individual 

providers as a component of their support.   

The assistance provided by school support teams or individual providers typically 

consists of establishing relationships, conducting a needs assessment, developing a 

campus improvement plan, implementing the plan, and monitoring the plan’s 
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implementation (Laguarda, 2003; Taylor, et al., 2010).  Other activities include 

designing and delivering professional development, developing leadership capacity, 

analyzing data, locating resources, observing teachers, and facilitating meetings around 

school improvement (Brinson, 2004; David, Coe, & Kannapel, 2003; David, Kannapel, & 

McDiarmid, 2000; Davis, Krasnoff, Ishimaru, & Sage, 2010; Rennie Center, 2004; 

Taylor, et al., 2010).  The amount, or intensity, of technical assistance differs across the 

states from a few meetings a year to a full-time commitment (Laguarda, 2003; Taylor, et 

al., 2010). 

Few studies investigate the amount of time spent on specific activities, the quality 

of the services provided, or the effectiveness of those services.  Of the studies found 

around the work of state support teams or experienced educators, little connects the 

intervention with improved student achievement.  In fact, almost all focus on the 

perceptions of those receiving services.  These studies reveal that, while support teams 

are viewed as professional, helpful, and dedicated to the work, the actual impact on 

student achievement is weak (Brinson, 2004; Finnigan & O’Day, 2003; Finnigan, Bitter, 

& O’Day, 2009; Johnson, 2007; Roy & Kochan, 2012).  Similarly, the most notable study 

around the work of experienced educators is the work of David, Kannapel, and 

McDiarmid (2000) and David, Coe, and Kannapel (2003), who studied the impact of 

Kentucky’s Distinguished Educator program and Highly Skilled Educator program, 

respectively, and found that participants reported improved instructional practices. 

Additionally, David, et al., (2003) reported improved test scores on campuses served by 

Highly Skilled Educators. 
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In summary, there is little evidence of the effectiveness of school support teams 

or individual providers in terms of improving student achievement.  However, in schools 

served by support providers, school leaders reported that they had a positive 

experience with the support and, in some cases, experienced a positive impact on 

instruction. 

Texas’s System of Support 

Texas responded to NCLB’s challenge to create a statewide system for low-

performing schools with a four-pronged approach.  This approach included: 1) the 

Texas Education Agency (TEA), 2) the Title I Statewide School Support and Parent 

Involvement Initiative (SSS/PII), 3) the School Improvement Resource Center (SIRC), 

and 4) the regional education service centers (ESCs) located around the state (Dimock, 

2007).  Schools missing adequate yearly progress two consecutive years were 

identified as low-performing and entered Stage 1 of the Texas Title I School 

Improvement Program (SIP).  The responsibility for providing campus-level support for 

these schools fell to the third prong, the SIRC (Education Service Center XX, 2012). 

Campus-Level Support 

Table 1 outlines the campus-level requirements and assistance administered by 

the SIRC and integrated into Texas’s statewide support system for SIP schools from 

2003 through 2012.  One of the SIRC’s primary responsibilities includes the 

coordination of the work of school improvement coaches (SICs), known as Campus 

Administrator Mentors (CAMs) and Technical Assistance Providers (TAPs).  CAMs 

worked only with principals of schools in Stage 1 of the SIP.  When schools progressed 

to Stage 2 of improvement, they began working with a TAP who provided support for 
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the entire campus community.  In fall 2012, the roles of CAMs and TAPs were 

consolidated into that of the Professional Service Provider (PSP) (ESC XIII, 2013a, 

2013e).  PSPs support schools in their improvement efforts, building the capacity of the 

principal and other members of a campus community to plan, coordinate, implement, 

and monitor the campus’s specific school improvement efforts. The SIRC recommends 

approved PSPs to a campus by matching the skills and experience of the providers to 

the needs of the campus (ESC XIII, 2013a, 2013e).   
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Table 1 

Texas’s Federal Accountability System Technical Assistance Requirements for 
Campuses  

Services and Interventions 

Years of Missing 
Adequate Yearly 
Progress 

Technical assistance provided by the state of Texas in response to NCLB mandates to 
provide technical assistance to low performing schools 

2 consecutive years Stage one of federal school improvement 

 Develop or revise a two-year campus improvement plan (CIP). 

 Campus principal must participate in TEA’s required external Campus 
Administrative Mentor (CAM) program. 

 Participate in the Introductory Meeting. 

 Participate in the Texas School Improvement (TSI) Conference 

3 consecutive years Stage two of federal school improvement 

 Revise a two-year campus improvement plan (CIP). 

 Campuses in Stage Two or above participate in TEA’s required external 
Technical Assistance Program (TAP) program. 

 Participate in the Introductory Meeting. 

 Participate in the Texas School Improvement (TSI) Conference 

4 consecutive years Stage three of federal school improvement 

 Campus implements Corrective Action 

 Revise a two-year campus improvement plan (CIP). 

 Campuses in Stage Two or above continue participation in the TAP program 
until the campus exists school improvement.  To exit school improvement, a 
campus must meet ADEQUATE YEARLY PROGRESS for two consecutive years in 
the same area that caused it to move into school improvement (2 years in – 2 
years out). 

 Participate in the Introductory Meeting. 
Participate in the Texas School Improvement (TSI) Conference 

5 consecutive years Stage four of federal school improvement 

 Campus plans for Restructuring 

 Campus continues implementing Corrective Action 

 Revise a two-year campus improvement plan (CIP). 

 Continue participation in the TAP program  

 Participate in the Introductory Meeting. 

 Participate in the Texas School Improvement (TSI) Conference 

6 consecutive years Stage five of federal school improvement 

 Campus implements Alternative Governance 

 Revise a two-year campus improvement plan (CIP). 

 Continue participation in the TAP program  

 Participate in the Introductory Meeting. 

 Participate in the Texas School Improvement (TSI) Conference 

Note.   Additional activities such as parent notification, school choice, and supplemental educational 
services are also requirements of staging in federal accountability.  However, they are not included in the 
above table because they are not campus-specific technical assistance. Adapted from Texas State 
Government Effectiveness and Efficiency: Selected Issues and Recommendations by Legislative Budget 
Board Staff.  Copyright 2011 by the 82

nd
 Texas Legislature. 
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Texas Title I School Improvement Program Data 

SIP Schools Meeting Standard 

 Texas’s statewide system of support has served low-performing schools for a 

decade.  As shown in Table 2, the number of schools in the SIP has increased from 

nine in 2003-2004 to 239 in 2011-2012 (Texas Education Agency, 2013, February 1). 

From 2007-2012 SIRC provided support to an average of 254 schools a year, and from 

2007-2010 SIRC spent approximately $13.4 million on the services of PSPs supporting 

campuses in improvement (Legislative Budget Board Staff, 2011). 

Table 2 

 Number of SIP Schools Meeting Standard by Year 

Note. * In 2008-09 and 2009-10, Texas utilized the Texas Projection Measure to calculate achievement 
scores for accountability purposes, which contributed to a greater number of schools exiting the SIP in 
2009-2010.  Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Adequate Yearly Progress. Copyright 
2013 by the Texas Education Agency. 

 

A B C D E F G H 

School year 
services 
were 
provided 

Total 
schools 
receiving 
services 

Total 
schools met 
standard  

% of schools 
met 
standard 

Schools met 
standard 
first year  

% of schools 
met 
standard for 
one year 

Schools met 
standard & 
exited  

% of schools 
met 
standard & 
exited 

 No. of 
schools in 
SIP for the 
school year  

Column E + 
Column G= 
Column C 

(Column C / 
Column B) * 
100 =  
Column D 

Met 
adequate 
yearly 
progress for 
the first time 
and must 
meet it the 
next year to 
exit the SIP 

(Column E / 
Column B) * 
100 =  
Column F 

Made 
adequate 
yearly 
progress for 
second 
consecutive 
year and 
exited the 
SIP 

(Column G /  
Column B) * 
100 =  
Column H 

2003-04 9 6 66.66 4 44.44 2 22.22 

2004-05 91 19 20.88 18 19.78 1 0.01 

2005-06 176 81 46.02 66 37.50 15 8.52 

2006-07 286 116 41.73 76 26.57 40 13.99 

2007-08 278 86 30.94 41 14.75 45 16.19 

2008-09* 183 60 32.79 19 10.38 41 22.40 

2009-10* 352 318 68.75 172 48.86 146 41.48 

2010-11 218 78 35.78 37 16.97 41 18.81 

2011-12 239 58 24.27 41 17.15 17 0.07 
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Schools by Stages 

 In addition to the number of schools in improvement, Table 3 reveals that an 

increasing number of schools are continuing in improvement for an extended time.  For 

a school to enter Stage 5 of the SIP, the school has to miss adequate yearly progress 

and be identified as low-performing for six years. The first schools reached Stage 5 in 

2007-2008.   As evidenced in Table 3, the number of schools reaching Stage 5 nearly 

tripled between 2008-2009 and 2011-2012 school years. This aligns with the prior 

research around the effectiveness of support providers, which indicates that they have 

little impact on student achievement (Brinson, 2004; Finnigan & O’Day, 2003; Johnson, 

2007; Roy & Kochan, 2012). 

Table 3   

SIP Schools by Stages of Improvement  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 
 

Note.  * In 2008-09 and 2009-10, Texas utilized the Texas Projection Measure to calculate achievement 
scores for accountability purposes, which contributed to a greater number of schools exiting the SIP in 
2009-2010. Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Adequate Yearly Progress website. 
Copyright 2013 by the Texas Education Agency. 

Demographics of SIP Schools 

However, it is not the number of SIP schools or the length of time they are in 

improvement that is of greatest concern.  These schools are Title I campuses.  These 

School 
Year 

Total # 
of SIP 

Schools 
Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 

2003-04 9 6 3 0 0 0 

2004-05 91 88 2 1 0 0 

2005-06 176 115 58 3 0 0 

2006-07 286 184 72 28 2 0 

2007-08 278 115 93 46 22 2 

2008-09* 183 60 41 38 27 17 

2009-10* 352 159 66 58 39 30 

2010-11 218 81 47 28 24 38 

2011-12 239 88 57 23 23 48 
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are Title I schools and as such have large numbers of low-income students many of 

whom are at risk of failing to meet state academic standards as measured by the state 

assessment (Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965).   A review of SIP 

campuses’ demographic data from 2011-2012 school year, as represented in Table 4, 

shows that the total number of students served by the 239 schools was 190,502.69 

students.  Of these 190,502.69 students, 154,345.28 (81.02%) were identified as 

economically disadvantaged, 46,463.61 (24.39%) were African American, and 

117,483.01  (61.67%) were Hispanic (Texas Education Agency, 2014).  With these 

numbers of economically disadvantaged, African American, and Hispanic students 

enrolled in low-performing campuses, closing the achievement gap becomes even more 

challenging. To ensure that all students receive the education they deserve, it is 

necessary to build the capacity of the educators to improve their abilities to meet the 

needs of their students. 

Table 4 

Demographic Data of SIP Schools by Year 

Note:  Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Academic Excellence Indicator System website. 
Copyright 2014 by the Texas Education Agency. 
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2003-04 1,942 215.78 105.89 40.54 53.77 4.88 0.07 0.76 NA 78.70 

2004-05 82,801 920.01 721.85 27.95 62.645 8.49 0.16 0.77 NA 15.45 

2005-06 156,104 907.58 714.37 26.48 32.28 19.05 0.50 1.46 NA 77.72 

2006-07 266,088 953.72 716.62 22.79 64.77 11.45 0.18 0.82 NA 76.57 

2007-08 252,887 912.95 656.00 23.21 65.77 10.19 0.15 0.68 NA 77.21 

2008-09 164,761 936.14 678.80 27.25 63.63 8.07 0.17 0.68 NA 80.42 

2009-10 328,623 949.78 699.71 22.46 65.77 10.78 0.17 092 NA 79.56 

2010-11 184,086 856.21 675.63 27.38 61.72 9.29 0.48 0.94 0.10 0.63 81.69 

2011-12 189,678 824.69 611.68 24.39 61.67 11.60 0.32 1.53 0.07 0.84 81.03 
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Problem Statement 

As states implemented systems of support for low-performing schools, one of the 

common methods of service delivery has been that of the experienced educator serving 

as a school improvement coach (SIC), either as part of a school support team or as an 

individual support provider (Boyle, et al., 2009; Laba, 2011; Laguarda, 2003; Taylor, et 

al., 2010).  Texas, in particular, has utilized the SIC model since 2002-2003, and, as 

evidenced by Tables 2 and 3, the state has had limited success helping these schools 

improve.  Texas’s rate of schools exiting the SIP averages 15.97% per year with a 

range of 0.01% to 41.48%. Clearly more information is needed to help Texas’s low-

performing schools improve student achievement.  This study seeks to inform the 

improvement process for SIP schools by identifying and describing the specific 

strategies used by SICs, or PSPs, who have successfully assisted schools in raising 

student achievement, and thus, exiting the SIP.  

 

Conceptual Framework 

Situated Learning Theory 

 Lave and Wenger’s (1991) situated learning theory provides a useful framework 

for examining the work of PSPs. Situated learning theory posits that learning is 

unintentional, occurring within context and culture, and skilled performance within that 

context and culture demonstrates that the learning goal has been met.  The basic 

premise is that the process of learning is a social process and cannot be separated from 

the environment in which it occurs.  Whether or not learning has transpired is evidenced 

by the learner’s extensive engagement in the given environment (Lave & Wenger, 1991; 

Learning Theories Knowledgebase, Situated Learning Theory, 2012). 
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Within this theory there exists a group of individuals who share a common goal or 

interest, known as a community of practice.  The community of practice is composed of 

beginners and masters who all work to pursue their common goal through practice. 

They engage with one another and grow in understanding of their common interest.  

The beginner is on the periphery of the community of practice because beginners 

cannot fully engage in the community since they have not fully developed the skills, 

beliefs, language, behaviors, and characteristics of the community of practice.  

However, through the process of cognitive apprenticeship, the beginner learns the 

culture of the community of practice from the master. Cognitive apprenticeship is 

defined by the idea that people learn from one another, and through the process of 

“observation, imitation, and modeling”, the ways in which the master operates becomes 

more explicit to the beginner (Learning Theories Knowledgebase, Cognitive 

Apprenticeship, 2012).  Thus, by engaging in the activities of the community of practice 

and through the process of “observation, imitation, and modeling”, the beginner 

eventually evolves into a master (Learning Theories Knowledgebase, Cognitive 

Apprenticeship, 2012).  Once the beginner can fully engage in the community with 

competence, flexibility, and confidence, the beginner is fully accepted into community of 

practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991). 

This process emphasizes performance, or full and competent engagement, as 

the goal of learning, and participation in the community of practice as the process by 

which mastery is achieved (Lave & Wenger, 1991). The theory aligns well with the 

Texas model of campus-level support as the PSP works closely with the campus 

principal and  other members of the campus community to serve as mentor and coach 
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for developing, implementing, monitoring, and evaluating school improvement efforts in 

the context of the struggle to move the academic performance of the campus.  In 

essence, PSPs are building the capacity of the principal and other members of the 

campus community as described by situated learning theory. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  Situated learning theory using mentoring and coaching to build capacity. 
Adapted from Situated Learning Theory at University of Alabama.  Retrieved November 
18th, 2012 from 
http://www.southalabama.edu/oll/mobile/theory_workbook/situated_learning_theory.htm 

Capacity Building through Mentoring and Coaching 

 Situated learning theory provides a model for how capacity may be built in low-

performing schools. In a Framework for Effective Statewide System of Support, Redding 

(2009) suggests the goal of statewide support systems is to ensure that all students 

meet learning expectations by continuously improving individuals’ understanding and 

implementation of their roles in school both independently and as they relate to others.  

This requires new knowledge, enhanced resources, and greater motivation. Similarly, in 

Turnaround Leadership, Fullan (2006) argues that the strategy for improving schools 

requires leadership that knows how to build capacity in others to achieve common 
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goals.  Together Redding and Fullan summarize the primary focus of the SIC – to build 

the capacity of the members of the campus community so that all members understand 

their roles, how to enact their roles effectively, and in turn, contribute to the common 

goal of improving students’ academic achievement.   

 So, how do SICs build capacity? SICs build capacity by involving principals and 

faculty in context-based learning according to their individual needs. They often draw 

upon mentoring and coaching approaches as a means of doing so. 

  Mentoring 

 Mentoring is one approach through which campus-level capacity may be built.  

Mentoring involves the relationship between a more experienced, knowledgeable 

mentor and a less experienced, less knowledgeable mentee. The relationship serves to 

help the mentee navigate career options, build a network, and integrate into the 

organization. The mentor models applicable and appropriate behaviors, advocates for 

the mentee, and shares the knowledge gained from years of experience (Chopin, 

Danish, Seers, & Hook, 2013; Gettys, Martin, & Bigby, 2010; Grissom & Harrington, 

2010; Lester, Hannah, Harms, Vogelgesang, & Avolio, 2011; Peters, 2010). 

 The mentoring relationship can be informal or formal.  Informal relationships 

occur spontaneously through the natural evolution of the relationship, whereas formal 

relationships are established through a third party, such as an employer or a state 

program. The range of structure in a mentoring relationship differs according to the 

nature of the relationship.  An informal relationship typically has no structure.  

Exchanges occur naturally or as the mentee requires.  Formal mentoring relationships, 

however, typically have structure, but the frequency of required interaction may vary 
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widely (Gettys, et al., 2010; Joo, Sushko, & McLean, 2012; Peters, 2010). The 

strategies that mentors engage to support mentees also vary. They listen, ask clarifying 

questions, assist in goal setting, provide feedback, give advice, share experiences, and 

elicit reflection (Gettys, et al., 2010; Hughes, 2010; Joo, et al., 2012; Peters, 2010).   

 The mentoring relationship works to provide a holistic approach to supporting a 

mentee in career development. This includes not only job performance but integration 

into the organization as well (Chopin, et al., 2013; Gettys, et al., 2010; Grissom & 

Harrington, 2010; Lester, et al., 2011; Peters, 2010). 

 Coaching 

 Coaching is another means by which capacity is built.  “Leadership coaching is 

an individualized, situational, goal-oriented, professional relationship focused on the 

development of leadership which takes into account the circumstances of today and 

develops the ability of the coachee to successfully master the challenges of tomorrow” 

(Bossi, 2008, p. 34). An outgrowth of executive coaching, education leadership 

coaching is the process of helping others tap into their leadership potential. 

 According to Bossi (2008), leadership is knowing in the moment what to say and 

do to motivate individuals to behave in a given way or travel down a particular path. It is 

a context-based skill.  But, for some leaders, knowing what to do is not the issue. It is 

translating that knowledge into action that poses the challenge (Bossi, 2008). Education 

leadership coaches help coachees manifest their knowledge and improve their ability to 

act (Blackwood, 2009; NHS Leadership Centre, 2005; Pardini, 2003; Reeves, 2007; 

Reiss, 2004).  
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 The coaching process is guided by the coach, but the coachee determines the 

direction.  With the help of the coach, the coachee establishes goals that will serve to 

guide the coaching relationship. Their goals can be immediate or long term, but 

generally they are aligned with the goals of the organization (Aguilar, Goldwasser, & 

Trank-Crestetto, 2011; Blackwood, 2009; Patti, Holzer, Stern, & Brackett, 2012). Then 

the coach leads the coachee through a process of questioning, brainstorming, 

developing action steps, and reflecting to develop a plan for how to achieve those goals.  

The coach then serves to listen, follow-up on action steps, pose reflective questions, 

challenge thinking, rehearse situations, and hold the coachee accountable throughout 

the implementation of the  plan (Baron & Morin, 2009; Blackwood, 2009; Bossi, 2008; 

NHS Leadership  Centre, 2005; Pardini, 2003; Reeves, 2007; Reiss, 2004).   

 Through the process of coaching, the coach helps the coachee to clarify goals, 

develop action steps to achieve those goals, and in turn improve performance or skills.  

Improved performance is the goal (Baron & Morin, 2009; Blackwood, 2009; Bossi, 2008; 

NHS Leadership  Centre, 2005; Pardini, 2003; Reeves, 2007; Reiss, 2004). 

Quality Indicators for State Support Systems’ Campus-Level Support 

 If the goal of SICs is to build the capacity of administrators and teachers through 

context-based learning to improve student achievement as modeled in situated learning 

theory, then successful support is that which brings the campus along to actually 

improve student achievement.  Thus, quality measures for school level support would 

be those traits of support that build capacity within the school’s specific context to 

enable school level change and consequently improve student achievement (Boyle, 

LeFloch, Therriault, & Holzman, 2009).  So, what are the traits of high quality support? 
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 LeFloch, Boyle, and Therriault (2008a, 2008b) conducted a survey of state level 

administrators in all fifty states to gain insight into state administrators’ perceptions 

around the capacity of state agencies to provide support, and they reviewed state 

agency websites to learn about the types of support that states were providing to build 

capacity.  Through this process, they concluded there are two components of state 

support systems:  systemic features and actual support.  The systemic features are 

composed of the policies and framework for the program while the actual support is that 

experienced by the school first hand.  After reviewing the literature, Le Floch, et al., 

(2008b) asserted that eight indicators could describe the quality of the actual support 

received by schools.  These included:  coherence, stability, responsiveness, intensity, 

fit, timeliness, comprehensiveness, and prescriptiveness.  
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Figure 2.  Situated learning theory using mentoring and coaching to build capacity with 
the quality of support during learning measured by the eight indicators. Adapted from 
Situated Learning Theory at University of Alabama.  Retrieved November 18th, 2012 
from 
http://www.southalabama.edu/oll/mobile/theory_workbook/situated_learning_theory.htm 

 

 To empirically verify the assertions of Le Floch, et al., Boyle, Le Floch, Therriault, 

& Holzman (2009) interviewed stakeholders from twenty-one high schools across six 

states, including Louisiana, Maine, New Jersey, North Carolina, Texas, and 

Washington.  They sought perceptions of the campus-level services received through 

the respective statewide systems of support.  Boyle, et al., coded these interviews using 

six of the quality indicators, and they determined the school support, as perceived by 

the district and campus level staff receiving such assistance, aligned to these quality 

indicators. Table 5 outlines the components of quality support as identified by Le Floch, 

et al., (2008b) and Boyle, et al., (2009).  Understanding the SICs’ capacity building 
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strategies and how those strategies align with the quality indicators may shed light on 

how states can best assist low-performing campuses in their improvement efforts. 

Table 5 

Quality Components of State Systems of Support  

 Component Definition 
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Coherence The system of support elements are aligned and coordinated rather than 
contradictory and confusing. 

Stability State systems are responsive to input yet maintain a “core of supports and 
strategies” (Boyle, et al., 2009, p. 3). Likewise there is constancy in support 
providers’ service to schools such that schools are not “forced to 
frequently adjust to providers’ varying personalities, recommendations, 
and expertise” (Boyle, et al., 2009, p. 3). 

Responsiveness There are mechanisms in place that allow schools to provide feedback to 
the state regarding the support system, and the state makes modifications 
accordingly. Support providers “respond promptly to inquiries, make 
themselves available to  at times convenient to school staff, and endeavor 
to provide suggestions that are sensitive to the school needs, constraints, 
and context” (Boyle, et al., 2009, p. 3). 

Intensity The amount of time and/or the amount of funding provided to support a 
school’s improvement efforts. 

Fit “The alignment of the expertise of a support provider to a specific school’s 
needs and the fit between the school’s challenges and the selected 
intervention” (Boyle, et al., 2009, p. 3). 

Timeliness The planning and implementation during the school year of the steps of 
the state’s system of support such it promotes the school’s ability to 
engage in impactful school improvement efforts rather than limits the 
school’s ability to engage in such efforts.  
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Comprehensiveness The ability of support to address a wide range of needs. 

Prescriptiveness “The degree to which choices of school-level reform approaches should be 
constrained or interventions specified” in an effort to provide “high quality 
support” (LeFloch, et al., 2008b, p. 13). 

Adapted from State Support for School Improvement:  School-level Perceptions of Quality by A. Boyle, 
K.C. Le Floch, S.B. Therriault, & B. Holzoman, 2009.  Copyright 2009 by the American Institutes for 
Research. Also adapted from State systems of support under NCLB:  Design components and quality 
considerations by K.C. Le Floch, A. Boyle, & S.B. Therriault, 2008.  Copyright 2008 by the American 
Institutes for Research. 
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Purpose 

 The purpose of this multi-case study is to identify and describe the strategies 

used by PSPs to support secondary schools that have successfully exited the Texas 

Title I School Improvement Program (SIP). 

Research Questions 

 The following research questions will guide the investigation:   

1.  What were the specific support strategies engaged by Professional Service 
Providers serving secondary campuses that exited the Texas Title I School 
Improvement Program from 2007-2012? 

2.  How did the support strategies identified in question one align with the quality 
indicators delineated by Le Floch, et al., (2008b) and Boyle, et al., (2009)? 

3.  On which of the quality indicators did Professional Service Providers most heavily 
rely while serving secondary campuses that exited the Texas Title I School 
Improvement Program from 2007-2012? 

4.  For each case, how does the principal’s evaluation of the PSP’s performance in each 
quality indicator change over time? 

 

Significance 

 These research questions hold significance for state level support of low-

performing schools for several reasons.  First, there has been relatively little research 

analyzing or evaluating the effectiveness of state support systems under NCLB or their 

components (Boyle, et al., 2009; Rennie Center, 2004).  Much of the existing literature 

centers around the use of intervention teams as school improvement coaches (Brinson, 

2004; David, et al., 2000; Davis, Krasnoff, Ishimaru, & Sage, 2010; Gottfried, et al., 

2011; Hines, 2000; Johnson, 2007; Rhim, et al., 2007; Roy & Kochan, 2012; Strunk & 

McEachin, 2012; Wakelyn, 2006), or the use of an individual school improvement coach 

to contribute to better understanding of how states are responding to the mandate to 
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provide support to low-performing schools (Boyle, et al., 2009; Gottfried,  et al., 2011).  

However, nothing focusing on the implementation of the Texas model, the actions of 

PSPs as they endeavor to support campuses , or associated impacts has been found 

other than Dimock’s (2007) “Building Relationships in Texas”.  Dimock (2007) explains 

the work and role of the Texas Comprehensive Center at the Southwest Educational 

Development Laboratory as it relates to the Texas statewide system of support for low-

performing schools.    

 Secondly, the purpose of the Texas Center for District and School Support 

(TCDSS), which is the umbrella organization under which the SIRC is subsumed, 

provides reasons for examining the campus-level work of PSPs.  Among the many 

services provided and reasons why their work is important, the TCDSS asserts that the 

organization provides professional development for PSPs, develops tools and resources 

for PSPs to use in the service of their schools, and identifies what is working in schools 

(Education Service Center Region XIII, 2013f). In order to best support all PSPs with 

effective professional development and tools, it is important to understand in-depth what 

PSPs specifically do when engaged on a campus which successfully exited the SIP.  It 

is also a critical part of understanding what is working in these schools and why.   

 Finally, there was a change in the evaluation protocol for PSPs.  Until the fall of 

2012, PSP evaluation consisted of the quality of paperwork, meeting timelines, PSP 

self-evaluations, and principal survey evaluations of PSPs.  Then, in 2012, student 

performance entered into the protocol, yet the TCDSS had not provided consistent 

training around what successful PSPs actually do in the campus setting (Texas Center 

for District & School Support, 2012a).  One assumption seemed to be that, because 
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PSPs were administrators who had a positive impact on student achievement in the 

context of a school district, they would have the same impact when serving as PSPs.  

However, working as an administrator within a system and acting as an external change 

agent do not require identical skill sets, which may help to explain why some PSPs 

move schools forward while others struggle in the field.  A second assumption was that 

because some PSPs served in a similar capacity in prior years, they must know what to 

do to be effective.  In other words, if a PSP served as a consultant, a monitor for TEA, 

or in some other similar role, there was an assumption that these PSPs already knew 

how to facilitate change on a campus.  These assumptions lead to the question:  What 

is the skill set of a successful PSP?  One way to answer that question is to examine 

what existing PSPs have done to be successful.  This information may inform the state’s 

interview process as well as the interview process for campus level selection of PSPs. 

 

Delimitations 

 The structure of the Texas Accountability Intervention System (TAIS) provided 

several natural delimitations for the study.  The TAIS serves two different accountability 

programs:  federal and state (Texas Education Agency, 2013, September 6).  This study 

only investigated technical assistance provided by PSPs serving schools in school 

improvement for federal accountability as defined by NCLB.  Additionally, because the 

goal of accountability is high levels of student achievement, participants included only 

PSPs who have improved student achievement and the principals served by these 

specific PSPs. 



 
 

22 
 

 The characteristics of schools receiving improvement in Texas also narrowed the 

target population.  As illustrated by Table 6, the majority of Texas schools in 

improvement since the inception of NCLB have been secondary schools (Texas 

Education Agency, 2013, February 1).  Therefore, the sample consisted of PSPs who 

assisted middle and high schools in exiting the SIP.   

Table 6 

SIP Schools by Grade Level 

School 
Year 

High 
(9-12) 

Middle  
(6-8) 

Elementary 
(K-5) 

Combined 
(K-12) 

Total No. 
Schools 

2003-04 4 0 3 2 9 

2004-05 70 8 2 11 91 

2005-06 107 42 5 22 176 

2006-07 152 95 11 28 286 

2007-08 149 94 10 25 278 

2008-09
*
 104 54 10 15 183 

2009-10
*
 181 140 9 22 352 

2010-11 112 81 10 15 218 

2011-12 104 96 30 9 239 

Total 983 610 90 125 1,832 

Note. * In 2008-09 and 2009-10, Texas utilized the Texas Projection Measure to calculate achievement 
scores for accountability purposes, which contributed to a greater number of schools exiting the SIP in 
2008-2009 and 2009-2010.  Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Adequate Yearly 
Progress. Copyright 2013 by the Texas Education Agency. 
 

 Finally, the time frame on which the study focused spanned from 2007 to 2012.  

This period permitted PSP selection from the most recent school improvement 

successes.  This helped ensure greater accuracy in the memories recounted by those 

interviewed.  It represented higher standards necessary for exiting school improvement 

as shown in Table 7.  Finally, it led up to but did not include major accountability shifts in 

Texas.  The 2011-2012 school year represented the implementation of a new state 

achievement test and a transition year for the state accountability system during which 

no state ratings were released.  Federal ratings, however, were released in 2012 (Texas 

Education Agency, 2013, February 1).  So the 2011-2012 school year began a shift in 
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Texas policy and procedures for state accountability but was not impacted in terms of 

policies or procedures for federal accountability. 

Table 7 

Adequate Yearly Progress Target Passing Percentages by Year 

Year 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Reading/ELA 53% 53% 60% 60% 67% 73% 80% 87% 93% 100% 

Math 42% 42% 50% 50% 58% 67% 75% 83% 92% 100% 

Note. Adapted from “English Language Learners (ELL)/ Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students,” by the 
School Improvement Resource Center, 2009, Principal Planning Guides:  A Powerful Resource for 

School Principals, p. 148. Copyright 2009 by the Texas Education Agency.   

 

Assumptions 

 Several assumptions undergird the study.  Regarding the overall concept of the 

study, one assumption is that the participating PSPs had a positive impact on the 

campus’s ability to improve student achievement.  In other words, it is assumed that the 

PSP did not simply go to a campus with a principal who was so skilled that he/she 

needed no help from the PSP. 

 Next, the data for the study was gathered in part via interviews and document 

review, and these data collection methods embed several assumptions:   

 The participants will remember what occurred during the time the PSP served the 
campus. 

 The participants will respond openly and honestly to the interview questions. 

 The PSPs’ progress reports captured the extent of the PSPs’ involvement with 
the campuses. 

 The PSPs’ progress reports were honest about the conditions, context, and 
strategies experienced during the improvement effort on each individual campus. 

These assumptions allow for the analysis of the data for themes, topics, and trends 

around strategies employed by the PSPs as they served schools in the SIP. 
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Definitions of Terms 

 Adequate yearly progress (AYP).  Under NCLB, all public schools must meet the 

standard set by the state or meet certain growth criteria to demonstrate adequate 

improvement in student achievement in reading/ELA, mathematics, and either 

graduation rate or attendance (Texas Education Agency, 2012).   

Beginner or novice.  A beginner or novice is an individual who is new to the 

community of practice. Because this person has not yet acquired the full understanding 

of the culture of the community of practice and is in the process of learning the beliefs, 

behavior, and language of the community of practice, the individual is considered to be 

on the periphery of the community (Learning Theories Knowledgebase, Cognitive 

Apprenticeship, 2012). 

Cognitive apprenticeship.  Cognitive apprenticeship is the notion that by fully 

engaging in the processes of modeling, observing, and replicating behaviors, implicit 

processes, skills, and practices may be made explicit, and thus, may be learned 

(Learning Theories Knowledgebase, Cognitive Apprenticeship, 2012). 

Communities of practice.  Communities of practice consist of individuals who 

share a common interest or goal.  They engage with one another frequently to pursue 

the common interest or goal through practice.  Through this engagement, they share 

learning and help one another grow in understanding around their common interest 

(Online Learning Laboratory, 2009). 

 Education service center (ESC). In Texas, education service centers are the 

twenty regional centers across the state that provide technical assistance, leadership, 
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and training with a focus on increasing student achievement to districts and schools 

within their regions (Texas Education Agency, 2013, February 1). 

Expert or master.  An expert or master is an individual who embodies the culture 

of the community of practice in beliefs, behavior, and language (Learning Theories 

Knowledgebase, Cognitive Apprenticeship, 2012). 

Legitimate peripheral participation.  Given that learning is a social process, and 

knowledge is developed through participation in a community of individuals who share a 

common interest or goal, participation in a community is necessary for learning.  While 

those who are new to the community are considered to be on the periphery, they are 

also considered legitimate members of the community because all members of the 

community accept their potential for becoming experts (Online Learning Laboratory, 

2009). 

 Professional Service Provider (PSP).  Experienced educators who provide on-

site technical assistance to Title I schools in the Texas Title I School Improvement 

Program are termed Professional Service Providers (Education Service Center XIII, 

2013a). 

 School improvement coach (SIC).  A school improvement coach provides 

guidance and perspective around the process of school improvement as it applies to a 

particular campus (Laba, 2011). 

 School Improvement Resource Center (SIRC).  The School Improvement 

Resource Center is a statewide initiative implemented by ESC Region XIII on behalf of 

the Texas Education Agency (TEA).  It is responsible for the state level technical 
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assistance to schools receiving funding under the Texas Title I SIP (Dimock, 2007; 

Education Service Center Region XX, 2012). 

 Secondary schools.  Secondary schools consist of middle schools and high 

schools ranging from grades six through twelve. 

 Technical assistance.  “Technical assistance is the collection of services and 

intervention required of campuses that have failed to meet student performance 

expectations” (Legislative Budget Board Staff, 2011, p. 521). 

 Technical Assistance Provider (TAP).  Like a school improvement coach, a 

Technical Assistance Provider is an individual who provides context specific school 

improvement support to campus administrators and teachers (Education Service Center 

XIII, 2013a). 

 Texas Accountability Intervention System (TAIS).  Beginning in 2012 and 

administered by the Texas Education Agency and the Texas Center for District and 

School Support, the Texas Accountability Intervention System outlines the required 

interventions for schools in improvement  (Texas Center for District and School Support, 

2013). 

 Texas Center for District and School Support (TCDSS).  The Texas Center for 

District and School Support administers the technical assistance required through the 

Texas Accountability Intervention System for schools in improvement for either state or 

federal accountability  (Education Service Center XIII, 2013d). 

 Texas Education Agency (TEA).  The Texas Education Agency is the state level 

agency responsible for the administration of primary and secondary public education in 

Texas (Texas Education Agency, 2013, March 11). 
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 Texas Title I School Improvement Program (SIP).  From 2003 to 2012, schools 

that missed adequate yearly progress for two consecutive years entered the Texas Title 

I School Improvement Program and were required to engage in the interventions 

specified through the program (Legislative Budget Board Staff, 2011). 

 

Organization of Study 

 The study is organized into five chapters.  Chapter 1 Introduction provides a 

context for the research, presents the conceptual framework, describes the purpose of 

the inquiry, and poses the research questions to be investigated.  Chapter 2 Literature 

Review discusses the conceptual underpinnings for the study as they apply to the 

Texas model of campus-level support, offers review of common elements of state 

support systems for low-performing schools, and presents an explanation of Texas’s 

statewide system of support.  Chapter 3 Methodology describes the method used to 

answer the research questions, the participants, the data collection procedures, and the 

data analysis processes utilized in the study.  Chapter 4 Results reports the findings 

stemming from the data analysis, and Chapter 5 Discussion expounds on the 

conclusions and implications of the findings and ideas for future research. The 

remainder of the study includes references and appendices. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 The review of the literature contains three sections.  The first section addresses 

the conceptual underpinnings for the study as they apply to the Texas model of 

campus-level support: situational learning theory, capacity building through mentoring 

and coaching, and the indicators of quality for state support systems.  The next section 

reviews the common elements of state support systems under NCLB.  Finally, the last 

section explains Texas’s statewide system of support to low-performing schools to 

ensure an understanding of the components of the system as they pertain to the study. 

 

Conceptual Framework 

Situated Learning Theory and Texas’s Campus-Level Support 

 When considering the theoretical backing for the Texas model, situated learning 

theory lends clear support.  Thus, the central components of situated learning theory 

and their alignment to Texas’s model of state support to low-performing campuses are 

examined.  First, the roles of the individuals involved in the learning process and the 

context in which learning occurs are described.  Then the process of learning, including 

legitimate peripheral participation and cognitive apprenticeship, are depicted, and 

finally, the importance of relationships is considered. 

Roles 

Situated learning theory is comprised of three major roles.  First, there is the 

community of practice, a group of individuals who share, interact with, and learn from 
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one another to master a common interest or goal.  The members of the community of 

practice consist of beginners and masters. Beginners are those who are new to the 

community of practice. They are in the process of learning about the culture and 

expectations of the community.  They operate on the fringe of the community of practice 

and become more engaged as their knowledge and skills grow.  Masters are those 

members of the community of practice who are experts in the knowledge and skills of 

the community.  They serve as role models and guide the beginners as they learn (Lave 

& Wenger, 1991). 

In terms of campus-level support provided through the SIRC, the community of 

practice would be comprised of district and campus personnel and the PSP.  In the area 

of school improvement, campus personnel, such as the principal and the administrative 

team, are the beginners because the model assumes they need to engage in learning 

around the process of school improvement.  The PSP, in turn, is the master since the 

PSP is an experienced educator with a proven history in school improvement.  

Inversely, the principal and administrative team members are the masters of the 

school’s context and culture while the PSP is the novice with much to learn. 
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Figure 3.  Roles in situated learning theory. Adapted from Online Learning Laboratory. 
(2009.).  Situated Learning Theory at University of Alabama.  Retrieved November 18th, 
2012 from 
http://www.southalabama.edu/oll/mobile/theory_workbook/situated_learning_theory.htm 

 Context 

Context in situated learning is critical.  “Cognition is not solely an internalized, 

psychological process, but is inherently context-dependent and interactive” (Jacobson, 

1996, p. 7).  Learning occurs as one experiences and engages in a situation.  The 

learning is context specific.  It is not abstract or theoretical.  Consequently, most leaders 

want solutions to be context specific and address the specific challenges of their 

organizations (Stemhagen, et. al, 2011).  They want to engage in contextual solutions 

where learning can occur.   

Similarly, Texas’s model for campus level support assumes the need for context-

based learning.  The protocol for working with the campus principal limits the number of 

hours of work that a PSP may conduct away from the campus. The majority of the 

allotted hours are spent working on the campus, which supports the idea of contextual 

learning by ensuring that the PSP is present on the campus to assist the principal in 
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navigating context specific challenges.  It also helps the PSP learn firsthand the context 

and culture of the campus (Texas Center for District & School Support, 2012a).   

Legitimate Peripheral Participation  

Given that learning is a social process, and knowledge develops through 

participation in a community of individuals who share a common interest or goal, 

participation in a community is necessary for learning.  While those who are new to the 

community are on the periphery, they also are legitimate members of the community 

because all members of the community accept their potential for becoming experts.  

This is the notion of legitimate peripheral participation. (Online Learning Laboratory, 

2009).   

In the relationship between a campus community and a PSP, all members serve 

dually as novice and master.  The administration and faculty are novices in school 

improvement yet masters of the context of the campus.  The PSP is the master of 

school improvement while being a novice in the context of the campus.  Serving in both 

capacities may create equilibrium in the relationship, allowing all members of the 

community of practice to engage in both teaching and learning. 

Cognitive Apprenticeship  

Brown, Collins, and Duguid (1989) describe the cognitive apprenticeship as 

learning in context by doing. It is the process of the novice participating in the activities 

of the community of practice. Brown, et al., (1989)  go on to describe that the use of the 

term cognitive implies a deeper, intellectual learning, and the use of apprenticeship 

suggests learning through observation, modeling, and mentorship.  St. Clair (1998) 

points out that cognitive apprenticeship is much like Vygotsky’s zone of proximal 
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development.  A novice utilizes the help of the master to learn strategies and 

approaches to problem solving until the novice can achieve solutions to the challenges 

independently.   

Likewise, the PSP utilizes a range of support strategies with members of the 

campus community depending on their levels of need.  For example, a PSP may utilize 

more directive approaches when the principal’s needs are great. By asking questions, 

sharing recommendations, and providing direction, the PSP leads the learning.  With 

principals whose skills and knowledge are more developed, PSPs may draw upon 

coaching methods. Through a process of reflecting and questioning, the PSP allows the 

principal’s thinking to lead the learning.  Whatever the strategy, the principal is 

authentically engaged in the activities of the community of practice. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4.  Situated learning theory using mentoring and coaching to build capacity. 
Adapted from Situated Learning Theory at University of Alabama.  Retrieved November 
18th, 2012 from 
http://www.southalabama.edu/oll/mobile/theory_workbook/situated_learning_theory.htm 
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Relationships 

Finally, relationships also play an important role in situational learning theory and 

the idea of legitimate peripheral participation.  Lave and Wenger (1991) explain that 

when learners are authentically involved with and valued by more experienced others, 

they maintain a higher regard for the learning that occurs. Likewise, Jacobson (1996) 

asserts that while learning is evidenced by the novice’s ability to perform, learning is 

also demonstrated by the apprentice’s ability to relate to others.  Engaging in and being 

accepted by the community of practice is also evidence of mastery.   

Without a positive, supportive relationship between the PSP and the principal, 

learning likely will not take place, and the state’s intervention will not serve its ends.   

However, a positive, supportive relationship generates an increased ability on the part 

of the principal and faculty to engage with the larger community of practice with greater 

competence and confidence.   Similarly, the PSP can better understand the context-

specific challenges facing the campus community (Education Service Center Region 

XIII, 2013a). 

Capacity Building through Mentoring and Coaching 

 During the process of building capacity, a PSP may be direct or may allow the 

principal and campus leaders to guide the learning.  Often it depends upon their current 

level of capacity.  Hughes (2010) describes the directive to non-directive continuum of 

support which aligns with the mentoring-to-coaching continuum as depicted in Figure 

12.   The idea is that mentors may be directive while coaches tend to be inquisitive.  

However, mentors and coaches alike may operate anywhere on the continuum as 

needs demand.  Hughes describes mentoring/directive support as pushing the 
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supported individual toward a goal while coaching/non-directive support equates to 

pulling the individual along. 

 

 

 

Figure 5.  Mentor-to-coach continuum which parallels the directive-to-non-directive 

continuum 

 In situations where capacity is weak, the PSP may use more directive 

approaches.  However, in some situations new leadership is brought in to lead the 

improvement effort, or possibly the assistant principal demonstrates greater capacity 

than the principal.  Thus, in cases where capacity is strong, the PSP may engage 

strategies more aligned with coaching processes.  So what exactly differentiates 

mentoring from coaching? 

 Mentoring and Coaching Defined 

 Mentoring Defined 

 Mentoring is a relationship between a more experienced individual, the mentor, 

and a less experienced individual, the mentee.  Its purpose typically is to help the 

mentee integrate into the organization, to navigate a career path, or to provide 

psychosocial support (Chopin, et al., 2013; Grissom & Harrington, 2010; Joo, et al., 

2012; NHS Leadership Centre, 2005; Reiss, 2003).  Mentoring is performance-focused 

and intended to serve the interests of the mentee (Hughes, 2010).  In the case of formal 

mentoring, the relationship also serves the interests of the organization for whom the 
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mentor and mentee work (Chopin, et al., 2013; Gettys, et al., 2010; Grissom & 

Harrington, 2010; Hughes, 2010; Joo, et al., 2012).   

 

 Coaching Defined 

 Coaching, like mentoring, is performance-focused.  The coaching process aims 

at serving the interests of the coachees in ways that are aligned with the goals of the 

organization.  The coachee determines the goals for the coaching process, and they 

create and implement the plans for achieving those goals.  Coaches help coachees 

awaken ideas within themselves and develop their own strategies through a process of 

listening and questioning  (Baron & Morin, 2009; Blackwood, 2009; Bossi, 2008; NHS 

Leadership  Centre, 2005;Pardini, 2003; Reeves, 2007; Reiss, 2004). 

Role of the Mentor and the Coach 

 The Mentor 

 The role of the mentor is to help the mentee both in terms of career development 

and personal growth (Joo, et al., 2012; NHS Leadership Centre, 2005; Reiss, 2003).  

The mentor is typically an individual who is higher up in the same organization, viewed 

as a leader, and ultimately considered an expert in the business (Chopin, et al., 2013; 

Grissom & Harrington, 2010; Hughes, 2010).  Mentors typically provide the mentee with 

guidance, advice, direction, and support.   Mentors serve to answer questions, keep 

confidences, and facilitate learning (Gettys, et al., 2010; Grissom & Harrington, 2010; 

Hughes, 2010) 

 Research shows that the quality of the mentoring relationship has an impact on 

the mentee’s leadership self-efficacy (Chopin, et al., 2013; Grissom & Harrington, 2010; 
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Lester, et al., 2011).  Thus, in the case of a formal mentoring arrangement, the careful 

matching between the mentor and mentee is vital to the success of the relationship 

(Gettys, et al., 2010; Hughes, 2010; Joo, et al., 2012). 

 The Coach 

 The role of a coach is often to help an organization or a person reach specific 

goals by helping them enhance performance (Blackwood, 2009; Bossi, 2008; NHS 

Leadership  Centre, 2005;Pardini, 2003; Reeves, 2007; Reiss, 2004; Wise & Hammock, 

2011).   Wise and Hammock (2011) reduced the research on coaching to three primary 

coaching competencies:  “establishing the coaching relationship, communicating 

effectively, and facilitating learning and performance” (p. 456).  Coaches skilled in these 

competencies typically employ the following actions during the course of the coaching 

relationship: establishing trust, listening, paraphrasing, clarifying understanding, 

questioning deeply, providing feedback, challenging thinking, and holding coachees 

accountable (Bambrick-Santoya, 2012-2113; Reiss, 2003, 2004; Wise & Hammock, 

2011).  These skills are universal; thus, it is not necessary for a coach have a 

background in the same career field as the coachee to be effective (NHS Leadership 

Centre, 2005; Reiss, 2003).   

 However, research shows that coaching is most effective when the coaching 

relationship is positive (Baron & Morin, 2009; Blackwood, 2009; NHS Leadership 

Centre, 2005).  To improve the likelihood that the coaching relationship is constructive, 

it is helpful for the coach and coachee to have somewhat similar backgrounds (Pardini, 

2003; Wise & Hammock, 2011).   
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Processes Engaged in Mentoring and Coaching 

 Mentoring Process 

 The mentoring relationship can be informal or formal.   Informal mentoring 

relationships are those that are naturally occurring between two people, one of whom is 

more experienced than the other.  Informal mentoring results from mutual respect, the 

mentor’s desire to share knowledge, and the mentee’s desire to receive it.  There are no 

set parameters for the relationship, and often the mentoring aspect of the relationship 

entails the mentee seeking help or insight from the mentor (Gettys, et al., 2010; Joo, et 

al., 2012; Peters, 2010).   

 Formal mentoring, on the other hand, is a relationship arranged most often by the 

organization for which the mentor and mentee work.  Formal mentoring has structure 

that usually consists of pre-established goals for the relationship and a specified 

number of visits or contacts over a period time.  Often mentors are provided training 

around how to mentor effectively, but that is not always the case. In formal mentoring, 

the careful pairing of mentor and mentee is crucial to the success of the relationship 

(Gettys, et al., 2010; Joo, et al., 2012; Peters, 2010). 

 Mentor-mentee relationships are not structured relationships.  While they may 

have a required number of contacts, the actual exchanges between mentors and 

mentees typically are not prescriptive.  Rather, mentors draw upon a variety of skills to 

support mentees.  For example, mentors listen, ask clarifying questions, assist in goal 

setting, provide feedback, and elicit reflection (Gettys, et al., 2010; Joo, et al., 2012; 

Peters, 2010).  Mentors must also understand how to engage the mentoring-to-

coaching continuum to support to a mentee.  In other words, mentors must understand 
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when to give advice and when to ask questions in order to most effectively encourage 

learning and growth in the mentee (Hughes, 2010).  

 Coaching Process 

 The coaching process is a formal process whereby a coach is matched to a 

coachee through the coachee’s employer, or a coach is selected by a coachee.  

Coaches and coachees establish regular exchanges, often once a week or once every 

two weeks.  Coaching may take place on the phone, by email, or face-to-face.  

 The relationship typically begins with getting to know one another and 

determining the coachee’s goals.  The coach and coachee determine the time frame for 

accomplishing the goals, and that frames the length of the coaching relationship.  Once 

goals are established, the coach typically assists the coachee in creating a plan for 

accomplishing the goals.  Because the coachee is chasing a change in behavior, the 

plan usually consists of a number of small, workable steps (Bambrick-Santoyo, 2013; 

NHS Leadership Centre, 2005; Reiss, 2003, 2004; Wise & Hammock, 2011).   

 After each coaching session, the coach often assigns homework from the action 

plan to be accomplished before the next coaching session.   Throughout implementation 

of the action plan, the coach engages the coachee in questioning, reflecting, and 

challenging thinking patterns around the steps in the plan.  Ultimately, the coach holds 

the coachee accountable for actually working the plan, and through this process, the 

coachee pushes the limits of comfort, has new experiences, and ultimately improves in 

practice and abilities (NHS Learning Centre, 2005; Pardini, 2003; Reiss, 2003, 2004; 

Wise & Hammock, 2011).  Table 8 provides a comparison between the two different 

types of support: mentoring and coaching. 
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Table 8 

Comparison of Formal Mentoring and Executive Coaching 

Type of Support Formal Mentoring Education Leadership Coaching 

Purpose Socialization 
Management development 
Understanding organizational politics 

Self-awareness 
Learning 
Behavioral change 
Performance improvement 

Mentor/Coach Internal 
Senior manager 
Possible lack of mentor expertise 

Usually external 
Professional 
Unregulated 

Mentee/Coachee Lower level employee to high potential Mostly district and campus level leaders 

Process Structured Systematic and structured 

Focus People/process centered 
Mutual benefits 

Issue/problem centered 

Duration Long-term Short term 

Note:  Adapted from “Multiple Faces of Coaching:Manager-as-coach, Executive Coaching, and Formal 
Mentoring” by B. Joo, J.S. Sushko, and G.N. McLean, 2012, Organization Development  Journal, 30(1), 
p. 30.  Copyright 2012 by Organization Development Institute. 
 

Research on Mentoring and Coaching  

 Mentoring Research 

 For the purposes of this study, it is important to understand the effectiveness of 

principal mentoring as the principal is the primary point of contact for the PSP. While 

research provides evidence that teacher mentoring may have positive impacts, there is 

little research around the impacts of principal mentoring (Grissom & Harrington, 2010; 

Lester, et al., 2011).  Thus, to examine the effectiveness of mentoring, research 

pertaining to both principal mentoring and leadership development mentoring outside 

the field of education was reviewed.   

 The research showed that leadership development mentoring may lead to 

greater leadership self-efficacy.  Lester, Hannah, Harms, Vogelgesang, and Avolio 

(2011), studied the effects of mentorship on the leadership self-efficacy of fourth year 

cadets at the United States Military Academy at West Point. All of the cadets 
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participated in the Academy’s leadership development program for the first three years 

of their enrollment and were participating in their fourth year at the time of the study.  A 

six month mentoring program was the only change in support received by the treatment 

group.  Results demonstrated that leadership self-efficacy can improve through 

involvement in a mentoring program.  On the other hand, Chopin, Danish, Seers, and 

Hook (2013) found that mentoring itself did not impact leadership self-efficacy, but the 

quality of the mentoring relationship did.  In a survey of graduate students enrolled in 

three different business programs through a single university, they found that having a 

mentor did not impact leadership self-efficacy, but the quality of the mentoring 

relationship, after controlling for the length of mentoring relationship and years of 

leadership experience, did impact leadership self-efficacy among the participants. 

 Gettys, Martin, and Bigby (2010) studied whether mentoring helped novice 

principals’ instructional leadership development.  They conducted semi-structured 

interviews with six participants to determine if the mentoring experience had supported 

their development along the state’s six strands for instructional leadership standards. 

Four of the participants took part in district-level mentoring programs while two 

participated in a state-level mentoring program. Although Gettys, et al., found that both 

programs were weak in supporting instructional leadership development, characteristics 

of good mentoring relationships emerged.   

 Gettys, et al., (2010) identified six strategies for implementing mentoring 

programs to develop instructional leadership skills.  The first strategy was effective 

communication, whereby the mentor served to listen and was available to the mentee at 

any time.  Next, the importance of a good fit between mentor and mentee was stressed.  
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It was important to the participants to have a mentor who had experience working in 

similar settings and who was physically close enough to provide consistent support. The 

intensity and means of providing support also surfaced.  Participants indicated that 

frequency of interaction was important, but that the interaction could occur in person, 

over the phone, or via email.  The remaining three strategies for ensuring mentoring 

programs are effective in developing the novice principals’ instructional leadership skills 

included ensuring that there were program guidelines for supporting the mentoring 

relationship, helping the mentee to develop strategies around conducting observations 

and providing feedback, and ensuring that the mentoring relationship was bringing value 

to the mentee.   

 Finally, Peters (2010) conducted a case study of a successful mentoring 

relationship between two female school leaders established via a state mentoring 

program.  Both participants deemed the relationship a successful one based on their 

experiences. The study revealed the various roles of the mentor as the mentor worked 

to meet the needs of the mentee.  The mentor served to help the mentee navigate 

ambiguity by drawing on her own experiences and learning.  She served as a teacher 

by sharing knowledge and experience, but also encouraged the mentee to use the 

information to make her own decisions as appropriate to her context.  The mentor 

served as a coach by facilitating the development of a vision and supporting the mentee 

as she worked toward particular goals.  The mentor acted as a sounding board for the 

mentee by listening, asking clarifying questions, and challenging the mentee’s thinking.  

Finally, the mentor served as a model by modeling a problem-solving process that the 

mentee could replicate as needed.   
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 In summary, some research shows that mentoring for leadership development 

may improve mentees’ leadership self-efficacy, which in turn possibly improves their 

leadership skills.  A positive mentoring relationship is a key component to helping build 

the mentee’s self-efficacy, however.  Positive mentoring relationships tend to develop 

when there is open communication, a match of comparable experiences, a mentor who 

is readily available to the mentee, and a mentor who knows how to flow between 

strategies to support the mentee.   

 Coaching Research 

 In terms of the effectiveness of education leadership coaching, the current 

research is thin.  However, research around the effectiveness of executive coaching 

may provide some evidence of the potential of education leadership coaching. 

 In 2001, McGovern, Lindemann, Vergara, Murphy, Barker, and Warrenfeltz 

published a study on Manchester, Inc.’s executive coaching program that applied a 

monetary value to the effects of executive coaching provided through their organization.  

The study is regarded as the first study on the effectiveness of executive coaching.  

Participants included 100 executives from 56 companies holding a range of positions 

such as vice president, chief executive officer, general manager, and principal.  The 

participants received executive coaching aimed at either changing a behavior or skill or 

at improving their performance over a period of six months to one year.  Two 

independent contractors interviewed participants following an interview protocol. 

 Results of the study indicated a number of positive results from executive 

coaching.  Among the results experienced by companies were an increase in 

productivity, improvement in the quality of work, greater organizational strength, and 
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improved customer service.  Participants receiving the coaching perceived a number of 

advantages to coaching, which included but were not limited to improved working 

relationships with their superiors, improved teamwork, better working relationships with 

peers, and greater job satisfaction. 

 The study’s most striking outcome emerged from asking participants to estimate 

the monetary impact of the coaching they had received.  Forty-three participants were 

able to do so.  Following a protocol to eliminate outliers, adjust estimates to make them 

more conservative, and then standardize the estimates, McGovern, et al., determined 

that the return on the investment in coaching averaged approximately $100,000, which 

they suggest was 5.7 times the original cost of coaching. 

 In 2003, Wasylyshyn published a study reporting the results of a survey of her 

own coaching clients from 1985-2001.  One area of investigation was the sustainability 

of the results of coaching.  Did her coachees continue to manifest the learning they 

experienced through coaching?  Did they continue to maintain the changes in their 

behaviors that resulted from the coaching process?  Coachees were asked to indicate 

their ability to sustain their learning or behavioral changes on a scale from one to ten 

whereby one indicated the least sustainability and ten indicated the highest degree of 

sustainability.  Of the 87 respondents to the survey, Wasylyshyn reported that over half 

indicated they sustained the changes at a level between 6 and 8.  One third maintained 

the changes at a level between 9 and 10.   Wasylyshyn credits this result to ensuring a 

good fit between coach and coachee.   

 Baron and Morin (2009) studied the relationship between coach and coachee.   

Participants included 73 managers who volunteered to participate in a skills 
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development program and 64 executives who were participating in a coaching 

certification program.  The managers received three assessments. They received a pre-

assessment measuring the managers’ self-efficacy, a during-treatment assessment of 

desire to transfer positions and perceived support from supervisors, and post- 

assessment of the manager’s self-efficacy and components of the coach-coachee 

relationship that supported change in the manager.  Coaches received an assessment 

at the close of the process measuring their self-efficacy.  

 Among the findings, Borin and Morin reported the following: 

 The stronger the coaching relationship, the greater the self-efficacy of the 
coachee. 

 The greater the coach’s ability to aid the coachee’s learning, the stronger the 
coaching relationship. 

 The more motivated the coachee and the more the coachee perceives supervisor 
support, the better the coaching relationship. 

 The number of coaching sessions impacts the coaching relationship with more 
sessions reflecting a stronger relationship. 

 Using these studies of the impact of executive coaching, it may be concluded 

that coaching does offer the possibility of positive results for the coachee.  In other 

words, coaching opens the door for coachees to improve their performance. 

Quality Indicators for State Support Systems’ Campus-Level Support 

 As identified by Gettys, et al., (2010), Peters (2010), and Wasylyshyn (2003), 

particular characteristics of the mentoring and coaching processes make them more 

impactful.  These may be described as indicators of quality.  When these particular 

characteristics are present in the relationship, the relationship is likely to be effective in 

improving the performance of the mentee or coachee.   
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 Similarly, Le Floch, et al., (2008b) and Boyle, et al., (2009) identified eight 

indicators of quality of state-provided campus level support, some of which are reflected 

in the findings of Gettys, et al., (2010), Peters (2010), and Wasylyshyn (2003).  The 

eight indicators include coherence, stability, responsiveness, intensity, fit, timeliness,  

comprehensiveness, and prescriptiveness, as shown in Figure 6.  The presence of 

these indicators increases the likelihood that the support will be impactful. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
 
 

Figure 6.  Situated learning theory using mentoring and coaching to build capacity with 
the quality of support during learning measured by the eight indicators. Adapted from 
Situated Learning Theory at University of Alabama.  Retrieved November 18th, 2012 
from 
http://www.southalabama.edu/oll/mobile/theory_workbook/situated_learning_theory.htm 
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competing external support providers are all roadblocks to coherence.  Silos are those 

programs or groups that focus on a task or goal with singleness of purpose.  They are 

unaware of how they function within or impact the system of which they are a part.  

Often silos maintain an expertise in an area that, if coordinated with other areas, could 

advance improvement; however, silos’ intense focus on their own area of expertise 

makes this coordination difficult.  

 Changes in leadership can negatively impact coherence.  New leaders often 

bring changes in focus or priorities, and thus, changes within components of the 

system.  For example, with the introduction of a new superintendent or a new principal, 

the approach to improvement may change, requiring revisions to the campus’s current 

improvement strategies.   

 Another obstacle is an internalized focus on compliance, which makes it difficult 

to embrace new roles with the flexibility that school improvement requires (Kerins, 

Perlman, & Redding, 2009).  For example, at the school level, Warren and Higbee 

(2007) cite that principals may become frustrated when working to comply with district 

directives while also embracing the SIC’s recommendations.  Principals are often 

uncertain about how much flexibility they have in balancing the two. 

 Finally, Boyle, et al., (2009) revealed that various organizations inundated low-

performing schools with requirements and initiatives. In many cases, multiple external 

support providers were present on campus, working to advance their initiatives yet not 

communicating, coordinating, or systematizing strategies with other providers.  While 

some principals in these situations had the capacity to coordinate the variety of 

services, others expressed frustration over the fragmented nature of the support (Boyle, 
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et al., 2009, p. 12).  Overcoming these obstacles and creating a system in which all 

components are working toward a common goal rather than working in isolation or 

against one another contributes to the coherence of the system and its ability to function 

optimally (Finnigan, et al., 2009).   

 Stability 

 Fullan (2007) asserts that change is a process that takes three to five years.  

Thus, it is important that state support services and campus-level technical assistance 

are not constantly in flux (Finnigan, et al., 2009; Lockwood & Fleischman, 2010).  

Stability exists when state support systems are responsive to input from the field yet 

maintain a “core of supports and strategies” (Boyle, et al., 2009, p. 3). Similarly, stability 

exists when there is constancy in the SICs’ services to schools such that schools are 

not constantly building relationships with and adjusting to the approaches of new 

providers (Boyle, et al., 2009).  Finnigan, et al., (2009) report that high turnover in SICs 

in Chicago and California not only resulted in a lack of coherence for schools, but also 

resulted in diminishing the perceived authority of the SICs.  Boyle, et al., (2009) found 

that changes in school improvement strategies, changes in SICs, and turnover in 

campus-level staff were obstacles to stability.   

 Responsiveness 

 Responsiveness consists of the ability of schools to reach out with the assurance 

of a reply. At the state level responsiveness consists of mechanisms that allow schools 

to provide feedback to the state regarding the support system, and the state makes 

modifications accordingly. At the school level, responsiveness is when SICs “respond 

promptly to inquiries, make themselves available at times convenient to school staff, 
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and endeavor to provide suggestions that are sensitive to the school needs, constraints, 

and context” (Boyle, et al., 2009, p. 3; LeFloch, et al., 2008b).  Boyle, et al., (2009) 

assert that responsiveness was an important factor in participants having positive 

perceptions of the support they received.  Schools appreciated providers who 

maintained communication even if they could not regularly be on campus, who replied 

to requests, and who were willing to adjust strategies according to the school’s needs 

(Boyle, et al., 2009).  Establishing and maintaining positive relationships is identified 

repeatedly as a necessary component of successful technical assistance to campuses 

(Laba, 2011; Rylatt, 2013).  Responsiveness helps to create such relationships. 

 Intensity 

 Intensity is marked by the amount of time and/or the amount of funding provided 

to support a school’s improvement efforts (Boyle, et al., 2009; LeFloch, et al., 2008b).  

Rhim, et al., (2007) assert that greater intensity results in greater improvement.  David, 

et. al., (2000) claim that Kentucky’s distinguished educators were most effective when 

they worked at a school full-time and stayed for two years.  In the case of Chicago 

Public Schools 1996 probation policy, Finnigan and O’Day (2003) determined the 

external assistance provided to probation schools lacked the necessary time to have the 

desired impact.   

 Time 

 Boyle, et al., (2009) reported that schools identified several dynamics that 

affected intensity of services.   First, schools reported that “even when support providers 

had highly appropriate skills and expertise, they were still of limited utility if they could 

not spend adequate time working with the school (Boyle, et al., 2009, p. 10).  When 
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SICs were not able to come to the school for weeks to support and monitor 

implementation of improvement strategies, were spread too thin over too many schools, 

or were unable to attend special events, schools were frustrated that they were not able 

to get the level of support they needed and questioned whether the SIC truly 

understood the complexity of the campus’s circumstances.   

 Additionally, schools reported preferring a consistent, ongoing presence rather 

than a concentrated period of support followed by time for independent implementation. 

They preferred having a consistent resource to answer questions and help develop 

long-range plans (Boyle, et al., 2009).  However, Boyle, et al., note that schools also 

reported too much support was seen as a negative.  

 Funding 

 Likewise, states have struggled to find the financial resources to implement a 

statewide support system of adequate intensity, and many supplemented federal 

funding with state level funding in an effort to provide schools enough money to have an 

impact (Center on Education Policy, 2007; Lane, 2007; Rhim, et al., 2007).  The United 

States Government Accountability Office (2008) found that while states are required to 

set aside 4% of Title I funds to create a school improvement fund, the hold harmless 

provision has made meeting this requirement difficult.   

While the  4 percent set aside does not affect the total amount of Title I funds a 
state receives, the statutory requirement known as the hold-harmless provision 
can affect how those funds are allocated within a state.  Specifically, when states 
set-aside funds for school improvement, the hold-harmless provision prevents 
the state from reducing Title I funding for any school district from the previous 
year. Sometimes, after taking into consideration the hold-harmless provision, 
there are not enough funds available from those districts with increasing Title I 
allocations to cover the full 4 percent set-aside.  . .  The change in available 
funds from year to year can make it difficult for affected states to provide steady 
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assistance to schools in need of improvement. . . . (United States Government 
Accountability Office, 2008, p.4) 

 By 2008, 22 states were unable to set aside the full 4% for at least one year, 

some of which were unable to do so for even longer periods.  However, 17 states were 

able to contribute state funds to support school improvement.  From 2002-2008, state 

funds allocated for school improvement efforts equaled approximately $2.6 billion 

dollars whereas federal Title I funds equaled approximately $1.3 billion (United States 

Government Accountability Office, 2008).  As a result of the financial disparity among 

states, the intensity of financial support also varies. 

 Fit  

 Fit is “the alignment of the expertise of a support provider to a specific school’s 

needs and . . . between the school’s challenges and the selected intervention” (Boyle, et 

al., 2009, p. 3).  David, et al., (2000) determined that the Kentucky distinguished 

educators were most successful when the distinguished educators and the school were 

a good fit.  Similarly, external SICs were not immersed in the improvement strategies 

employed as part of the implementation of the Chicago 1996 Probation Policy in part 

because of the lack of fit between the provider and the schools (Finnigan, et al., 2009). 

Warren & Higbee (2007) reported principals desired for SICs to work as partners to 

determine necessary interventions and to serve as a coach or mentor allowing the 

principal to talk through ideas and concerns.  In order to serve in these capacities, the 

provider must be well-matched to both the campus and to the principal because 

collaboration is imperative for success (How to improve the design and delivery of high-

quality technical assistance, 2005; Laba, 2011; Lockwood & Fleischman, 2010; Rylatt, 

2013).    
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 Boyle, et al., (2009) reported three primary areas that affected participants’ 

perception of fit:  provider roles, provider qualifications, and school improvement 

strategies.  In regards to support provider roles, schools reported having a host of 

different providers from content specialists to auditors.  However, participants 

expressed a preference for providers who engaged in active help and support as 

opposed to those who simply monitored implementation progress (Boyle, et al., 2009).   

 Provider qualifications were another important component of fit.  Participants 

reported that it was important to them for the SIC to have similar experiences and to 

have led comparable schools (Boyle, et al., 2009).   It was important that the SIC could 

relate to or understand the challenges faced by the school.  Similarly, the SIC’s ability to 

develop relationships based on trust was vital to the success of the relationship in that it 

greatly influenced how participants viewed the SIC’s helpfulness (Boyle, et al, 2009).   

 Finally, the nature of the recommended improvement strategies influenced 

perceptions of fit.  “Schools emphasized the need for such strategies to be (1) viable 

within the specific context of their school, (2) effective in improving outcomes for 

students with similar needs and background, and (3) capable of stimulating meaningful 

change” (Boyle, et al., 2009, p. 9).  Strategies participants perceived as unrealistic, not 

addressing student needs, or focused on compliance contributed to a poor fit between 

the SIC and the school.   

 Timeliness 

 Timeliness is the planning and implementation during the school year of the 

steps of the state’s system of support such that it promotes the school’s ability to 

engage in impactful school improvement efforts rather than limits the school’s ability to 
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engage in such efforts (Boyle, et al., 2009; LeFloch, et al., 2008b).  One example of 

timeliness includes the release of funding to support campus-level improvement efforts.  

If funding is released in September, money is available to begin to implement plans at 

the start of the year.  However, if funding is released January, delays in implementation 

may occur (Boyle, et al., 2009).   

 Similar effects may occur with the timely or delayed placement of SICs on 

campuses.  The timing of SIC placement may cause the campuses to make decisions 

without all of the necessary information, begin improvement strategies at inappropriate 

times, or clash with other plans and activities that require concentrated time and 

attention (Boyle, et al., 2009).   

 Another issue around timeliness concerned tiered systems of support.  

Participants reported a lack of support in early stages of improvement and overly-

intense support later in the process.  Participants expressed a desire for more support 

in earlier stages of improvement. Given the short time frame that schools are given for 

turning around student performance, there is a sense of urgency among campus 

leaders to have support arrive quickly (Boyle, et al., 2009). 

 Comprehensiveness 

 Comprehensiveness is the ability of a support provider to address a wide range 

of needs (LeFloch, et al., 2008b).  In their discussion of participants’ perceptions of fit, 

Boyle, et al., (2009) point out participants’ appreciation of and desire for a SIC with the 

experience and expertise to understand and provide recommendations around their 

complex needs.  
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 And the needs are complex.  Given that NCLB requires the reporting and 

monitoring of targeted student populations, such as the economically disadvantaged, 

special education, and Limited English Proficient student groups, states must have 

access to a wide range of expertise that SICs must often provide (Lane, 2007).  

Additionally, SIC services also may include improvement planning, training faculty 

around data analysis and using data to make instructional decisions, leadership 

development, curriculum analysis and development, and professional development 

planning for instructional improvement  (Laba, 2011; Rhim, et al., 2007; Taylor, et al., 

2010).  They must also have expert interpersonal and facilitation skills to maintain 

positive rapport with a campus community (How to improve the design and delivery of 

high-quality technical assistance, 2005; Laba, 2011; Rylatt, 2013). Clearly, SICs must 

have comprehensive knowledge and skills to assist schools with a wide range of needs 

and complex cultures. 

 Prescriptiveness 

  “The degree to which choices of school-level reform approaches should be 

constrained or interventions specified” in an effort to provide “high quality support” is 

known as prescriptiveness (LeFloch, et al., 2008b, p. 13).  Prescriptiveness involves a 

combined understanding of the characteristics of coherence and fit.  For a SIC to know 

when to withdraw or when to suggest an intervention requires an in-depth 

understanding of the campus’s needs, culture, systems, and initiatives as well as 

current state, district, and campus policies.  

 Additionally, the recommendations must be realistic given the campus’s 

resources and student population (Boyle, et al., 2009).  Mattson and McDonald (2005) 
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recommend technical assistance generate from a needs assessment.  A needs 

assessment utilizes data to identify campus needs.  From there, the needs are 

prioritized so that plans for addressing those needs may be developed and strategically 

implemented.  Again, the SIC must be prescriptive when responding to the identified 

needs.  

 Finnigan, et al., (2009), in their study of external assistance provided to low-

performing schools in California and Chicago, note that “in both California and Chicago, 

professional authority was called into question when the support provider proposed 

strategies, made recommendations, or promoted their particular programs without 

identifying ways in which these should be adapted to local contexts” (p. 16).  The ability 

to be prescriptive reveals a comprehensive knowledge of school improvement 

processes and a thoughtful understanding of the context in which the provider works. 

 These eight indicators of the quality of state support provided at the campus level 

are an indication of the nature of capacity-building experienced by campuses.  These 

eight quality indicators include coherence, stability, responsiveness, intensity, fit, 

timeliness, comprehensiveness, and prescriptiveness, and they may be applied directly 

to the services provided by SICs.   The goal of this study is to identify how Texas SICs 

have utilized strategies that align with these indicators of quality to build capacity on 

low-performing campuses. 
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Systemic Reform and Capacity Building 

Common Elements of State Support 

 Limited by human, financial, technological, and political resources, states 

developed systems of support that could function within their given structures to build 

capacity in schools.  In a review of these systems, Le Floch, et al., (2008b) identified 

five elements that state systems share: “1. Tools to support the school improvement 

process, 2.  Providers who deliver support, 3. Support activities, 4.  Funding for school 

improvement, and 5.  The content of the improvement strategies themselves” (p. 4).   

 Tools 

Tools to support low-performing schools consist of components that provide 

guidance around strategies for approaching the improvement process.  For example, 

the state may provide a sequential process for school improvement that identifies 

important aspects, pivotal issues, or suggestions for consideration as schools develop 

their plans. Additionally, states may provide assistance via the development of rubrics, 

charts, templates, and protocols that support the improvement process itself (LeFloch, 

et al., 2008b).   

Providers 

States also incorporate support providers to work directly with schools.  

According to Le Floch, et al., (2008a), one-hundred percent of states had state 

education agency staff members employed to implement the state’s system for 

supporting low-performing schools while 25 states also reported drawing upon regional 

service centers to serve schools in each service center’s particular region. Some states 

utilized school districts, consultants, or others to provide technical assistance. In fact, Le 
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Floch, et al., (2008a) indicated that 46 states reported utilizing consultants, such as 

experienced educators, or other organizations. Some states employ a team of experts 

to work with a campus while other states allocate only one support provider to work with 

each campus (Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  The intensity of the service and the type of 

support provided also varies across states.  Some states send in a team for only a few 

weeks while other states facilitate the work of one individual who may work with the 

campus over a period of years (Goertz, 2005).   

Support Activities 

Support activities include an array of activities, many of which NCLB outlined.   

Such activities consist of data analysis, needs assessments, assistance with school 

improvement planning, implementation monitoring of the school improvement plan, 

professional development, leadership development, and providing suggestions and/or 

resources.  Again, many of these support activities were conducted through one or 

some combination of support providers (Le Floch, et al., 2008b). 

Funding 

Funding for school improvement activities constitutes another vital aspect of 

many state support systems.  “States are required to set aside a portion of their Title I 

funds to establish a School Improvement Fund, which is then disbursed to schools on 

either a competitive or formulaic basis” (Le Floch, et al., 2008b, p. 9).  Some states 

offered additional state funds as well (LeFloch, et al., 2008b). However the financial 

support was structured, many states provided additional dollars to assist the 

implementation of school improvement initiatives.   
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Strategies 

School improvement strategies round out the common components among 

states’ systems of support for low-performing schools.  Le Floch, et al., (2008b) 

identified two distinct categories of school improvement strategies.  The first is whole 

school reform models, “such as America’s Choice, Success for All, Talent Development, 

and High Schools That Work, which offer a cohesive package. . . address many  school 

functions, including instruction, scheduling, organizational structures, and staff 

development, among others” (Le Floch, et al., 2008b, p. 9). The second category 

consists of “programmatic interventions” (Le Floch, et al., 2008b, p. 9).  These 

interventions target particular aspects of school functioning, such as curriculum, 

instruction, professional development, or parent involvement.  While one strategy may 

impact multiple areas of school functioning, this approach often requires schools to 

employ multiple strategies (Le Floch, et al., 2008b).   

School Improvement Coach 

The use of support providers who work directly with campuses to deliver 

campus-specific technical assistance and engage school improvement strategies to 

build capacity is a common element of state support systems.  Le Floch, et al., (2008a) 

indicated that 46 states reported utilizing experienced educators or other organizations 

to provide support to low performing campuses. Whether the model consists of team or 

individual support, the common goal of these models is to function as a SIC.  Some 

synonyms for SIC include change coach, critical friend, technical assistance provider, 

peer mentor, highly skilled educator, and assistance team (Rhim, et al., 2007).  

Whatever the title, the roles maintain fundamental commonalities.   
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 Role  

 SICs are typically experienced educators contracted by state agencies, districts, 

or similar entities (Laba, 2011), and are typically charged to “address whole-school 

organizational improvement.  They help schools examine their resources – time, money, 

and personnel - and allocate them more effectively.  They develop the leadership skills 

of both teachers and principals” (Neufeld & Roper, 2003, p. 4).  Laba (2011), using the 

Center for Innovation & Improvement’s model for school improvement coaching, 

focuses on the SIC in the context of working with the school improvement team 

specifically.  However, in the context of state support under NCLB, SICs may serve 

school improvement teams, individual teachers, or administrators (Neufeld & Roper, 

2003).     

 Activities  

 While working with a campus, SICs may engage in a host of support activities.  

SICs may build principals’ capacity to focus on instruction, facilitate the development of 

instructional leadership skills, and encourage teacher growth.  They may analyze data 

to help identify root causes of campus-wide issues and assist in planning improvement 

strategies to address those issues (Neufeld & Roper, 2003).  SICs may also be involved 

in the process of establishing distributed leadership and “shared decision making” 

(Neufeld & Roper, 2003, p.5). In addition, SICs may identify effective instructional 

practices, monitor the implementation and impact of school improvement strategies, and 

evaluate the effectiveness of existing programs and strategies (Laba, 2011).  Of course, 

given the differences in the culture, strengths, and needs of each school, coaches must 

differentiate their support as appropriate for the campus (Neufeld & Roper, 2003). 



 
 

59 
 

 Impact 

Many states utilize the SIC as a primary means of providing technical assistance 

at the campus level.  SICs are experienced educators who perform a range of support 

activities tailored to meet the needs of the school.  While research regarding the 

effectiveness of the SIC is limited, some reports indicate that they have potential to be 

valuable in the improvement process (David, et al., 2000; Rhim, et al., 2007).   

School Support Teams 

 North Carolina. Two studies that researched the impact of North Carolina school 

support teams were found. Brinson (2004) investigated faculty perceptions of a school 

support team in North Carolina, and Johnson (2007) examined the perceived impact of 

a school support team on a North Carolina high school.   

Brinson (2004) looked at how the staffs at 12 schools in North Carolina perceived 

the behaviors and support received by their school support teams. He also investigated 

the types of services that were provided by the support teams, which he categorized 

according to the Seven Correlates of Effective Schools. The descriptive study drew 

upon surveys distributed to the faculties of the 12 schools as well as the reports 

submitted by the school support teams serving the schools. Eight of the schools had 

recently exited the North Carolina improvement program, and four were continuing in 

the program because they had not experienced sufficient improvement.  

Brinson’s findings were interesting.  In terms of perceptions of the behaviors of 

the support teams, Brinson found that the eight schools that exited improvement 

perceived their support teams to be friendlier, more approachable, and more positive 

than the four schools that did not exit improvement.  The schools generally rated the 
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teams equally in terms of their professional behaviors, such as attendance and time 

spent at the school itself.  Finally, in terms of curriculum and instruction, the surveys 

showed that the teams were perceived equally across this measure as well.  However, 

this was the lowest scoring measure for all of the teams.  In terms of the actual services 

provided by the teams, Table 9 summarizes Brinson’s (2004) findings. 

Table 9 

Brinson (2004) Findings:  Sample of Services Provided to Schools in Improvement 

Seven 
Correlates of 

Effective 
Schools 

Sample of services provided Seven 
Correlates of 

Effective 
Schools 

Sample of services provided 

Leadership Developing master schedules 
Placing students in classes 
Systems for utilizing personnel 
Reviewing & monitoring lesson plans 
Enforcing discipline policies 

Clear & 
Focused 
Mission 

Attending meetings 
Goal setting  
Developing school improvement plans 
Developing/communicating a mission 
Communicating expectations for all 
members of the campus community 
Celebrating successes 

Safe & orderly 
environment 

Updating schools safety plans 
Systems for student supervision 
Classroom management practices 
Identifying potential safety problems 

Frequent 
Monitoring of 
Student 
Progress 

Systems for progress monitoring  
Data analysis 
Data for instructional decision-making 
Developing skills of Assistant Principals 
Meeting the needs of struggling students 

High 
Expectations 

Modeling high expectations 
Monitoring classrooms 
Introducing best practices for instruction 
Data analysis 
Lesson planning 
Model teaching 
Co-teaching 
Teaming 
Developing incentive programs 

Home School 
Relations 

Involving parents as volunteers 
Communicating with parents 
Training teachers on communicating 
effectively with parents 
Improving parent attendance at school 
events/functions 
Developing and administering parent 
surveys 

Opportunity to 
Learn & Time 
on Task 

Improving attendance 
Opportunities for student learning- 
vocational education & special education 
Tutorial support 
Effective use of planning time  
Lesson planning 
Professional development 
Meeting with teachers 
Reducing interruptions during the school 
day 
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Johnson (2007) also investigated the impact of a school support team. However, 

he examined its impact on one low-performing high school in North Carolina.  Johnson 

asked: In what ways did the work of the state assistance team 1) embody the seven 

correlates of effective schools? 2) impact pedagogical practice? 3) impact student 

achievement?  To answer these questions, Johnson employed mixed methods.  He 

administered a survey to school faculty which was returned with a 70% response rate.  

Then, he conducted interviews with the principal, five department chairs, and five 

teachers. Finally, he analyzed data from reports submitted by the state assistance team 

at the middle and end of the school year. 

Using the Seven Correlates of Effective Schools as a framework, participants 

reported that, in terms of teaching practices, the team had the strongest impact on 

Leadership while it had least impact on Positive Home School Relations.  Similarly, in 

terms of student achievement, the team had the greatest impact on Clear and Focused 

Mission while having the least impact on Positive Home School Relations.  In general, 

respondents rated the state support team’s impact on instruction to be greater than on 

student achievement.  Table 10 summarizes the major findings from the survey.   
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Table 10 

Johnson (2007) Findings: Summary of Survey Results 

Seven Correlates of 
Effective Schools 

As they pertain to… Rating of impact 

Leadership Pedagogical practice 35.6% high; 53.3% moderate 

Student Achievement 42.2% moderate; 35.6% low 

Clear & focused mission Pedagogical practice 35.6% high; 46.7 % moderate 

Student Achievement 42.2% moderate; 37.8% low 

Safe & orderly 
environment 

Pedagogical practice 42.2% high; 33.3% moderate 

Student Achievement 35.6% moderate; 28.9% low 

Climate of high 
expectations 

Pedagogical practice 37.8% high; 33.3% moderate 

Student Achievement 42.2% moderate; 28.9% low 

Frequent monitoring of 
student progress 

Pedagogical practice 33.3% high; 37.8% moderate 

Student Achievement 42.2% moderate; 35.6% low 

Positive home school 
relations 

Pedagogical practice 33.3% low; 28.9% none 

Student Achievement 40% low; 40% none 

Opportunity to learn & 
student time on task 

Pedagogical practice 28.8% high; 53.3% moderate 

Student Achievement 40% moderate; 35.5% low 

 

Interview data supported the survey data with participants focusing on the 

professionalism of the state assistance team and their involvement with instructional 

leadership.  In terms of pedagogy, the participants indicated that the team was an 

excellent source of resources, professional development, intervention strategies, and 

classroom management support. However, in terms of student achievement, the 

participants indicated that the team was helpful in providing resources, but the teachers 

had to utilize the resources effectively to impact instruction.  Thus, participants felt the 

teachers were responsible for the actual improvement in student achievement. 

 Alabama.  Roy and Kochan (2012) examined the effectiveness of support teams 

in Alabama by studying the characteristics of an Alabama School Assistance Team 

(ASAT) that contributed to participants’ perceptions of the team’s effectiveness.  

Alabama’s School Assistance Teams were implemented in 1999, and they continue 
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today, serving as Alabama’s statewide support system for low-performing schools.  

ASATs have team leaders, team members, and special service teachers.  The goal is to 

have a team with a comprehensive skill set that can assist campuses in a wide range of 

functions such as administration, instruction, assessment, technology, and so on.   

 Data was gathered through document review, interviews, and observations.  

Documents reviewed consisted of those collected from the Alabama State Department 

of Education.  Interviews were conducted with ten ASAT leaders, LEA Assistant Team, 

and employees of the LEA receiving services.  In total, 18 individuals were interviewed, 

and two focus groups were conducted (Roy & Kochan, 2012). 

Results revealed that participants perceived three primary factors contributed to 

the effectiveness of the ASATs.  First, participants indicated that consistent, effective 

and supportive leadership was most important.  The principal’s role in the integration of 

the ASATs was especially important to the process as schools followed the lead set by 

the principal in terms of acceptance or resistance, so the ability to establish a positive 

relationship from the outset was vital.  Secondly, participants highlighted the importance 

of interpersonal skills.  Given the initial defensiveness and feelings of failure that tend to 

accompany a low-performing label, participants felt it was crucial that ASAT members 

were able to listen to, understand, and connect with district and campus personnel.  

Listening and praise were highlighted as two important strategies in the process of 

breaking down barriers between the schools and the ASAT.  Finally, the dedication of 

the ASAT members contributed to the success of the teams.  Respondents emphasized 

the persistence, professionalism, and positivity of the team members, and their ability to 

start every day anew helped to keep others motivated (Roy & Kochan, 2012). 
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Individual Support Providers 

 Kentucky. In terms of support providers working individually with a campus, two 

key studies indicate that individual support providers can be successful in helping 

schools improve. David, et al., (2000) and David, et al., (2003) studied Kentucky’s 

Distinguished Educator Program (DEs) and Highly Skilled Educator Program (HSEs), 

respectively.  Using case study methodology, campuses received site visits and 

interviews.  Additionally, David, et al., conducted surveys of participating schools to 

reach a larger sample of participants.  From this data, they identified areas that 

participants felt the support teams had improved.  

In 2000, David, et al., reported that participants believed DEs had provided 

comprehensive services.  Participants reported that DEs improved instruction, 

introduced best practices, improved administrative and teacher leadership, increased 

collaboration around data analysis and planning, taught teachers how to use knowledge 

of the test to guide instructional decisions, and improved instructional organization and 

planning.  On the other hand, respondents were also concerned about their own 

increased workload and job-related stress that they associated with the presence of the 

DEs.  A weakness of this study, however, was that the survey only had a 28% response 

rate.   

Conversely, the 2003 survey investigating the contribution of HSEs had a 78% 

response rate. Using similar methodology and an examination of student achievement 

data, David, et al, found the HSEs had a positive impact on the performance of 

participating schools.   
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Respondents attributed improvements in a number of areas to the 

comprehensive knowledge and work of the HSEs.  First, they believed that curriculum 

and instruction improved in terms of coordination, alignment to state curriculum and 

standardized testing, and improvement in instructional practices among specific 

teachers with whom the HSEs worked.  Second, they believed that professional 

development aligned to the needs of the campus, was job-embedded, and helped to 

promote common goals among the faculty. Third, respondents acknowledged that HSEs 

worked to improve morale, develop leadership capacity, establish systems for 

organizational functioning, and build a culture of collaboration.  

Lastly, David, et al., reported test scores improved.  They reported that on the 

state assessment, schools served by an HSE experienced twice as much growth as 

schools not served by an HSE. 

Chicago. Finnigan and O’Day (2003) examined the support provided to low-

performing schools in Chicago.  Chicago’s system of support is comprised of five 

support roles, which include “an external partner, a probation manager, a regional 

education officer, a business manager or intern, and a facilitator from [Chicago Public 

School’s] Office of Accountability (Finnigan & O’Day, 2003, p. v).  The study targeted 

the two external support providers, the external partner and the probation manager, 

because they were external to the school system as well as fundamental to the support 

system.  External partners assist with school improvement efforts such as planning and 

professional development.  Probation managers, on the other hand, work primarily with 

principals, serving as both mentor and supervisor. They also monitor the 

implementation of the improvement plan.   
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Using case study methodology, Finnigan and O’Day (2003) conducted interviews 

and observations to gather data.  They interviewed 11 external partners, 16 probation 

managers, four Office of Accountability facilitators, and 15 principals. They observed 

five external partners and conducted observations at 10 schools.   

Ultimately, they found the support to be ineffective.  First, they found that the 

intensity of services was weak.  The amount of time spent in the schools varied from 

provider to provider, and creative attempts to extend their services did not work well.  

Secondly, there was a lack of coherence in support.  Providers were not given nor did 

they find opportunities to communicate and align strategies.  Finally, the 

comprehensiveness of services was half-hearted.  Finnigan and O’Day (2003) reported 

that only four of 11 providers addressed literacy instruction with “a comprehensive, 

research-based approach” to literacy, strategies for provoking organizational change 

were weak or non-existent, and professional development consisted of the conventional 

workshop model rather than job-embedded, collaborative professional development that 

immediately applies learning to the work at hand (p. vii).   

Arizona. Finally, the Southwest Comprehensive Center in partnership with the 

American Institutes for Research conducted an evaluation of Arizona’s System of 

School Support.  Arizona’s system of support for low performing schools has three 

components.  First, identified campuses are required to complete an Arizona School 

Improvement Plan, which is the turned in to the Arizona Department of Education.  

Secondly, a team of educators, known as a Solutions Team, visits the campus to 

conduct a needs assessment after which they share their conclusions with the campus 

community.   Lastly, an Arizona School Site Improvement Support Team Coach 
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(ASSIST Coach) is assigned to the campus. The ASSIST Coach helps with the 

development of the Arizona Campus Improvement Plan and supports the campus 

throughout the year with its implementation.  The study did not focus solely on the 

ASSIST Coach; however, specific feedback from participants around the services of the 

ASSIST Coach was included (Huberman, Dunn, Stapleton, & Parrish, 2008).   

Through an analysis of student achievement data and a series of interviews with 

36 participants ranging from teachers to Solutions Team members to state department 

staff, Huberman, Dunn, Stapleton, & Parrish (2008) developed a number of interesting 

findings.  First, they found that an analysis of student achievement data revealed there 

were no differences in student achievement between schools receiving the state 

support and similar schools that were not receiving state support.  However, interviews 

revealed that there was a perception of improved student achievement.  Additionally, 

participants indicated they perceived the overall process resulted in increased focus on 

each campus, changes in curriculum, improved professional development, improved 

use of data collection systems and data analysis, more positive campus climate and 

culture, and a heighted sense of accountability.  Principals also indicated that they 

perceived teachers were exhibiting more professional behaviors as a result of the 

process. So, while a positive impact on student achievement was not demonstrated, 

participant perceptions indicated that the process did positively impact campus culture 

and systems issues.  Additionally, principals specifically identified ASSIST Coaches as 

helpful (Huberman, et al., 2008).   

It is important to mention, however, that participants also expressed some 

concerns around Arizona’s System of School Support.  They indicated that the timing 
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needed to be improved because the Solutions Team visits occurred at the beginning of 

the second semester rather than at the beginning of the school year, limiting the time 

they had to address findings and impact student achievement.  They expressed 

concerns around the intensity of services stating that more involvement from and more 

comprehensive work with the ASSIST Coaches were needed.   Finally, stability was 

also a problem with principals identifying turnover of ASSIST Coaches and large 

numbers of schools served by each ASSIST Coach as primary issues (Huberman, et 

al., 2008). 

 To summarize, SICs are experienced educators who provide technical 

assistance to low-performing schools.  They may serve in teams or individually, and 

their support manifests in a host of activities such as data analysis, improvement 

planning, leadership development, and modeling good instruction.  Participants’ 

perceptions indicate campus-level technical assistance, delivered by school support 

teams or individual support providers, has potential to be effective.   

 

Texas’s Statewide System of Support 

Prior to NCLB 

 Prior to NCLB and adequate yearly progress, Texas’s support for low-performing 

schools consisted of supports and sanctions that responded to schools based on their 

performance in the state’s accountability system.  Based on test scores, schools were 

classified as exemplary, recognized, acceptable, or unacceptable.  Schools receiving 

one of the top three of the four state ratings were eligible to receive $500 to $5000, 

depending upon how they compared to similar schools.  Additionally, Texas gave each 
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school a report card that the schools were required to publish publicly.  This incentive 

allowed for recognition for schools that received the top ratings (Ferguson, 2000; Izumi 

& Evers, 2002).   

 The same report card that brought positive recognition to high performing 

schools, as defined by the Texas accountability system of the 1990s, also served as a 

sanction for those identified as low performing because they, too, had to publicize their 

test results.  From there, the state’s system of support varied depending upon the 

context specific circumstances of each campus. However, there was a general flow 

from one step to another (Ferguson, 2000). 

 To begin, TEA could compile a team of educators to visit any school identified as 

low performing.  The team helped to identify issues and develop plans to help the 

campus improve.  The school had one year to make improvement based on the team’s 

plan (Ferguson, 2000; Mintrop & Papazian, 2003). 

 If the campus did not make “acceptable improvement”, then TEA reviewed and 

modified the campus improvement plan.  The school was given an unspecified amount 

of time to implement the plan and generate improvement.  If the campus did make 

“appropriate progress”, then the process of review and revision could continue for 

several years (Ferguson, 2000, p.11). 

 If the campus was unable to make the desired progress, the TEA could place a 

monitor on the campus and eventually a master in the district if necessary.  The monitor 

had the power to make recommendations to the superintendent as to what steps 

needed to be taken to help the campus improve and led the development of a new 

campus improvement plan in collaboration with the district and site-based decision-
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making committee (Ferguson, 2000).  If the monitor’s involvement was not able to 

generate the required results, then a master was placed in the district and given 

decision-making power over the superintendent and school board (Izumi & Evers, 

2002). This step was not commonly employed, however.  In 2002, only seven schools 

were assigned a monitor, and only two were being managed by a master (Izumi & 

Evers, 2002; Mintrop & Papazian, 2003). 

   The TEA’s final two options for addressing low performing campuses were to 

take away a campus’s accreditation status or to reconstitute the campus.  In the case of 

accreditation, the TEA began an accreditation investigation for a variety of reasons 

including but not limited to concerns about the governance of the district, financial 

misconduct, data irregularities, and adherence to federal regulations.  Findings could 

lead to such actions as taking away the district’s accreditation or changing the districts 

accountability rating (Izumi & Evers, 2002).  Reconstitution, the on the other hand, 

consists of bringing in an entirely new faculty for the campus, or the state could close 

the school.  However, as of 2002, only three schools had ever been reconstituted 

(Ferguson, 2000; Izumi & Evers, 2002). 

A Four-Pronged Approach 

 However, in 2001, NCLB required that all states, including Texas, develop an 

intensive, sustained statewide system of support for low-performing schools as 

identified by adequate yearly progress measures rather than solely state accountability 

measures, which in Texas were not the same.  In response to this mandate, Texas 

developed a system consisting of four prongs of support:  the TEA, the SSS/PII, the 
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SIRC, and the ESCs (Dimock, 2007).  Understanding the statewide structure of support 

provides the context in which SICs have operated in Texas.   

 Texas Education Agency 

 The first prong of Texas’s statewide system of support is the TEA, which leads 

the school improvement effort and provides guidance and technical assistance to the 

other three organizations charged to support schools.  They interpret federal law and 

guidance to provide the boundaries within which the organizations must operate, they 

provide funding to support the responsibilities of each organization, and they capitalize 

on the expertise of each organization to help generate the state level response to 

schools in need. In addition, TEA mediates financial support.   Title I schools identified 

as “in need of improvement” receive additional financial support through the Texas Title 

I School Improvement Program (SIP) grant funding.  The TEA administer this grant 

application and funding approval process (Texas Education Agency, 2012, October 24). 

Title I Statewide School Support and Parent Involvement Initiative  

The SSS/PII, based out of ESC Region XVI in Amarillo, Texas, serves as the 

second prong of the support system and provides technical assistance to Title I districts 

and campuses that miss adequate yearly progress for the first time.  SSS/PII provides 

support through opportunities such as an annual parent involvement conference, printed 

materials, speakers, book reviews, and similar resources (Education Service Center 

Region XVI, 2007).  This prong of the system serves as a proactive measure for the 

schools of Texas in an effort to prevent them from moving into the SIP (Dimock, 2007). 
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School Improvement Resource Center 

The third prong of the system consists of the SIRC, located at ESC Region XIII in 

Austin, Texas.  “[SIRC] is a statewide initiative that serves as a support system to 

schools that receive funding under the Title I - School Improvement Program (SIP) as 

they move through the school improvement process” (Education Service Center XX, 

2012).  So unlike the SSS/PII, which works primarily with schools on the cusp of 

entering the SIP, SIRC works directly with those schools actually in the program.  SIRC 

helps campuses learn about and implement stage specific sanctions such as school 

choice, supplemental educational services, corrective action, restructuring, and 

alternative governance.  It also administers the technical assistance and support 

program for schools in the SIP.  This includes selecting PSPs, recommending PSPs to 

campuses, providing professional development for PSPs, developing tools for 

campuses and PSPs to facilitate improvement planning and monitoring,  monitoring 

PSP work, and evaluating the services provided by individual PSPs (Education Service 

Center XX, 2012).    

Education Service Centers 

 The regional ESCs located around the state constitute the final prong of the 

Texas statewide school support system.  The twenty ESCs are charged with supporting 

all of the schools within their regions (Dimock, 2007).  However, the level and nature of 

support differs from region to region depending upon the philosophy and capacity of 

each ESC.     
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Figure 7.  Four prongs of Texas’s statewide system of support to low-performing 

schools 

An Evolving System 

 Throughout the first ten years of NCLB implementation in Texas, the statewide 

system of support focused on the campus with emphasis on building capacity in the 

principal and teachers.  However, there were issues with districts and with the existence 

of parallel accountability systems during this time.  Then, in 2012, as the state was 

undergoing changes to the statewide assessment, it also developed a single 

accountability system with a single intervention system to support low-performing 

schools (Texas Education Agency, 2012, November 26). 

 During the first decade of NCLB implementation in Texas districts had the 

capacity to pose problems.  Ineffective districts stymied campus improvement due to 

SIP 

Texas Education Agency 
(TEA): 

 Interprets law, provides 
guidance, mediates funding 
for all schools 

School Improvement 
Resource Center (SIRC):   

Administers campus-level 
support to schools in the Texas 
Title I School Improvement 
Program (Title I schools that 
have missed adequate yearly 
progress two or more 
consecutive years) 

Regional Education Service 
Centers (ESCs):   

Provide a variety of support to 
all schools within their regions 
(20 throughout the state) 

Statewide School Support 
& Parent Involvement 

Initiative (SSS/PII):   

Supports schools that have 
only missed adequate yearly 
progress for one year by 
providing a variety of 
resources 
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disorganization and/or a lack of support systems.  And, for the first part of the decade, 

many districts emphasized state accountability and ignored federal accountability.   This 

confused and frustrated school leaders who were required to implement interventions 

when district personnel had directed them to attend only to state accountability (S. 

Partridge, personal communication, October 13, 2012). 

 Another problem was the difficulty schools had negotiating the two separate 

accountability systems and the corresponding interventions.  Assuming district 

personnel had prepared campuses with information about both state and federal 

accountability systems and their corresponding interventions, living out the interventions 

from both systems was a challenge in itself.  When schools found themselves identified 

as low-performing by both federal and state standards, they were often overwhelmed 

trying to meet the intervention requirements of both systems (S. Partridge, personal 

communication, October 13, 2012).   

 Then, in spring of 2012, Texas replaced the former state assessment, the Texas 

Assessment of Knowledge and Skills, with the State of Texas Assessment of Academic 

Readiness (STAAR).  This change represented an assessment with new standards and 

increased rigor (Texas Education Agency, 2012, November 26).  In the fall of 2012, 

during this transition period, Texas also rolled out a new accountability system, the 

Texas Accountability Intervention System (TAIS). The new system consolidated the 

former state and federal systems under new standards and prescribed a single set of 

interventions for schools identified as low-performing (Texas Education Agency, 2012, 

November 26; Texas Education Agency, 2013, November 7). 
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School Improvement Resource Center to the Texas Center for District and 
School Support 

Some of the changes introduced to the statewide system of support included 

changes to the SIRC.  Now known as the Texas Center for District and School Support 

(TCDSS), the organization expanded its role.   

[TCDSS] serves as a coordinating point for statewide school improvement 
initiatives of the Texas Education Agency. As part of Texas Initiatives located at 
the Region XIII Education Service Center, the TCDSS coordinates and leverages 
statewide technical assistance services to support districts and schools meeting 
required performance standards under both state and federal accountability 
systems. (Education Service Center Region XIII, 2013e)   

TCDSS works directly with those schools and districts that have already entered the 

SIP, providing technical assistance under TAIS.   

 Technical Assistance Provider to Professional Service Provider 

While the TAIS unfolded, the common denominator between the old system and 

new system was the use of experienced educators, known in Texas from 2002-2012 as 

the external TAP and from 2012 to the present as a PSP, to assist struggling schools.  

The TEA viewed this role as the bedrock of state level technical assistance (S. 

Partridge, personal communication, October 13, 2012).   

 SIRC defined the TAP’s role as an individual who: 

. . . serves as a hands-on consultant working with campus administration and 
faculty to guide the school through the improvement process. The TAP works to 
create a collaborative and positive school environment by developing increased 
leadership capacity in administrators, and by building content knowledge in 
teachers to establish a teaching-learning community. The TAP uses a broad 
knowledge of scientific or evidence based resources and materials to address 
the range of administrative, curricular, or instructional needs that might be 
present on the campus. TAPs act as an external, objective “set of eyes” that 
provide input and recommendations for campus improvement by: fostering the 
school environment, building administrator and teacher capacity, increasing 
school achievement, focusing the entire learning community on student 
achievement.  (Education Servicer Center Region XVI, 2007)  
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 While the state redesigned its support system for SIP schools, the PSP linked the 

past to the future.   

Professional Service Providers are experienced educators (former principals, 
superintendents and district administrators) who provide technical assistance to 
campuses and districts in the state and/or federal school improvement process. 
The PSP will provide assistance and oversight in building the capacity of campus 
leaders, teachers and school staff to understand the Systems for Continuous 
District and School Improvement and to identify and address gaps in the Critical 
Success Factors of: Academic Performance, Use of Quality Data to Drive 
Instruction, Leadership Effectiveness, Increased Learning Time, 
Family/Community Engagement, School Climate, Teacher Quality. (Education 
Service Center Region XIII, 2013a) 

 The role essentially provides support by working with the campus community.  

The PSP strives to build capacity in administrators and teachers to identify the school’s 

needs,  improve the campus culture and climate, evaluate and modify systems, and  

expand leadership among members of the campus community in an effort to improve 

students’ academic achievement. 

The PSP System 

 Becoming and serving as a PSP involves a systematic process developed and 

implemented by the SIRC.  First, individuals apply to become a PSP, and once 

approved, PSPs are required to participate in annual state-determined professional 

development.   Then SIRC recommends PSPs to campuses based on a match between 

campus needs and PSP skill sets; however, the TEA determines the intensity of 

services provided by the PSP.  Finally, PSP services are evaluated annually. 

 Becoming a PSP  

 PSPs are experienced educators with a history of school improvement.  

Individuals apply via an online application process.  The TCDSS then uses a rubric to 

review and score applications.  Candidates who meet targets specified by the rubric are 
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interviewed.  The application, in concert with the interview, informs final approval 

decisions.  Applicants selected to serve as PSPs are added to the state-approved 

database of PSPs for the following school year (Education Service Center Region XIII, 

2013c).  Once approved, PSPs fulfill annual professional development requirements 

that evolve from one year to the next but consistently include attendance at the annual 

Advancing Improvement in Education Conference, formerly known as the Texas School 

Improvement Conference, and participation in the annual PSP Institute, which provides 

training crafted for PSPs (Texas Center for District & School Support, 2012a).   

 How PSPs Are Assigned 

 Until 2012, the process by which PSPs served on a campus began with a 

recommendation by the TCDSS.  The TCDSS matched the skills and experience of 

providers to the needs of the campuses as identified in the campuses’ needs 

assessments. School administrators received a list of approximately two to four 

providers who they then interviewed to determine who would be the best fit for the 

campus.  While initially TCDSS recommended PSPs to a campus, the intention was for 

the campus principal to determine which of those PSPs would serve the campus 

although occasionally districts made the decision for the campus (Texas Center for 

District & School Support, 2012a).   

 Intensity of Services 

 Again, until 2012, intensity of PSP services varied depending upon the needs of 

each individual campus.  The TCDSS determined the hours of service based on the 

size of the campus and its stage of improvement.  Intensity of services increased as 

campus size increased. Intensity also increased the further along in the improvement 
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program the campus moved. For example, a large campus (consisting of 900 or more 

students) at a higher stage of improvement received more hours of support than a large 

campus at a lower stage of improvement, and large campuses received more hours of 

support than smaller campuses (Education Service Center Region XIII, 2013b).  PSPs 

serving SIP schools received compensation from TCDSS through funding provided by 

the TEA (Texas Center for District & School Support, 2012a; Education Service Center 

Region XVI, 2007).   Similar to the intensity of services, the intensity of funding varied 

based on specific campus characteristics.  The TEA used a weighted formula for 

determining funding allotments to each SIP campus.  The factors that contributed to the 

funding allocations evolved over time but typically included some variation of campus 

size, length of time in improvement, and/or the number of adequate yearly progress 

indicators missed (Texas Center for District & School Support, 2013).  

 How PSPs Are Evaluated 

 The evaluation of PSP performance began in 2006-2007.  Factors contributing to 

the PSP’s standing included attendance at required professional development activities, 

timely and thorough completion of required reports, and positive responses on the 

annual survey conducted to gauge principals’ perceptions of PSPs’ services.  In 2012-

2013, the evaluation system evolved to include student achievement (Texas Center for 

District & School Support 2012a, 2012 b).   

 To summarize, the Texas statewide system of support consists of four prongs 

including the TEA, SSS/PII, SIRC, and ESCs.  The SIRC oversees the administration of 

campus-level support and provides this technical assistance through the 

recommendation of PSPs whose skill-sets match the needs of low-performing 
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campuses. Campuses select their PSP from the list of recommended providers.   PSPs 

support campuses in a variety of ways, and their work is evaluated annually. 

 

Conclusion 

Situated learning theory lends support to the work of PSPs as they help to build 

capacity in campus personnel through context based learning often using mentoring 

and coaching strategies to facilitate the learning.  The quality of the services of PSPs 

may be measured by the eight indicators of quality of statewide systems of support, 

which includes campus level technical assistance.  The eight indicators of quality are 

coherence, stability, responsiveness, intensity, fit, timeliness, comprehensiveness, and 

prescriptiveness (Boyle, et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  

The literature revealed that there were common elements of state support.  

These elements included tools to support the improvement process, support providers 

to deliver campus level technical assistance, support activities to build capacity, funding 

to support the implementation of strategies, and strategies such as whole school reform 

strategies or programmatic interventions. The most common of the features of state 

support was the use of state support teams or individual providers to deliver campus 

level support.  These providers are also known as school improvement coaches, or 

SICs.  SICs provide direct support to campuses by assisting in a wide array of activities.  

Research shows that SICs have had a positive impact on low-performing schools 

although the direct impact on student achievement is questionable. 

 The goal of this study is to understand the specific strategies that SICs, known in 

Texas as PSPs, have used to assist campuses in exiting the SIP.  In order to do so, 
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however, it is important to understand how PSPs fit in to the context of the Texas 

statewide system of support for low-performing schools.   The School Improvement 

Resource Center bears the responsibility for administering the campus-level technical 

assistance, and delivers this technical assistance through PSPs. PSPs provide a variety 

of support services to schools, and SIRC evaluates their work annually.   
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CHAPTER 3  

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction and Research Questions 

 While there are studies that examine how states have responded to NCLB’s 

mandate for technical assistance to low performing schools, this multi-case study 

investigates the specific strategies used by Texas Professional Service Providers 

(PSPs) that have successfully helped schools exit the Texas Title I School Improvement 

Program (SIP).  An analysis of the data illuminates similarities among strategies used 

by the PSPs that successfully helped their campuses improve.  Additionally, it develops 

an understanding of the quality indicators for state support systems included in this 

study are most useful when providing assistance to campuses in improvement (Le 

Floch, et al., 2008b; Boyle, et al., 2009). 

 This chapter describes the methodology utilized to answer the following research 

questions:  

1.  What were the primary support strategies engaged by Professional Service 
Providers serving secondary campuses that exited the Texas Title I School 
Improvement Program between 2007-2012? 

2.  How did the support strategies identified in question one align with the quality 
indicators delineated by Le Floch, et al., (2008b) and Boyle, et al., (2009)? 

3.  On which of the quality indicators did Professional Service Providers most heavily 
rely while serving secondary campuses that exited the Texas Title I School 
Improvement Program between 2007-2012? 

4.  For each case, how does the principal’s evaluation of the PSP’s performance on 
each quality indicator change over time? 
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Method 

 Yin (2014) asserts that “the distinctive need for case study arises out of the 

desire to understand complex social phenomena.  In brief, a case study allows 

investigators to focus on a ‘case’ and retain a holistic and real-world perspective. . .” (p. 

4).  The relationship with an outsider intervening for a low-performing campus could be 

described as complex social behavior.  This descriptive, multi-case study investigates 

the nature of services provided by PSPs to improve schools in Texas using five of the 

eight quality indicators for state support systems’ campus level support as the 

framework (Le Floch, et al., 2008b; Boyle, et al., 2009). The goal is to identify the 

specific strategies employed by PSPs to assist secondary campuses in exiting the SIP.   

 Yin (2014) also maintains, “The simplest multiple-case study design would be the 

selection of two or more cases that are believed to be literal replications, such as a set 

of cases with exemplary outcomes in relation to some evaluation question . . .’” (p. 62).  

This study examines four exemplary cases.  Given that it takes two consecutive years of 

missing adequate yearly progress to enter the SIP and two consecutive years of making 

adequate yearly progress to exit the SIP, this study defines exemplary work for a PSP 

as serving a campus for two consecutive years with the campus exiting the SIP at the 

end of the second year. Thus, the four exemplary cases included in this study consists 

of the four PSPs who provided direct support to campuses for two consecutive years. 

This support resulted in improvements in student achievement and thus exiting the SIP 

at the end of the second year.  Yin’s (2014) replication logic suggests that an 

examination of four similar cases will allow for the identification of themes and 

similarities across cases revealing strategies that may be useful in similar settings. 
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 In essence, by using the quality indicators as the framework and the multi-case 

research design to identify themes, the study reveals the type of support that is most 

useful to PSPs seeking to help campuses improve.  In turn, professional development 

for PSPs, schools’ requested services, and PSP’s support services may be more 

focused from the outset of the intervention process.   

 

Quality Indicators Excluded from the Study 

 Of the eight indicators of quality of campus-level support, three were excluded 

from this study:  stability, intensity, and timeliness.   These three indicators either were 

controlled by the methodology of the study or addressed characteristics of support that 

were out of the sphere of PSP control. 

 Stability was omitted from the study due to the study’s methodology.  PSP-

participants were selected in part because they served a campus at least two years 

prior to exiting the SIP.  Therefore, stability in PSP services was assumed.   

 Intensity was also omitted from the study as a quality indicator because it is 

addressed at the state education agency level.  Funding was distributed via a formula 

designated by the TEA, which was modified annually, and the hours of service provided 

to each campus was determined by its size and stage of improvement.  The larger the 

school and the higher the stage of improvement, the more hours of service the school 

received (Education Service Center Region XIII, 2013b; Texas Center for District & 

School Support, 2012a).  Again, since components of state support that contribute to 

intensity are controlled by the state and not the PSP, this quality indicator was excluded 

from the study.   
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 Finally, timeliness was not included as a quality indicator since it was also 

determined at the state education agency level.  The timeline for releasing 

accountability results determined the timeline for selecting providers to serve the 

campuses, and the release of school improvement funding.  School improvement 

funding was also contingent upon the TEA’s review of the school’s application for 

funding (Texas Center for District & School Support, 2012a; Texas Education Agency, 

2012).  All of these actions were beyond the sphere of control of the PSP.  Therefore, 

timeliness as a quality indicator was also excluded from this investigation. 

 The five remaining quality indicators of state support systems, as identified by Le 

Floch, et al., (2008b) and Boyle, et al., (2009), include coherence, responsiveness, fit, 

comprehensiveness, and prescriptiveness.  These components comprised the 

framework for the investigation into the nature of PSP services and were used as 

coding categories during data analysis. 

 

Participants 

 Creswell (2013) describes case study as a methodology that studies a case 

“within a bounded system” (p. 97). In other words, the case itself is limited to a particular 

time and place.  For the purposes of this study, only schools exiting from 2007-2012 

were included in the study.  Confining the study to this time span allowed for the 

examination of the most recent support provided to campuses, increased the likelihood 

the participants would remember what took place while the PSP was providing support, 

and avoided any complications presented by changes in the TAIS that began in the fall 

of 2012. 
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Selection 

 Schools  

 There were two criteria for selecting schools for the study.  First, the schools 

must have exited the Texas Title I SIP between 2007 and 2012.  These dates were 

chosen as the bounds for selection because the 2007-2008 school year was the first 

year that PSP submitted records documenting their work on campuses, and 2012 

marked the last year of using the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) to 

measure student achievement.  In 2013, the state replaced the TAKS with the State of 

Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR). Second, the schools must be 

public secondary campuses.  In other words, the school must be a middle or high 

school serving some combination of grades 6-12.  Elementary schools were not 

included in the study because, as illustrated in Table 6 there were relatively few 

identified in need of improvement from 2007 to 2012.  Charter schools were not 

included due to the specialized student populations served on each campus as per the 

criteria outlined in their charter applications submitted to the TEA.   

 Professional Service Providers 

 After identifying the secondary campuses that exited the SIP between 2007-

2012, PSPs were selected.  PSPs serving secondary SIP campuses exiting between 

2007-2012 were identified.  For each of the qualifying PSPs, the number of campuses 

served for the two years prior to exiting was tallied.   The PSPs serving the most 

campuses two years prior to the campus exiting the SIP were invited to participate in 

the study.  Requests continued in descending order until four PSPs agree to participate.  
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 Principals 

 Once PSP-participants were selected, principals of secondary SIP campuses 

served by the PSP-participants two years prior to exiting were identified.  For each PSP, 

principals were invited to participate in the order of the dates of PSP service, beginning 

with the most recent. One principal per PSP was sought for participation, totaling four 

principal-participants

Figure 8.  Flow of participant selection and corresponding selection criteria 

 

 

 

 

Schools 

Secondary SIP school s that 
exited improvement between 
2007-2012 

Middle & High (Grades 6-12) 

PSP-1 

Most instances of serving a SIP 
campus two consecutive years 
with campus exiting SIP after 
the second  year  

Principal-1 

Principal of a secondary campus 
the PSP served for two 
consecutive years & that exited 
the SIPat the end of the second 
year 

PSP-2 

Most instances of serving a SIP 
campus two consecutive years 
with campus exiting SIP after 
the second  year  

Principal-2 

Principal of a secondary campus 
the PSP served for two 
consecutive years & that exited 
the SIPat the end of the second 
year 

PSP-3 

Most instances of serving a SIP 
campus two consecutive years 
with campus exiting SIP after 
the second  year  

Principal-3 

Principal of a secondary campus 
the PSP served for two 
consecutive years & that exited 
the SIPat the end of the second 
year 

PSP-4 

Most instances of serving a SIP 
campus two consecutive years 
with campus exiting SIP after 
the second  year  

Principal-4 

Principal of a secondary campus 
the PSP served for two 
consecutive years & that exited 
the SIPat the end of the second 
year 
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Description of Cases 

 Case 1 

 Campus-1  

 Campus-1 is located in a district in the Education Service Center Region 15 

service area (Texas Education Agency, 2015).  Figure 9 illustrates the areas served by 

each educational service center across the state of Texas.  The district serves 

approximately 11,000 students.  Of its 11,000 students, approximately 92% are 

Hispanic, and 6% are white (Texas Education Agency, 2014).  Campus-1 is a sixth 

grade campus where all the sixth graders in the district converge before moving on to 

the middle school (Principal-1, personal communication, December 3, 2014).  Table 11 

provides the breakdown of the student population on Campus-1. 

    

Figure 9. ESC regions of Texas. Retrieved July 10th, 2015, from the Texas Education 
Agency’s Education Service Centers Maps website 
http://tea.texas.gov/regional_services/esc/ 
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Table 11 

Campus-1 Student Population by Year 

Note:  Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Academic Excellence Indicator System website 
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis/index.html.  Copyright 2014 by the Texas Education Agency. 

 Campus-1 missed AYP in 2004-2005 for math performance and again in 2005-

2006 for reading and math performance.  Consequently, in 2006-2007, Campus-1 

moved into Stage 1 of the SIP, but again, missed AYP for math performance. Therefore, 

in 2007-2008, the campus was required to contract with a PSP and to continue to do so 

each year until it exited the SIP (Legislative Budget Board Staff, 2011; Texas Education 

Agency, 2013, February 1).  The campus missed AYP in 2007-2008 for reading and 

math performance, but in 2008-2009 the campus met AYP after a successful appeal to 

the TEA pertaining to its math performance status.  The campus met AYP again in 

2009-2010, and thus, exited the SIP (Texas Education Agency, 2013, February 1).  

Table 12 provides the AYP passing percentages for Campus-1 from 2004-2005 through 

2009-2010 (Texas Education Agency 2013, February 1). 

 

 

 

 

 

Year All African 
American 

Hispanic White Econ 
Disadv 

Special 
Ed 

LEP 

 # % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

2004-5 789 100 12 1.5 714 89.3 71 8.9 646 80.8 119 14.9 107 13.4 
2005-6 754 100 8 1.1 660 87.5 83 11 603 80 128 17 62 8.2 
2006-7 740 100 10 1.4 682 92.2 42 5.7 551 74.5 100 13.5 84 11.4 
2007-8 704 100 6 0.9 634 90.1 63 8.9 507 72 88 12.5 92 13.1 
2008-9 737 100 6 0.8 683 92.7 46 6.2 551 74.8 89 12.1 150 20.4 

2009-10 734 100 2 0.3 674 91.8 56 7.6 572 77.9 66 9.0 110 15 
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Table 12 

Campus-1 AYP Passing Percentages by Subject, Year, and Student Population   
 

Note:  Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Adequate Yearly Progress website 
http://tea.texas.gov/index4.aspx?id=2147500397.  Copyright 2007-2015 by the Texas Education Agency.  
a
TPM indicates that the AYP determinations were made using the Texas Projection Measure. The first 

percentage given indicates the passing percentage without using TPM.  The second number is the 
passing percentage calculated with TPM.   

 PSP-1 

 At the time he was contracted to work with Campus-1, PSP-1 had 37 years of 

experience in education.   Within school districts, he had served as a teacher, assistant 

principal, principal, executive director of human resources, federal programs director, 

and superintendent.  Other work included working at an education service center and 

the Office of Accountability and Compliance at the Texas Education Agency as well as 

serving as a professor of education.  As of January 2015, PSP-1 had also served in a 

technical assistance capacity for eight years assisting approximately 20 campuses 

(PSP-1, personal communication, January 14, 2015).  

  

 State-
Determined 

Target 
Passing 

Percentage 

Campus 1 AYP Passing Percentages 

All 
 

African 
American 

Hispanic White 
Economically 

Disadvantaged 
Special 

Education 

Limited 
English 

Proficient 

Reading/ELA  

2004-5 53 73 82 72 79 70 56 53 

2005-6 53 79 88 77 89 76 44 69 

2006-7 60 88 >99 87 >99 85 97 77 

2007-8 60 80 60 79 91 77 31 68 

2008-9 TPM
a
 67 83 89 >99 >99 82 88 95 95 80 87 41 44 60 76 

2009-10  TPMa 
73 80 94 * 79 94 92 96 77 93 51 67 62 84 

Math  

2004-05 42 53 55 52 59 48 48 29 

2005-6 42 63 63 61 76 60 41 51 

2006-7 50 62 90 61 84 57 85 49 

2007-8 50 67 80 65 86 62 24 55 

2008-9  TPMa 
58 67 74 83 83 66 73 82 84 62 70 34 40 46 54 

2009-10  TPMa 
67 78 86 * 77 86 89 93 74 83 46 53 69 79 
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 Principal-1 

 Principal-1 assumed leadership of Campus-1 in October 2007 following the 

retirement of the previous principal.  She led Campus-1 until promoted in October of 

2009.  Her tenure at Campus-1 was her first principalship after serving as an assistant 

principal for five years at the middle school.  After four years as a principal, she 

advanced to Director of ESL/Bilingual education.  Prior to her work as a campus 

administrator, she served as a teacher and a therapist for dyslexia students (Principal-1, 

personal communication, December 3, 2014).  

 Summary 

 At the time Principal-1 became the leader of Campus-1, the campus was 

entering Stage 2 of the SIP and beginning its work with PSP-1.  The campus missed 

AYP in Principal-1’s first year, but the campus made AYP in Principal-1’s second year.  

The year the campus exited the SIP, the campus was under new leadership because 

Principal-1 was moved to lead another campus.  However, PSP-1 served the campus 

for all three years, which included the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school 

years. 

 Case 2 

 Campus-2  

 Campus-2 is a high school located in south Texas and served by ESC Region 1 

(Texas Education Agency, 2015).  The district educates approximately 2,200 students, 

98% of whom are Hispanic and 93% of whom are economically disadvantaged.  

Campus-2 serves approximately 600 students in grades 9-12 (Texas Education Agency, 

2014).  Table 13 provides the breakdown of the student population on Campus-2. 
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 Table 13 

 Campus-2 Student Population by Year 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note:  Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Academic Excellence Indicator System website 
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis/index.html.  Copyright 2014 by the Texas Education Agency. 

 
In 2006-2007, Campus-2 missed AYP for math performance.  In 2007-2008, 

Campus-2 missed AYP for math performance again, and in 2008-2009, the campus 

moved into Stage 1 of the SIP (Texas Education Agency, 2013, February 1).  That year 

the campus missed AYP for math performance once again, so in fall of 2009the campus 

moved into Stage 2 of SIP and was required to contract with a PSP each year until it 

exited the SIP (Texas Education Agency, 2013, February 1; Legislative Budget Board 

Staff, 2011).  In 2009-2010 Campus-2 missed AYP for graduation rate for the first time, 

but it made AYP in math performance.  Thus, in 2010-2011, when Campus-2 made 

AYP for math performance for the second consecutive year and also made AYP for 

graduation rate, it exited the SIP (Texas Education Agency, 2013, February 1).  Table 

14 provides the AYP passing percentages for Campus-2 from 2006-2007 through 2010-

2011 (Texas Education Agency 2013, February 1). 

. 

 

 

Year 
All African American Hispanic White 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Special 
Education 

Limited 
English 

Proficient 

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

2006-7 641 100 2 .3 620 97.6 19 3 579 90.3 91 14.2 13 2 

2007-8 663 100 2 .3 642 96.8 17 2.6 597 90 82 12.4 15 2.3 

2008-9 633 100 2 .3 619 97.8 12 1.9 592 93.5 86 13.6 12 1.9 

2009-10 602 100 2 .3 588 97.7 12 2 562 93.4 93 15.4 9 1.5 

2010-11 567 100 0 0 560 98.8 7 1.2 523 92.2 70 12.3 18 3.2 
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Table 14 

Campus-2 AYP Passing Percentages by Subject, Year, and Student Population   

Note:  Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Adequate Yearly Progress website 
http://tea.texas.gov/index4.aspx?id=2147500397.  Copyright 2007-2015 by the Texas Education Agency.  
a
TPM indicates that the AYP determinations were made using the Texas Projection Measure. The first 

percentage given indicates the passing percentage without using TPM.  The second number is the 
passing percentage calculated with TPM.   

 PSP-2 

 PSP-2 had 40 years total experience in education when he began working with 

Campus-2.  He had served as teacher, assistant principal, migrant office personnel, 

principal, and assistant superintendent.  As of January 2015, PSP-2 had served in a 

technical assistance capacity for ten years assisting approximately 25 campuses (PSP-

2, personal communication, January 13, 2015). 

 Principal-2 

 Principal-2 assumed leadership of Campus-2 in fall 2008.  He led Campus-2 until 

he was moved to open another campus in fall 2010.  Prior to serving as principal of 

Campus-2, Principal-2 was an agriculture teacher, and then he served simultaneously 

 State-
Determined 

Target 
Passing 

Percentage 

Campus 2 AYP Passing Percentages 

All 

 
African 

American Hispanic White Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Special 
Education 

Limited 
English 

Proficient 

Reading/ELA  

2006-7 60 82 * 81 * 80 44 * 

2007-8 60 81 * 81 * 81 20 64 

2008-9 TPM
a
 67 80 89 * 80 89 * 79 89 43 50 44 67 

2009-10  TPMa 
73 82 90 * 81 90 * 82 90 39 57 n/a 

2010-11 80 86 * 87 * 85 46 * 

Math  

2006-7 50 49 * 49 * 49 20 * 

2007-8 50 42 * 42 * 41 13 <1 

2008-9  TPMa 
58 39 53 * 38 53 * 35 50 20 20 25 25 

2009-10  TPMa 
67 58 72 * 58 72 * 58 72 26 26 * 

2010-11 75 73 * 74 * 71 46 * 
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as both the agriculture teacher and principal of another high school in a small district.  

He moved directly into the principalship, never serving as an assistant principal 

(Principal-2, personal communication, January 13, 2015). As of January 2015, he had 

served as a principal for thirteen years. 

 Summary 

 At the time Principal-2 became the leader of Campus-2, the campus was 

entering into Stage 1 of the SIP.  During his second year as the principal, the campus 

began its work with PSP-2.  The campus missed AYP in Principal-2’s first year, but the 

campus made AYP in Principal-2’s second year.  The year the campus exited the SIP, 

the campus was under new leadership because the district moved Principal-2 to open a 

new campus.  PSP-2 served the campus for two years, 2009-2010 and 2010-2011, after 

which the campus exited the SIP. 

 Case 3 

 Campus-3 

 Campus-3 is a high school located in a suburban district outside of Houston and 

is included in ESC Region 4 service area (Texas Education Agency, 2015).  The district 

serves approximately 23,000 students.  Of its 23,000 students, approximately 19% are 

African American, 45% are Hispanic, 31% are white, and 5% are Asian.  Campus-3 

serves approximately 1750 students in grades nine through twelve (Texas Education 

Agency, 2014).  Table 15 provides the breakdown of the student population on 

Campus-3. 
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Table 15 

Campus-3 Student Population by Year 

Note:  Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Academic Excellence Indicator System website 

http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis/index.html.  Copyright 2014 by the Texas Education Agency. 

 In 2005-2006, Campus-3 missed AYP for math performance.  In 2006-2007, 

Campus-2 missed AYP for math performance again, and in 2007-2008, the campus 

moved into Stage 1 of the SIP (Texas Education Agency, 2013, February 1).  That year 

the campus missed AYP for math performance once again, so in 2008-2009 the 

campus moved into Stage 2 of SIP and was required to contract with a PSP each year 

until it exited the SIP (Texas Education Agency, 2013, February 1; Legislative Budget 

Board Staff, 2011).  At the end of 2008-2009, the campus made AYP, and it did so 

again in 2009-2010, exiting the SIP. (Texas Education Agency, 2013, February 1).  

Table 16 provides the AYP passing percentages for Campus-3 from 2006-2007 through 

2009-2010 (Texas Education Agency 2013, February 1). 

. 

 

 

 

 

 

Year 
All African American Hispanic White 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Special 
Education 

Limited 
English 

Proficient 

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

2006-7 1757 100 276 15.7 978 55.7 476 27.1 871 49.6 200 11.4 78 4.4 

2007-8 1804 100 326 18.1 997 55.3 452 25.1 864 47.9 210 11.6 85 4.7 

2008-9 1785 100 347 19.4 979 54.8 427 23.9 863 48.3 210 11.8 100 5.6 

2009-10 1725 100 324 18.8 966 56 396 23 935 54.2 200 11.6 102 5.9 
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Table 16 

Campus-3 AYP Passing Percentages by Subject, Year, and Student Population   
 

Note:  Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Adequate Yearly Progress website 
http://tea.texas.gov/index4.aspx?id=2147500397.  Copyright 2007-2015 by the Texas Education Agency.  
a
TPM indicates that the AYP determinations were made using the Texas Projection Measure. The first 

percentage given indicates the passing percentage without using TPM.  The second number is the 
passing percentage calculated with TPM.   

 PSP-3 

 At the time she began working with Campus-3 in 2008-2009, PSP-3 had 34 

years’ experience in education.  She has served as a teacher, assistant principal, 

principal, director of special programs, assistant superintendent, and deputy 

superintendent.  She describes herself as the “ten year girl”.  She spent ten years in the 

classroom, ten years in campus administration, ten years in district administration, and 

as of January 2015, ten years as a PSP (PSP-3, personal communication, January 15, 

2015).  She had served approximately thirty-eight campuses as a PSP. 

 Principal-3 

 Principal-3 assumed leadership of Campus-3 in fall 2006, and she has remained 

at the helm for nine years.  Prior to serving as principal of Campus-3, Principal-3 was a 

teacher, assistant principal, associate principal, and a grant funded researcher with the 

 

State-
Determined 

Target 
Passing 

Percentage 

Campus 3 AYP Passing Percentages 

All 

 
African 

American Hispanic White Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Special 
Education 

Limited 
English 

Proficient 

Reading/ELA  

2006-7 60 91 87 89 96 87 73 57 

2007-8 60 86 84 84 91 80 43 53 

2008-9  TPM
a
 67 89 95 89 92 87 94 94 99 85 92 62 78 64 76 

2009-10 TPM
a 

73 90 95 87 93 90 94 95 96 86 92 63 69 67 90 

Math  

2006-7 50 58 48 50 79 51 41 14 

2007-8 50 53 51 45 69 46 20 21 

2008-9 TPM
a 

58 61 78 57 73 56 75 76 88 54 73 50 57 36 55 

2009-10 TPM
a 

67  68 79 60 71 69 82 72 76 59 74 33 38 62 81 
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US Department of Education Leadership Grant (Principal-3, personal communication, 

January 14, 2015). She also earned her doctorate in education leadership.  

 Summary 

 At the time Principal-3 became the leader of Campus-3, the campus had missed 

AYP for the first time.  She continued as the campus leader while the campus moved 

both into and out of the SIP.  PSP-3 served the campus for two consecutive school 

years, 2008-2010, at the end of which the campus exited the SIP.  

 Case 4 

 Campus-4 

 Campus-4 is located in a suburban district outside of Houston and is included in 

the ESC Region 4 service area (Texas Education Agency, 2015).  The district serves 

approximately 70,000 students.  Of its 70,000 students, approximately 29% are African 

American, 26% are Hispanic, 23% are Asian, and 19% are white.  Campus-4 is a 

middle school serving grades six through eight (Texas Education Agency, 2014).  Table 

17 provides the breakdown of the student population on Campus-4. 
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Table 17 

Campus-4 Student Population by Year 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note:  Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Academic Excellence Indicator System website 
http://ritter.tea.state.tx.us/perfreport/aeis/index.html.  Copyright 2014 by the Texas Education Agency. 

 
 In 2004-2005, Campus-4 missed AYP for math performance.  In 2005-2006, 

Campus-4 missed AYP for math performance again, and in 2006-2007, the campus 

moved into Stage 1 of the SIP (Texas Education Agency, 2013, February 1).  That year 

the campus missed AYP for math and reading performance, so in 2007-2008 the 

campus moved into Stage 2 of SIP and was required to contract with a PSP each year 

until it exited the SIP (Texas Education Agency, 2013, February 1; Legislative Budget 

Board Staff, 2011).  At the end of 2007-2008, the campus missed AYP again for math 

performance causing the campus to move to Stage 3 of the SIP.  However, in 2008-

2009, the campus made AYP, and it did so again in 2009-2010, exiting the SIP. (Texas 

Education Agency, 2013, February 1).  Table 18 provides the AYP passing percentages 

for Campus-4 from 2005-2006 through 2009-2010 (Texas Education Agency 2013, 

February 1). 

 

 

 

 

Year 
All African American Hispanic White 

Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Special 
Education 

Limited 
English 

Proficient 

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % 

2005-6 1225 100 939 76.7 274 22.4 8 0.7 748 61.1 151 12.3 58 4.7 

2006-7 1090 100 805 73.9 271 24.9 10 0.9 673 61.7 138 12.7 82 7.5 

2007-8 995 100 713 71.7 273 27.4 5 0.5 612 61.5 133 13.4 96 9.6 

2008-9 682 100 482 70.7 193 28.3 4 0.6 407 59.7 77 11.3 54 7.9 

2009-10 761 100 534 70.2 214 28.1 6 0.8 520 68.3 77 10.1 49 6.4 
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Table 18 

Campus-4 AYP Passing Percentages by Subject, Year, and Student Population   

Note:  Data compiled from the Texas Education Agency’s Adequate Yearly Progress website 
http://tea.texas.gov/index4.aspx?id=2147500397.  Copyright 2007-2015 by the Texas Education Agency.  
a
TPM indicates that the AYP determinations were made using the Texas Projection Measure. The first 

percentage given indicates the passing percentage without using TPM.  The second number is the 
passing percentage calculated with TPM.   

 

 PSP-4 

 In 2007-2008 Campus-4 moved into Stage 2 of the SIP and was required to 

contract with a PSP (Legislative Budget Board Staff, 2011; Texas Education Agency, 

2013, February 1).  They chose to contract with PSP-4, who had 33 total years of 

experience in education at the time.  He has served as teacher, K-12 Computer 

Specialist, Secondary Math Coordinator, K-12 Math Specialist, and K-12 

Math/Science/Technology Specialist.  PSP-4 has served as a PSP for nine years and 

has served approximately eleven campuses (PSP-4, personal communication, January 

15, 2015).   

 

 State-
Determined 

Target 
Passing 

Percentage 

Campus 4 AYP Passing Percentages 

All 
African 

American Hispanic White Economically 
Disadvantaged 

Special 
Education 

Limited 
English 

Proficient 

Reading/ELA  

2005-6 53 75 76 73 67 72 55 49 

2006-7 60 77 77 77 63 74 59 62 

2007-8 60 87 90 81 * 85 71 75 

2008-9  TPM
a 

67 90 96 92 97 87 95 * 89 95 91 91 78 91 

2009-10  TPM
a 

73 87 96 89 96 83 96 >99 >99 85 96 85 89 70 94 

Math  

2005-6 42 50 49 55 67 47 41 34 

2006-7 50 52 51 58 50 49 43 48 

2007-8 50 63 62 66 * 63 44 60 

2008-9  TPM
a 

58 69 82 68 83 69 80 * 69 82 64 70 56 68 

2009-10  TPM
a 

67 78 87 76 86 83 90 60 60 77 86 76 76 80 86 
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 Principal-4 

 Principal-4 assumed leadership of Campus-4 in fall 2006.  He was a first year 

principal and was tasked with turning around a struggling school.  In addition, in his 

second year as principal, he opened a new building for the school.  Prior to serving as 

principal of Campus-4, Principal-4 served as a teacher, an assistant principal, and an 

associate principal (Principal-4, personal communication, January 14, 2015).   

 Summary 

 Principal-4 came on board in 2006-2007, the year the campus moved into Stage 

1of the SIP.  He was a first year principal charged with improving the school and 

planning for the opening of a new building in the summer of 2007.  In the fall of 2008, 

the first year the PSP-4 was on board, the campus missed AYP in mathematics 

performance.  However, the campus made AYP the next two years and exited the SIP 

in 2010. 

 

Instrumentation 

 Creswell (2013) and Yin (2014) discuss the importance of data triangulation in 

the use of case study methodology.  Creswell (2013) claims strong case studies enable 

a deeper understanding of the case, which is difficult to accomplish using only one data 

source.  Likewise, Yin (2014) advocates triangulating the data.  He advocates for using 

multiple data sources to strengthen the findings.  Yin (2014) also writes, “[Mixed] 

methods research can permit researchers to address more complicated research 

questions and collect a richer and stronger array of evidence than can be accomplished 

by any single method alone” (p. 65-66). For this multi-case study, triangulation of the 
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data was accomplished utilizing four main data sources which include both qualitative 

and quantitative data:  

 One interview with each of four PSPs who served two consecutive years prior 
to the campuses exiting the SIP between 2007-2012 

 One interview with each of four principals of campuses supported by 
participating PSPs for two consecutive years prior to exiting the SIP between 
2007 and 2012   

 The four participating PSPs’ monthly progress reports that report on the 
PSP’s work at each school and the respective campus’s progress  

 Data from principals’ annual evaluations of participating PSPs’ services 

 Each of the research questions was answered using the data as displayed in 

Table 19. Interviews with PSPs provided data around the strategies used with SIP 

schools.  Interviews with principals offered insight into whether the same strategies 

were viewed as important and provide support or refute the PSP’s perspective. Data 

from the monthly progress reports provided a record of what occurred at the time the 

campus was actually being supported.  Data from the annual principal evaluations of 

PSP services offered insight into how principals perceived PSP support at the time the 

services were actually being provided. 
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Table 19 

Research Questions and Corresponding Data Sources 

 Research Questions Data Sources 

1. What were the primary support strategies engaged by 
Professional Service Providers serving secondary campuses that 
exited the Texas Title I School Improvement Program between 
2007-2012? 

 PSP interviews 

 Principal interviews 

 PSP monthly progress reports 

2. How did the support strategies identified in question one align 
with the quality indicators delineated by Le Floch, et al., 
(2008b) and Boyle, et al., (2009)? 

 PSP interviews 

 Principal interviews 

 PSP monthly progress reports 

3. On which of the quality indicators did Professional Service 
Providers most heavily rely while serving secondary campuses 
that exited the Texas Title I School Improvement Program 
between 2007-2012? 

 PSP interviews 

 Principal interviews 

 PSP monthly progress reports 

4. For each case, how does the principal’s evaluation of the PSP’s 
performance in each quality indicator change over time? 

 Annual principal evaluation 
survey of PSP services 

 

Interviews 

 Interviews are one of the most common and most important sources of data 

when building a case study (Yin, 2014).  For this study, semi-structured interviews with 

the PSP-participants and principal-participants focused on the work of the PSP and its 

alignment with the five quality indicators included in the study: coherence, 

responsiveness, fit, comprehensiveness, and prescriptiveness.  Omitted quality 

indicators include timeliness, intensity, and stability since they are factors controlled by 

the state and not PSPs (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  Tables 20 and 21 

list the interview questions per quality indicator. 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

102 
 

Table 20 

PSP Interview Questions 

Quality Indicator Interview Questions 

Coherence 
 How did you make sure that strategies for improvement were working together rather than 

against each other? 
o Did they align or conflict with the expectations of the district? The state? 

Responsiveness 

 Can you talk about how you communicated with the principal when you were away from 
campus? 

o How did you decide when to visit a campus? 
o What was the understanding with the campus around communicating with you 

when you were visiting? 
o In what other ways did you communicate with the campus when you were not 

there? 

Comprehensiveness 

 Who did you work with when you were on campus?  Did you focus on the principal or a 
department or did you take a holistic approach? 

o In what area of need on the campus did you feel you were most knowledgeable? 
o Was there any knowledge or skill that you wished you had possessed to enable 

you be of better service to the campus? 

Prescriptiveness 
 Did you give directives, make recommendations, or do more coaching? 

o Did you identify any campus needs that you think surprised the principal? 

Fit 

 Would you describe your relationship with the principal? 
o How did that relationship evolve? 
o Was there a breakthrough moment when you felt the principal realized you could 

be trusted or that you had something to teach him/her? 
o How did you decide to work with a school? 
o When you enter a school for the first time, what is your approach?   
o What do you do first? 
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Table 21 

Principal Interview Questions 

Quality Indicator Interview Questions 

Coherence 
 How did you and the PSP make sure that strategies for improvement were working 

together rather than against each other? 
o Did they align or conflict with the expectations of the district? The state? 

Responsiveness 

 Can you talk about how you communicated with the PSP when you were away from 
campus? 

o How did you decide when the PSP would visit the campus? 
o What was the understanding with the campus around communicating with the 

PSP when he/she was visiting? 
o In what other ways did you communicate with the PSP when he/she was not 

there? 

Comprehensiveness 

 Who did the PSP work with when he/she was on campus?  Did the PSP work with you or a 
department, or did the PSP take a holistic approach? 

o In what area of need on the campus did you feel the PSP was most 
knowledgeable? 

o Was there any knowledge or skill that you wished the PSP had possessed to 
enable him/her to be of better service to the campus? 

Prescriptiveness 
 Did the PSP give directives, make recommendations, or do more coaching? 

o Did the PSP identify any campus needs that surprised you? 

Fit 

 Would you describe your relationship with the PSP? 
o How did that relationship evolve? 
o Was there a breakthrough moment when you realized you could trust the PSP? 
o How did you decide to work with the PSP? 

 

 Protocols guided the interview process.  Each interview lasted approximately 

forty-five minutes to one hour.  Participants received the interview questions at least one 

week prior to the scheduled interview.  Each PSP was interviewed one time, and the 

interview focused on the services the PSP provided to the campus.  Each principal was 

interviewed one time, and the interview focused on the services of the PSP as delivered 

to the campus during the principal’s tenure. Participants received and signed informed 

consent notices, and the researcher stressed that participants may choose not to 

answer the questions and may leave the interview at any time.  The researcher also 

assured participants of the confidentiality of their responses. 

 The interviews were recorded for the purposes of transcribing the content, and 

recordings were erased upon completion of the transcription.  To protect the identity of 
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participants, labels replaced the actual names of the districts, schools, and individuals.  

However, the schools’ demographic information was not masked. Once interviews were 

transcribed, member checking allowed participants an opportunity to review, validate, or 

correct the transcript. 

PSP Progress Reports 

 Yin (2014) recognizes archival documents as an important aspect of case study 

research, specifically to support or refute other data that is collected.  In an effort to 

monitor the work completed by PSPs, they are required to submit a monthly progress 

report for each campus served detailing the work they completed during that month.   

Progress reports typically consist of dates of service, work completed by the PSP, data 

demonstrating progress made on the campus, and projected future work. An analysis of 

participating PSPs’ monthly progress reports yielded data around the technical 

assistance provided to each campus.  

 PSPs submit approximately ten progress reports per school per year. For PSP-

1’s service to Campus-1, there were no progress reports to analyze.  ESC XIII was not 

able to locate the progress reports because there was not a system for cataloging 

reports during the time PSP-1’s reports were submitted.  TEA also did not have the 

reports because, according to TEA’s record retention policy, the time limit had expired, 

so the documents were destroyed. PSP-1 was also unable to locate the documents. 

 For PSP-2’s service to Campus-2, a total of ten progress reports were located by 

the Texas Education Agency and PSP-2.  Reports for November, December, February, 

March, and April of 2009-2010 were analyzed.  Additionally, reports for November, 

January, March, June, and August of 2010-2011 were analyzed.  
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 For PSP-3’s service to Campus-3, ten progress reports were located. For 2008-

2009, progress reports were available for November, December, January, February, 

March, April, May, June, and July.  For 2009-2010, only the May progress report could 

be located.  Therefore, a total of ten progress reports for PSP-3 were analyzed 

 PSP-4 had the most complete service records available.  Reports for 2007-2008 

included October, November, December, January, February, March, April, and May.  

Reports for 2008-2009 included September, October, November, December, January, 

February, March, April, May, and June.  Finally, for 2009-2010, reports included 

September, October, November, December, January, February, March, April, May, and 

June.  A total of twenty-eight progress reports documenting PSP-4’s service to Campus-

4 were analyzed. 

Principal Evaluations of PSP Services 

 The TCDSS administers an annual evaluation survey of PSP work to the 

principals served by PSPs.  The survey represents documentation of the principals’ 

views on PSP services at the conclusion of each school year services were provided.  

The survey is distributed electronically, and responses are due prior to the release of 

final school improvement ratings.  Principal participation is voluntary but encouraged 

(Texas Center for District & School Support 2012a, 2012b).  The first surveys were 

distributed in 2008-2009. Thus, questions from surveys spanning school years 2008-

2009 to 2011-2012 and pertaining to the five quality indicators will be analyzed.  Table 

22 lists the questions examined from each survey and the quality indicators with which 

they align. 
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Table 22 

Selected Questions from TCDSS Annual Surveys 

Framework Indicator 
Survey 

Year 
Question 

Coherence 2008 Please indicate the level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP and campus administrator shared clear, 
agreed upon expectations in regard to the roles and 
responsibilities of the TAP. 

2008 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP initiated or added to a sustainable school 
improvement vision/system that will continue to impact the 
success of our students. 

2009 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP was instrumental in the implementation of 
the School Improvement Program Requirements 

2009 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP and campus administration shared clear, 
agreed upon expectations in regard to the roles and 
responsibilities of the TAP. 

2009 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP initiated or added to a sustainable school 
improvement vision/system that will continue to impact the 
success of our students. 

2010 How beneficial were the following resources in assisting schools in 
navigating SIP requirements:  TAP. 

2010 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP was instrumental in the implementation of 
the School Improvement Program Requirements 

2010 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP and campus administration shared clear, 
agreed upon expectations in regard to the roles and 
responsibilities of the TAP. 

2010 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP initiated or added to a sustainable school 
improvement vision/system that will continue to impact the 
success of our students. 

 2011 Please indicate how often your PSP pursued the following areas 
when working with you and/or your campus staff:  Assisted in 
strategically planning for rapid progress in meeting, exceeding, 
and sustaining AYP standards. 

Responsiveness 2011 Please rate your PSP in the following areas:  Availability.   

2011 Please rate your PSP in the following areas:  Communication skills. 

2012 Please rate your PSP in the following areas:  Availability 

 2012 Please rate your PSP in the following areas:  Communication skills. 

Fit 2009 Did you work closely with the TAP?   
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Table 22 (continued) 

Framework Indicator Survey 
Year 

Question 

Fit 2010 Did you work closely with the TAP?   

2011 Rate your PSP in the following areas:  Demonstrated and attitude 
of service. 

2011 How often did your PSP act as a catalyst for the school’s culture, 
beliefs, and mission? 

2011 If your campus remains in SIP and you are given the opportunity to 
work with the same PSP during the upcoming year, would you like 
to keep the same PSP? 

2012 Please rate your PSP in the following areas:  service attitude 

2012 Please rate your PSP in the following areas:  professionalism. 

2012 Please rate your PSP in the following areas:  collaborative working 
style. 

2012 If your campus remains in SIP and you are given the opportunity to 
work with the same PSP during the upcoming year, would you like 
to keep the same PSP? 

Comprehensiveness 2008 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP suggested effective professional development 
opportunities that resulted in improved teacher performance and 
student achievement. 

2008 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP built the instructional capacity amongst our 
core subject teachers. 

2008 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP had a tangible impact on the success of our 
students. 

2009 How would you rate the effectiveness/impact of your TAP in 
helping your campus move toward the goal of meeting adequate 
yearly progress? 

2009 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP built instructional capacity amongst our core 
subject teachers. 

2009 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP suggested effective professional development 
opportunities that resulted in improved teacher performance and 
student achievement. 

2009 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP had a tangible impact on the success of our 
students. 

2010 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP built instructional capacity amongst our core 
subject teachers. 
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Table 22 (continued) 

Framework Indicator 
Survey 

Year 
Question 

Comprehensiveness 2010 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP suggested effective professional development 
opportunities that resulted in improved teacher performance and 
student achievement. 

2010 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP had a tangible impact on the success of our 
students. 

2011 Please rate your PSP in the following areas:  Ability to work with 
and understand data. 

2012 How would you rate the effectiveness/impact of your TAP in 
helping your campus move toward the goal of meeting adequate 
yearly progress? 

2012 Please rate your PSP in the following areas:  Ability to work with 
and understand data. 

Prescriptiveness 2008 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP assisted the administrative staff in prioritizing 
needs. 

2009 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP assisted the leadership team/administrative 
staff in prioritizing needs. 

2010 Please indicate your level of agreement with the following 
statement:  The TAP assisted the leadership team/administrative 
staff in prioritizing needs. 

2011 Please indicate how often your PSP pursued the following areas 
when working with you and/or your campus staff:  Worked with 
school personnel to address the needs identified in the Campus 
Improvement Needs Assessment.   

2011 Please rate your PSP in the following areas:  Awareness of school 
needs.  

2012 Please rate your PSP in the following areas:  Awareness of school 
needs. 

Note.  Adapted from 2009 End of Year SIRC Survey, 2010 End of Year SIRC Survey, 2011 End of Year 
SIRC Survey, and 2012 End of Year SIRC Survey, by School Improvement Resource Center. Copyright 
2009, 2010, 2011, & 2012 by the Texas Education Agency. 

 

Data Analysis 

 According to Yin (2014), a multi-case study requires the analysis of each case 

individually, and then a comparison of the results may elucidate common themes across 

cases.  Thus, data analysis began with the individual analysis of each case.  Then, the 
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results of the cases were compared with one another to identify commonalities in 

themes and findings.  Figure 10 illustrates the flow of the data analysis for this study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10. Flow of multi-case study data analysis and cross-case thematic comparison 

 
Initial Coding 

 Interviews 

 Cases were analyzed individually. Interviews revealed strategies employed by 

PSPs as they served their respective campuses.  Each interview was transcribed, and 

the researcher reviewed the data to become familiar with the overall content.  According 

to Creswell (2013), “The process of coding involves aggregating the text or visual data 

into small categories of information, seeking evidence for the code from different 

databases being used in a study, and then assigning a label to the code” (p. 184).  

Accordingly, each transcript was coded for specific strategies used by the PSP to 

provide technical assistance.  This process was completed twice comparing the two 

outcomes to ensure all strategies were identified and to ensure there was consistency in 
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the coding.  Next transcripts were read, coding each identified strategy to a quality 

indicator.  Again, this process was conducted twice to ensure consistency in the coding.  

Once all transcripts were coded for strategies and quality indicators, the researcher 

entered the data into an Excel spreadsheet using the quality indicators as the headings.  

Principal and PSP interviews were treated separately for each case.  This allowed the 

researcher to sort, identify strategies most frequently used, compare PSP perceptions 

to principal perceptions of services, and look for trends in the data.  

 PSP Progress Reports 

 Again, cases were analyzed individually. PSP’s progress reports were analyzed 

following the same process as the coding of the interview data.  During the first review, 

the researcher became familiar with the overall content.  During the second review, the 

researcher coded the data for specific strategies that the PSPs utilized to support the 

schools in the study. This process was conducted twice to ensure consistency in 

coding.  Next, the transcripts were reviewed to code strategies to the quality indicators.  

This process was completed twice to ensure consistency.  Once all transcripts were 

coded for strategies and quality indicators, the researcher entered the data into an 

Excel spreadsheet using the quality indicators as the headings.  Again, this allowed the 

researcher to sort, identify strategies most frequently used, and look for trends in the 

data. 

Analysis by Research Question 

 Research Question 1 

 The purpose of the first research question for this study is to determine the 

primary strategies used by PSPs.  The strategies identified through the first round of 
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coding for reach data source were grouped by verbs and purpose of the action.  Then 

the strategy groups were put in order from the greatest number of entries in the group to 

the least.  This revealed which strategies were used most by the PSPs as they 

endeavored to serve campuses in need of improvement.   

 Yin (2014) advocates for conducting cross case analysis to strengthen the 

findings of the research.  Consequently, for each research question, the results from 

each case were compared to the other three cases to assess similarities across cases. 

So, for the first research question, the key strategies from each case were compared to 

the other three cases to identify which strategies were common to all cases. 

 Research Question 2 

 The second research question asked how the support strategies identified in 

research question one aligned with the quality indicators delineated by Le Floch, et al., 

(2008b) and Boyle, et al., (2009). This was accomplished in the initial coding process.  

As the strategies were categorized by quality indicators, all strategies clearly aligned to 

one of the indicators.  While the researcher looked for and was open to emergent 

strategies, the operational definitions of each quality indicator allowed for the 

categorizing of each strategy to an indicator.  No additional categories evolved.  Again, 

the findings from each were compared to the remaining cases to look for commonalities 

among findings. 
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Table 23  

Operational Definitions for Coding 

Indicator Definition/characteristics 

Coherence 

  Ensures groups/individuals do not work in isolation 

  Constant, stable leadership on the campus 

  Flexibility to address PSP recommendations while also complying with district mandates 

  Coordination of multiple external support providers 

  “a system in which all components are working toward a common goal rather than 
working in isolation or against one another” (Finnigan, et al., 2009)  

  SIP Compliance 

  Test compliance 

  Monitoring interventions and systems 

Responsiveness 

  Responds promptly to school staff 

  Maintains communication 

  Replies to requests 

  Willing to adjust strategies according to the school’s needs 

Fit 

  Works as partner to determine necessary interventions 

  Serves as mentor or coach, questioning and listening 

  Provides active support, not just monitoring 

  Has had similar experiences/led similar schools 

  Able to develop relationships based on trust 

  Recommended strategies are viable, effective, and contribute to school change 

Comprehensiveness 

  Ability to support a wide range of needs, such as: 

  Improvement planning 

  Using data to make instructional decisions 

  Training faculty on data analysis and use 

  Leadership development 

  Curriculum analysis and development 

  Professional development planning for instructional improvement 

  Expert interpersonal and facilitation skills to maintain positive rapport with campus 
community 

  Observing instruction (with an instructional focus) 

Prescriptiveness 

  Knows when to withdraw and when to suggest an intervention 

  Makes realistic recommendations given the campus’s resources, student population, and 
teacher capacity 

  Recommendations are generated from a needs assessment 

  Reflects knowledge of school improvement processes 

 

 Research Question 3 

 The third research question asked which quality indicators were relied upon most 

by PSPs.  In other words, which quality indicator was most used in the work of the 
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PSPs?  Saldaña (2013) asserts, “[qualitative] codes are essence-capturing. . . when 

clustered together. . ., they actively facilitate the development of categories and thus the 

analysis of their connections” (p. 8).  In each case, the results of the coding process for 

the interviews and progress reports were analyzed to determine connections to the five 

quality indicators for state support systems included in this study.   

 Using the spreadsheets developed during the initial coding processes, the 

number of entries for each quality indicator was tallied.  Then the entries were grouped 

according to strategy.  For example, entries about coaching were grouped together as 

one strategy, entries pertaining to reviewing documents for background knowledge were 

grouped together, entries referring to analyzing information were grouped together and 

so on.  Each group represented a central strategy used by the PSP in service to the 

campus.   

 Then the number of strategies per quality indicator was tallied.  In each case the 

quality indicators were ranked according to the total number of entries followed by the 

total number of strategies recorded for the indicator. This process yielded quality 

indicators most used by the PSP in each case.  Finally, cases were compared to one 

another to identify trends in the data. 

 Research Question 4 

 As advocated by Yin (2014) and supported by Gall, Gall, and Borg (2007), mixed 

methods research lends strength to findings of a case study.  Annual survey data 

collected from the Principal Evaluations of PSP Services will also be used within each 

case to determine the perceived quality of services in each indicator over time.   
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 To answer this question, the survey questions from 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, and 

2012 that aligned with each quality indicator were identified.  This data provides 

information about the principals’ perceptions at the time services were rendered.  Within 

case methodology was used to assess whether PSP services remained consistently 

high, diminished, or improved over time. For each case, the principal’s annual ratings 

for each question answered for each quality indicator was averaged together. This 

generated an overall score for each quality indicator for each year of service. By 

comparing scores for each quality indicator over time, the data suggests whether the 

PSPs services remained consistently high, weakened, or strengthened during the time 

of service.  Table 22 delineates the survey questions that were included in the analysis.  

Ratings for PSPs were compared across cases to identify trends and similarities across 

cases. 

 

Limitations/Ethical Considerations 

Limitations 

 There are a number of limitations in the study.  First, for the past ten years the 

researcher worked for TCDSS in various capacities.   Initially the researcher worked in 

the organization as an Education Specialist.  After leaving the organization, the 

researcher served as an independent consultant, including the following: an educational 

leadership coach, a site visit specialist, a campus snapshot team member, and a PSP.   

As a result, the researcher’s level of understanding and insight into the processes 

employed by the TCDSS to serve schools in improvement may have influenced the 

interpretation of the data. 
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 Secondly, having served the TCDSS in a number of ways, the researcher has 

developed relationships with some members of the TCDSS as well as with PSPs.  

Among the participants may be individuals with whom the researcher has professional 

relationships and even some with whom the researcher maintains friendships.  Again, 

these relationships and the researcher’s inside knowledge of the motivations and 

considerations of these individuals may have influenced the collection and interpretation 

of the data.   

 To control for these issues, the researcher took several measures. The 

interviews with PSPs and principals were semi-structured, reducing opportunities for 

bias.  Once interviews were completed and transcribed, participants were provided a 

copy of the transcript of the interview to review.  Member checking helps to ensure that 

the information in the transcripts is accurate according to the participants.  Also, by 

coding the data in multiple ways, bias may have been reduced.  The data was reviewed 

three times and coded two different ways. Additionally, there is quantitative data 

collected by the TCDSS to support or refute the findings that emerged from the coding 

process, again reducing researcher bias. 

Ethical Considerations 

 The ethical considerations for the study are important as well.  The relationship 

between PSPs and principals is one built on trust and confidence.  Participating in the 

study may have presented opportunities or possibilities for violating that trust unwittingly 

and thus damaged the relationships.  It is also important to consider the position of the 

principals as they revealed their expertise as well as their areas for growth.  This may 

have made them vulnerable to criticism from supervisors.  Additionally, if the PSPs and 
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principals took any actions that ran counter to the purposes or goals of the districts, their 

employability or career advancement may be at risk. 

 Again, several steps were taken to help control for these issues.  First, informed 

consent forms were presented to participants.  While reviewing the forms, the 

researcher emphasized the confidentiality of participation and responses, the right of 

participants to choose not to answer any question, and the right of the participant to 

leave the interview at any time.  Further, participants were given the questions at least 

one week in advance of the interviews to enable participants to consider their answers 

and identify any potential issues associated with answering any single question.  Finally, 

member checking ensures that the transcripts’ contents were correct and conveyed 

what the participants intended.   

 

Conclusion 

 This study is a descriptive multi-case study that examines the strategies 

employed by PSPs as they assisted schools in exiting the SIP.  Analysis of interviews 

with PSPs, interviews with principals, and PSP monthly progress reports yielded 

information around specific strategies utilized by PSPs, the alignment of services with 

the five quality indicators of state support services, and the indicators stressed most.  

Analysis of the annual principal’s evaluation of PSP services also shed light on whether 

the PSP provided consistently high levels of services over time or whether quality 

diminished or improved over time. 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

Introduction  

 This study examined the ways in which PSPs support low performing campuses.  

The four research questions addressed through the collection and analysis of data 

include: 

1.  What were the primary support strategies engaged by Professional Service 
Providers serving secondary campuses that exited the Texas Title I School 
Improvement Program between 2007-2012? 

2.  How did the support strategies identified in question one align with the quality 
indicators delineated by Le Floch, et al., (2008b) and Boyle, et al., (2009)? 

3.  On which of the quality indicators did Professional Service Providers most heavily 
rely while serving secondary campuses that exited the Texas Title I School 
Improvement Program between 2007-2012? 

4.  For each case, how does the principal’s evaluation of the PSP’s performance on 
each quality indicator change over time? 

This chapter describes the data collected through interviews and document analysis 

and the findings from the coding and systematic manipulation of the data. 

 

Primary Support Strategies 

 The first research question asked: what were the primary support strategies 

engaged by PSPs serving campuses that exited the SIP between 2007-2012?  The data 

and findings from each case are described. Table 24 provides characteristics of each 

primary strategy as described by participants. 
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Table 24  

Definitions/characteristics of Primary Support Strategies Used by PSPs 

Strategy Definition/characteristics 

Analyzing Included activities such as analyzing data, principal leadership styles, and systems. 

Building Trust 
Included strategies that demonstrated intentional actions to build trust and develop 
relationships, such as being authentic, honest, and transparent. 

Coaching/Mentoring Included strategies specifically identified by participants as coaching or mentoring.  

Communicating 
Included actions intended to foster communication among the faculty, PSP, and/or 
the administration, such as attending scheduled meetings, debriefing, and emailing.  

Making 
Recommendations 

Included strategies specifically identified by participants as making 
recommendations around activities, strategies, systems, etc. 

Observing Instruction 
Included activities specifically identified by participants as observing teachers or 
observing instruction. 

Planning 
Included activities specifically identified by participants as planning for school 
improvement, interventions, and instruction. 

Providing Professional 
Development 

Included activities specifically identified as providing professional development to 
campus faculty. 

Reviewing 
Included activities such as reviewing documentation, policies, and procedures to 
gain background knowledge about the campus and its operations. 

Supporting 
Included activities specifically identified by participants as support, such as 
encouragement, affirmation, backing, and advocacy. 

Teaching 
Included activities such as explaining the federal and state accountability systems, 
federal intervention systems,  time management, and monitoring systems. 

 

Case 1 

 As shown in Table 25, the analysis of Principal-1’s interview indicated that the 

primary strategies used by PSP-1 were teaching, mentoring/coaching, and supporting 

the principal and campus.  Principal-1 described PSP-1’s behavior, which was coded as 

supporting, in the following way:  “So we are talking about having to make a major 

change and a major turnaround, so he really pretty much walked with me hand in hand 

every step of the way” (Principal-1, personal communication, December 3, 2014). An 

analysis of PSP-1’s interview revealed the primary strategies included providing 

support, mentoring/coaching, and analyzing information.  He described his approach to 

supporting the principal:  “You’ve got to be a team.  If you cannot work that team, you’re 
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not going to succeed” (PSP-1, personal communication, January 14, 2015).  

Commonalities among strategies identified by both PSP-1 and Principal-1 included 

supporting, teaching, and coaching mentoring.  There were no progress reports to 

analyze as they had been destroyed according to the Texas Education Agency’s 

document retention policy.    

Table 25   

Primary Support Strategies Used by PSP-1 in Case 1 

Strategy Principal PSP 
Principal + PSP 

Combined 
Progress Report 

Analyzing 0 3 0 Not Applicable 

Coaching/ 
Mentoring 

5 3 8 Not Applicable 

Supporting 6 6 12 Not Applicable 

Teaching 8 2 10 Not Applicable 

 

Case 2 

 An analysis of Principal-2’s interview reveals that the primary strategies used by 

PSP-2 were supporting, building trust, coaching/mentoring, and teaching the principal 

and members of the faculty. Principal-2 explained that PSP-2 supported him by 

reporting his campus’s needs to the district.   

. . . he was very honest, and would say, ‘I’m going to help you through this,’ . . 

.And his reports indicated I didn’t have this, I didn’t have that, and what I liked 
about him was that he was very honest in his reports. (Principal-2, personal 
communication, January 13, 2015) 

Principal-2 also described the explicit encouragement he got from PSP-2, which was 

also coded as supporting: “So, it was the support I got from him when he said, ‘You 

know what, it’ll be alright.’” (Principal-2, personal communication, January 13, 2015) 
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 PSP-2’s interview suggested the primary strategies used included 

coaching/mentoring, analyzing information, and supporting the principal and faculty.  

PSP-2 described his interaction with Principal-2 revealing the coaching/mentoring that 

occurred.  “Every once in a while I would sit with him and say, ‘Principal-2, what’s the 

best way to do things?  . . . Are you sure that this was the best decision or what options 

have you considered’” (PSP-2, personal communication, January 13, 2015)? 

Commonalities among strategies identified by both PSP-2 and Principal-2 interviews 

included supporting and coaching/mentoring.   

 The PSP’s progress reports, however, revealed that the primary strategies were 

intentional communication, reviewing information, making recommendations, and 

analyzing information (See Table 26).  Progress reports documented intentional 

communication, such as debriefing: “Debriefed with principal at the end of my activities” 

(PSP-2, November 2009).  Coordinating external support providers was also coded as 

another form of communication. 

Facilitated meeting with Principal-2, Regional ESC math consultants assigned to 
the assist the campus with the math program and an independent consultant.  
Meeting focused on instructional needs and areas of concern with the math 
department. . . Shared intervention plans, staff development needs, and plans to 
address needs. (PSP-2, personal communication, January 13, 2015) 
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Table 26   

Primary Support Strategies Used by PSP-2 in Case 2 

Strategy Principal PSP 
Principal + PSP 

Combined 
Progress Report 

Analyzing 0 7 0 11 

Building Trust 5 0 0 0 

Coaching/ 
Mentoring 

3 8 11 5 

Communicating 0 0 0 23 

Making 
Recommendations 

0 0 0 14 

Planning 0 0 0 8 

Reviewing 0 0 0 15 

Supporting 10 6 16 0 

Teaching 3 0 0 0 

 

Case 3 

 In Case 3, the Principal’s interview suggested that the primary strategies used by 

PSP-3 were supporting, building trust, intentional communication, and 

coaching/mentoring.  Principal-3 described a number of activities that PSP-3 engaged in 

that were coded as supporting behaviors.   

A lot of what she did was build confidence that what they were doing was right. . . 
each semester she would take [the teachers] to lunch to build cohesiveness with 
the departments and the teams, to tell them that they were doing right and that 
they could do it, and it was going to make a difference. (Principal-3, personal 
communication, January 14, 2015) 

 The PSP’s interview indicated that intentional communication, building trust, and 

coaching/mentoring were the primary strategies.  An example of PSP-3’s intentional 
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communication pertains to how she kept Principal-3 informed of what she was doing 

when she was on campus.   

I don’t force the Principal to meet with me ever, but I always send notes.  And 
said, ‘Today I did this, and today I did that.’ So, I sent a summary of my day at 
Campus-3 to Principal-3. If there was anything that tweaked her interest, and she 
wanted to know more about it, then she’d call me. (PSP-3, personal 
communication, January 15, 2015) 

Additionally, she worked to build trust with Principal-3 and the teachers.   

You’ve got to know a little about the people, what motivates [them] to get up and 
go to work every day and what [they] go home to.  You know those kinds of 
things. At that time [Principal-3’s] son had just joined the military. . . my eldest 
granddaughter at the time was in Girl Scouts. . . she had  a Girl Scout troop that 
had adopted her son and sent him like 300 cases of Girl Scout cookies, or 
something. . . You know, . . . it just worked. (PSP-3, personal communication, 
January 15, 2015) 
 

Commonalities among strategies identified by both PSP-3 and Principal-3 included 

intentional communication, building trust, and coaching/mentoring.   

 PSP progress reports reveal that intentional communication, planning, making 

recommendations, and reviewing information were the primary strategies utilized to 

support the campus’s improvement efforts.  (See Table 27).  Planning often included 

creating an agenda for campus visits to ensure they were focused and purposeful as 

well as meeting with content area departments or teams to collaboratively plan for 

instruction or intervention.  Progress reports revealed making recommendations 

included a variety of topics. For instance, PSP-3’s May 2009 progress report stated, 

“Develop staff development plan for next year. Consider including feeder schools.” 

Similarly, PSP-3’s April 2009 progress report documented the following: “Principal and 

TAP discussed ELA summer curriculum work that the teachers are doing.  We 

discussed TAP presenting to math teachers a similar plan and that TAP would work with 

teachers to help facilitate.  Principal was very receptive.” 



 
 

123 
 

Table 27  

Primary Support Strategies Used by PSP-3 in Case 3 

Strategy Principal PSP 
Principal + PSP 

Combined 
Progress Report 

Building Trust 2 8 10 18 

Coaching/ 
Mentoring 

2 4 6 11 

Communicating 2 8 10 67 

Making 
Recommendations 

0 0 0 33 

Planning 0 0 0 33 

Reviewing 0 0 0 26 

Supporting 6 0 0 0 

 

Case 4 

 In Case 4, the Principal’s interview identified building trust and intentional 

communication as the primary support strategies used by the PSP.  For example, 

Principal-4 described PSP-4’s behavior as a trust-building factor.  “I just kind of watched 

him for a while to see what he was doing and how he was speaking, how he was 

talking, what he was saying to staff members, and over time, the trust just got stronger. . 

.” (Principal-4, personal communication, January 14, 2015). Additionally, Principal-4 

described how PSP-4’s disposition contributed to building a trusting relationship.  

He wasn’t threatening. . . . He wasn’t being highly critical. He wasn’t being 
forceful. He was a guy where you could talk to him, and he would listen and work 
with you, just kind of an easy going guy to talk to. (Principal-4, personal 
communication, January 14, 2015) 
 

 The PSP’s interview identified intentional communication, building trust, and 

providing professional development as the primary strategies.  Again, intentional 
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communication often consisted of establishing systems to ensure communication 

occurred. For example,  

We had certain norms like, when I got on campus to kind of get a debrief of what 
has been on going on since yesterday or the day before yesterday, and then 
before I would leave the campus the same thing – sit down with the principal and 
make sure that he didn’t have any concerns and maybe know what I had seen 
and so forth. (PSP-4, personal communication, January 15, 2015) 

Commonalities among strategies identified by both PSP-4 and Principal-4 were 

intentional communication and building trust.   

 The PSP’s progress reports revealed intentional communication, reviewing 

information, analyzing information, planning, and observing instruction as the primary 

strategies used to support the campus.  (See Table 28).    Analyzing information 

included activities such as, “Reviewed the data for the grade levels (in mathematics) 

and noted areas of concern” (PSP-4, October 2007).  PSP-4’s TAP Service Record for 

January 2008, provides another clear example:   

Met with Dean of Instruction, Principal, and Technology Specialist to extract 
Student TAKS results by grade level and sub-populations to look closer at 
percentage met by grade level and by objectives per grade level.  Compared this 
refined view with semester common assessments and benchmark data.  
  

On the other hand, activities coded as observing instruction were described as follows: 

“Classroom visits highlighted inclusive strategies, clear expectations and opportunities 

for learns to be active participants in curriculum/instructional activities” ” (PSP-4, 

October 2007).  
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Table 28  

Primary Support Strategies Used by PSP-4 in Case 4 

Strategy Principal PSP 
Principal + PSP 

Combined 
Progress Report 

Analyzing 0 0 0 37 

Building Trust 8 10 18 0 

Communicating 5 16 21 45 

Observing 
Instruction 

0 0 0 26 

Planning 0 0 0 36 

Providing Professional 
Development 0 5 0 0 

Reviewing 0 0 0 41 

 

Cross Case Analysis 

 Analyzing the data across cases reveals similarities between cases; however, no 

strategies were shared across all four cases.  For example, interviews for Cases 1 and 

2 identify supporting and coaching/mentoring as key strategies used by the PSP.  

However, Cases 3 and 4 share communicating and building trust as key strategies. 

Among the three cases with progress reports to analyze, which include Cases 2, 3, and 

4, communicating was the most frequently employed strategy.  In addition, all three 

cases also point to reviewing information and planning as key strategies used in the 

support of school improvement. 

 

Primary Strategies Alignment with Quality Indicators 

 The second research question asked:  How did the support strategies identified 

in question one align with the quality indicators delineated by Le Floch, et al., (2008b) 
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and Boyle, et al., (2009)? Table 29 outlines each quality indicator, its characteristics, 

and the primary strategies that align with the indicator. 

Table 29  

Alignment of Quality Indicators with Primary Strategies 

Indicator Definition/characteristics Strategies 

Coherence   Ensures groups/individuals do not work in 
isolation 

 Communicating 

 Reviewing 

  Constant, stable leadership on the campus 

  Flexibility to address PSP recommendations while 
also complying with district mandates 

  Coordination of multiple external support 
providers 

  “a system in which all components are working 
toward a common goal rather than working in 
isolation or against one another” (Finnigan, et al., 
2009)  

  SIP Compliance 

  Test compliance 

  Monitoring interventions and systems 

Responsiveness   Responds promptly to school staff  

  Maintains communication 

  Replies to requests 

  Willing to adjust strategies according to the 
school’s needs 

Fit   Works as partners to determine necessary 
interventions 

 Building Trust 

 Coaching/Mentoring 

 Supporting   Serves as mentor or coach, questioning and 
listening 

  Provides active support, not just monitoring 

  Has had similar experiences/led similar schools 

  Able to develop relationships based on trust 

  Recommended strategies are viable, effective, 
and contribute to school change 

Comprehensiveness   Ability to support a wide range of needs, such as:  Analyzing 

 Observing Instruction 

 Planning 

 Providing Professional 
Development 

 Teaching 

  Improvement planning 

  Using data to make instructional decisions 

  Training faculty on data analysis and use 

  Leadership development 

  Curriculum analysis and development 
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Table 29 (continued) 

Indicator Definition/characteristics Strategies 

 

  Professional development planning for instructional 
improvement 

 

  Expert interpersonal and facilitation skills to maintain 
positive rapport with campus community 

  Observing instruction (with an instructional focus) 

Prescriptiveness   Knows when to withdraw and when to suggest an 
intervention 

 Making 
Recommendations 

  Makes realistic recommendations given the campus’s 
resources, student population, and teacher capacity 

  Recommendations are generated from a needs assessment 

  Reflects knowledge of school improvement processes 

Note. Adapted from State Support for School Improvement:  School-level Perceptions of Quality by A. 

Boyle, K.C. Le Floch, S.B. Therriault, & B. Holzoman, 2009.  Copyright 2009 by the American Institutes 

for Research. Also adapted from State systems of support under NCLB:  Design components and quality 

considerations by K.C. Le Floch, A. Boyle, & S.B. Therriault, 2008.  Copyright 2008 by the American 

Institutes for Research. 

 

Case 1 

 In Case 1, the primary strategies used by the PSP included support, teaching, 

and coaching/mentoring.  Strategies that provide support align to fit (Boyle et al., 2009; 

Le Floch, et al., 2008b). Teaching is a characteristic of comprehensiveness while 

coaching/mentoring are also evidence of fit (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  

There were no PSP progress reports to analyze; thus, alignment could not be 

determined. 

Case 2 

 

In Case 2, the primary strategies identified through interviews included 

supporting and coaching/mentoring.  Again, supporting and coaching/mentoring align 

with fit (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b). PSP progress reports, however, 

revealed communicating, reviewing, and making recommendations as the key 

strategies.  Communicating and reviewing are activities that contribute to coherence, 
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and making recommendations aligns with prescriptiveness (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, 

et al., 2008b).  

Case 3 

 For Case 3, the key strategies identified through interviews were communicating, 

building trust, and coaching/mentoring.  Communicating aligns with the quality indicator 

of coherence (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b). Building trust and 

coaching/mentoring are components of fit (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  

The PSP’s progress reports identified communicating as a key strategy along with 

planning and making recommendations.  Again, communicating contributes to 

coherence, planning is a component of comprehensiveness, and making 

recommendations is an element of prescriptiveness (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 

2008b). 

Case 4 

 In Case 4, the interviews indicated that communicating and building trust were 

the key strategies used by the PSP in support of the campus.  Communicating supports 

coherence while building trust is an element of fit (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 

2008b). The PSP’s progress reports also indicated that communicating was a key 

strategy. However, they showed reviewing, analyzing, and planning were important 

strategies as well.  Reviewing, like communicating, is a component of coherence (Boyle 

et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b). Analyzing and planning are both activities that fall 

under the quality indicator of comprehensiveness (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 

2008b). 
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Cross Case Analysis 

 Analyzing data across cases also reveals which strategies align to which 

indicators of quality service when support is being provided.  Building trust or 

coaching/mentoring were mentioned in each case.  Consequently, the indicator applying 

to all cases was fit (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b). Coherence and 

comprehensiveness were each primary components of service for three out of the four 

cases (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  Coherence was a primary 

component of service in Cases 2, 3, and 4 because intentional communication was a 

key strategy for those three cases. Comprehensiveness was a key component of 

service in Cases 1, 3, and 4 because of the use of strategies such as analyzing and 

planning.  Finally, prescriptiveness was a key component in two of the four cases, 

Cases 2 and 3, as a result of the PSP making recommendations (Boyle et al., 2009; Le 

Floch, et al., 2008b). 

Most Utilized Quality Indicators 

 The third research question asked: which of the quality indicators did 

Professional Service Providers most heavily rely on?  The data and findings are 

described. 

Case 1 

 In Case 1 the Principal indicated in her interview that fit was the most common 

quality indicator of support followed by comprehensiveness (Boyle et al., 2009; Le 

Floch, et al., 2008b).  However, the PSP’s interview identified comprehensiveness was 

the most common indicator of support followed by responsiveness (Boyle et al., 2009; 

Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  Fit was third according to the PSP (Boyle et al., 2009; Le 

Floch, et al., 2008b).  Again, there were no progress reports to analyze. (See Table 30). 
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Table 30   

Frequency of Quality Indicators in Case 1 

Principal PSP Progress Report 

Quality 
Indicator 

Entries Strategies 
Quality 

Indicator 
Entries Strategies 

Quality 
Indicator 

Entries Strategies 

Fit 15 5 Comp 8 8 NONE NONE NONE 

Comp 12 11 Resp 8 5 
   

Coh 6 6 Fit 8 3 
   

Resp 5 5 Coh 5 5 
   

Pres 1 1 Pres 0 0 
   

Note:  The abbreviations in the chart stand for the following:  Resp = Responsiveness, Comp = 

Comprehensiveness, Coh = Coherence, Pres = Prescriptiveness. 

Case 2 

 The Principal interview in Case 2 identified fit, coherence, and 

comprehensiveness as the top three quality indicators in that order while the PSP 

interview showed fit, comprehensiveness, and coherence as the top three most 

common quality indicators (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  The PSP’s 

progress reports supported this, but coherence was first followed by fit and then 

comprehensiveness. (See Table 31). 

Table 31 

Frequency of Quality Indicators in Case 2 

Principal PSP Progress Report 

Quality 
Indicator 

Entries Strategies 
Quality 

Indicator 
Entries Strategies 

Quality 
Indicator 

Entries Strategies 

Fit 21 6 Fit 21 10 Coh 32 8 

Coh 5 3 Comp 8 4 Fit 18 6 

Comp 3 3 Coh 5 5 Comp 16 5 

Pres 3 2 Pres 5 5 Pres 15 2 

Resp 2 2 Resp 2 2 Resp 8 4 

Note:  The abbreviations in the chart stand for the following:  Resp = Responsiveness, Comp = 

Comprehensiveness, Coh = Coherence, Pres = Prescriptiveness. 
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Case 3 

 According to the Principal interview in Case 3, fit was the most common quality 

indicator, followed by comprehensiveness and coherence (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, 

et al., 2008b).  The PSP interview indicated that fit, coherence, and comprehensiveness 

were the top three respectively.  However, the PSP’s progress reports revealed 

coherence, fit, and responsiveness were the most common quality indicators. (See 

Table 32). 

Table 32  

Frequency of Quality Indicators in Case 3 

Principal PSP Progress Report 

Quality 
Indicator 

Entries Strategies 
Quality 

Indicator 
Entries Strategies 

Quality 
Indicator 

Entries Strategies 

Fit 9 7 Fit 13 9 Coh 93 19 

Comp 7 7 Coh 8 6 Fit 57 10 

Coh 3 3 Comp 6 6 Resp 47 8 

Pres 2 2 Resp 2 2 Comp 24 8 

Resp 1 1 Pres 0 0 Pres 34 2 

Note:  The abbreviations in the chart stand for the following:  Resp = Responsiveness, Comp = 

Comprehensiveness, Coh = Coherence, Pres = Prescriptiveness. 

Case 4 

 The Principal interview in Case 4 still held fit as the most common quality 

indicator (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b). However, responsiveness was 

second, followed by comprehensiveness (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  

Fit was also the most common for the PSP, followed by coherence and 

comprehensiveness.  The PSP’s progress reports maintained these three indicators as 

the most heavily utilized components of service with coherence topping the list, 

comprehensiveness coming in second, and fit falling in third.  (See Table 33). 
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Table 33  

Frequency of Quality Indicators in Case 4 

Principal PSP Progress Report 

Quality 
Indicator 

Entries Strategies 
Quality 

Indicator 
Entries Strategies 

Quality 
Indicator 

Entries Strategies 

Fit 14 8 Fit 21 15 Coh 139 30 

Resp 7 5 Coh 16 9 Comp 75 9 

Comp 4 4 Comp 11 7 Fit 53 7 

Coh 2 2 Pres 5 2 Pres 0 0 

Pres 1 1 Resp 4 4 Resp 0 0 

Note:  The abbreviations in the chart stand for the following:  Resp = Responsiveness, Comp = 

Comprehensiveness, Coh = Coherence, Pres = Prescriptiveness. 

Cross Case Analysis 

 A survey of the interview data shows that fit, comprehensiveness, and coherence 

were three most common indicators of quality; however, none of the indicators had the 

same rank order across all cases (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b). Fit was 

the most common quality indicator for all but one interview.  For that one interview, 

comprehensiveness was first. Comprehensiveness was also second for three of eight 

interviews, and third for four of eight interviews.  Coherence was second for three of 

eight interviews, and third for three of eight interviews.  

 An examination of PSP progress reports indicates a similar trend.  All three sets 

of progress reports identify coherence as the most common quality indicator (Boyle et 

al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b). Two of the three sets reveal fit as the second 

indicator (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  Comprehensiveness is second for 

Case 4’s progress reports and third for Case 2’s progress reports (Boyle et al., 2009; Le 

Floch, et al., 2008b).  Consequently, as indicated by the results of research question 2, 

fit was the most common, followed by comprehensiveness and coherence. 
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Principals’ Evaluations of PSPs’ Performance 

 The fourth research question asked how the principal’s evaluation of the PSP’s 

performance in each quality indicator changed over time (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et 

al., 2008b). To answer this question, principal’s responses to annual evaluations of PSP 

services were examined. 

Case 1 

 PSP-1 served Campus-1 for three consecutive school years: 2007-2008, 2008-

2009, 2009-2010.  Each year the campus had a different principal.  Principal-1 was the 

Principal-2008-2009. The data in Table 35 represents the annual average rating for 

PSP-1 for all questions relating to the five quality indicators (Boyle et al., 2009; Le 

Floch, et al., 2008b).  All ratings for PSP-1 made by Principal-1 are represented by the 

averages for the 2009 survey results. (See Table 34).The PSP and principals worked 

closely together as represented by the score of 5 for fit. There were no questions 

targeting responsiveness during the PSP’s years of service for this campus.  In the 

other three areas, PSP-1 was viewed as consistently delivering high quality service over 

the course of the three years. 
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Table 34  

Average Annual Evaluation Ratings for PSP-1 by Quality Indicator 

Quality Indicator Year 
Average rating 

(1= lowest, 5=highest) 

Coherence 

2008 5 

2009 5 

2010 5 

Responsiveness 

2008 NA 

2009 NA 

2010 NA 

Fit 
2009 5 

2010 5 

Comprehensiveness 

2008 4.7 

2009 5 

2010 5 

Prescriptiveness 

2008 5 

2009 5 

2010 5 

 

Case 2 

 PSP-2 served Campus-2 for two consecutive school years: 2009-2010 and 2010-

2011.  Principal-2’s evaluation of PSP-2 is represented by the average ratings for 2009-

2010. Average ratings for 2010-2011 were completed by the principal who followed 

Principal-2 at Campus-2. Principal-2 consistently scored PSP-2 slightly higher on quality 

indicators than did the principal who replaced him at Campus-2 (Boyle et al., 2009; Le 

Floch, et al., 2008b). However, both principals indicated working closely with the PSP, 

and the PSP consistently received high ratings on the quality indicators. (See Table 35). 
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Table 35  

Average Annual Evaluation Ratings for PSP-2 by Quality Indicator 

Quality Indicator Year 
Average Rating 

(1= lowest, 5=highest) 

Coherence 
2010 5 

2011 4 

Responsiveness 
2010 NA 

2011 4 

Fit 
2010 5 

2011 4.3 

Comprehensiveness 
2010 5 

2011 4 

Prescriptiveness 
2010 5 

2011 4 

 

Case 3 

 For Case 3, PSP-3 served Campus-3 for two consecutive years: 2008-2009 and 

2009-2010.  Principal-3 remained at the campus both years that PSP-3 served.  The 

average ratings for PSP-3’s services for each year were completed by Principal-3 and 

were consistent across time.  (See Table 36). The rating of one for fit indicates that the 

principal did not work closely with the PSP during either year of service (Boyle et al., 

2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b). Rather the PSP worked closely with the department 

chairs and Instructional Coordinator on the campus. Responsiveness did not have any 

questions on the surveys during the service years, and in all other areas, the PSP 

maintained a high rating for quality of services (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 

2008b). 

 

 

 

 



 
 

136 
 

Table 36 

Average Annual Evaluation Ratings for PSP-3 by Quality Indicator 

Quality Indicator Year 
Average rating 

(1= lowest, 5=highest) 

Coherence 
2009 4 

2010 4 

Responsiveness 
2009 NA 

2010 NA 

Fit 
2009 1 

2010 1 

Comprehensiveness 
2009 4 

2010 4 

Prescriptiveness 
2009 4 

2010 4 

 

Case 4 

 PSP-4 served Campus-4 for three consecutive school years: 2007-2008, 2008-

2009, and 2009-2010.  Principal-4 also served the campus for those three years, so 

each average rating in Table 37 represents Principal-4’s annual rating of PSP-4 on each 

quality indicator.  Principal-4’s ratings of PSP-4 fluctuated from year to year.  Fit only 

indicated how closely the principal and PSP worked together (Boyle et al., 2009; Le 

Floch, et al., 2008b). Principal-4’s fit rating indicated he did not work closely with PSP-4 

in 2008-2009, but in 2009-2010, he did work closely with the PSP.   There were no 

questions in the service years for responsiveness . Comprehensiveness showed the 

only upward trend.  Coherence and prescriptiveness started with high ratings, 

decreased, and then rebounded (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  
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Table 37 

Average Annual Evaluation Ratings for PSP-4 by Quality Indicator 

Quality Indicator Year 
Average rating 

(1= lowest, 5=highest) 

Coherence 2008 4 

2009 3 

2010 3.6 

Responsiveness 2008 NA 

2009 NA 

2010 NA 

Fit 2009 1 

2010 5 

Comprehensiveness 2008 2.6 

2009 3 

2010 3.7 

Prescriptiveness 2008 4 

2009 2 

2010 4 

 

Cross Case Analysis  

 Cross case analysis revealed that none of the PSPs had the same ratings across 

years of service. However, there was an identifiable trend across the cases. First, the 

cases are ordered according to the success of each PSP in helping improve schools.  

PSP-1 has helped improve the greatest number of schools, followed by PSP-2, PSP-3, 

and then PSP-4.  The annual evaluation results also follow that trend with PSP-1 

receiving the highest ratings, followed by PSP-2, 3, and then 4.  Principals in Cases 1 

and 2 indicated that they worked closely with their PSPs while principals in Cases 3 and 

4 indicated that they did not work closely with the PSP.  Unfortunately, the questions for 

fit only represent whether or not the principal and the PSP worked closely with one 

another (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  Similarly, responsiveness was not 

rated because the surveys did not include questions addressing responsiveness.   
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Conclusion 

 In summary, four cases were studied.  For each case the campus principal and 

the PSP were interviewed, and the interviews were transcribed, coded, and analyzed.  

The PSP’s progress reports for each case were also obtained, coded, and analyzed.  

The key strategies used by the PSPs to assist the campuses in their improvement 

efforts were identified. Then, the alignment of the key strategies to the five quality 

indicators was established (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  The quality 

indicators most frequently used as part of the PSP’s support process were identified, 

and then the principal’s perceptions of the PSP’s support around the five quality 

indicators were examined (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).   
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

Introduction  

 This multi-case study examined the strategies used by Professional Service 

Providers (PSPs) as they endeavored to assist Texas’s low-performing schools in their 

improvement efforts.  For each of four cases, the PSP and the principal were 

interviewed regarding the PSP’s service, and the PSP’s monthly progress reports 

documenting the nature of services were analyzed.  Additionally, the principal’s annual 

evaluations of the PSP’s services were analyzed.  This chapter discusses the 

interpretations of the data and implications for practice.  The chapter ends with 

recommendations for future research. 

 

Primary Support Strategies 

 The findings indicate there is a dual nature for PSP support strategies serving 

secondary campuses that exited the Texas Title I School Improvement Program (SIP) .  

On one hand, support was contextual based on the needs and desires of the campus 

leadership.  On the other hand, the PSPs endeavored to ensure coherence in the 

strategies and efforts of the district, campus leadership, campus faculty, and external 

service providers.  

Hughes (2010) describes the directive to non-directive continuum in which 

support aligns to the capacity of the individual being supported.  For those in need of 

more support, mentorship may occur.  For those in need of less support, coaching may 

be utilized.  This study bears out the nature of support changes depending upon the 
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needs of the principal.  Thus, it is important for the PSP to understand the needs of the 

principal and the principal’s leadership style.  For principals who need more support 

from the PSP, supporting and coaching/mentoring were important aspects of the 

relationship whereas for those principals who did not desire direct PSP support, building 

trust and communication were key factors in the relationship. Whatever the case, it is 

necessary that the PSP is perceptive enough to respond according to the principal’s 

needs. 

PSPs working closely with the principal worked to ascertain the leadership 

capacity of the principal in order to customize support to match the principal’s needs.     

In Case 1, Principal-1 was a first year principal with much to learn about the 

accountability and intervention systems.  PSP-1 emphasized the need to understand 

the principal’s leadership style and instructional leadership capacity in order to provide 

the most effective service.  PSP-1 explained, “Our job is to go and develop those 

principals. Whatever their temperament and whatever their level of skill is, our job is to 

work with them and make them succeed” (PSP-1, personal communication, January 14, 

2015).  Principal-1 had ideas for how to improve the campus, but PSP-1’s perceptive 

support helped supply confidence when it was needed as indicated by Principal-1’s 

statement: 

But, he also helped guide me into making some sound decisions about the 
campus. He knew—I would share with him a perspective in terms of this is what I 
want to do that is a bold move for the campus . . . . I think he really guided me 
into really understanding and . . . supporting me in the decision making. . . . 
(Principal-1, personal communication, December 3, 2014)  
 

So both Principal-1 and PSP-1 indicated that the PSP’s support was contextual based 

upon the skill level and needs of the campus leadership.  
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In Case 2, PSP-2 sought to understand Principal-2’s leadership style and the 

campus’s specific areas of need.  He strived to understand the context to improve the 

situation because it informed the services he provided. PSP-2 stated, “I want to know 

about [the principals I served] just as much as they want to know about me” (PSP-2, 

personal communication, January 13, 2015).  This proved to be a valuable outlook as 

Principal-2 valued that PSP-2 had similar experiences and understood Principal-2’s 

context-specific challenges, which according to Boyle et al., (2009), impacts the 

principal’s perception of the PSP’s fit with the campus.  Principal-2 stated,  

So I worked with him that one year, and he was very, very supportive because he 
saw firsthand what I was dealing with. And what I liked about him is that he had 
been a high school administrator before, and he was very honest. . . .(Principal-2, 
personal communication, January 13, 2015) 

For PSPs who worked closely with principals, it was important to assess the leadership 

style and capacity of the principal and respond accordingly. 

However, not all principals need or want to work closely with a PSP. In these 

situations, understanding the needs of the principal becomes paramount to ensure an 

effective working relationship.  Researchers have suggested that it is crucial for those 

providing technical assistance to develop relationships based on trust (How to improve 

the design and delivery of high-quality technical assistance, 2005; Laba, 2011; 

Lockwood & Fleischman, 2010; Rylatt, 2013). When the principals preferred the PSP 

support on the campus by working with instructional leaders such as Instructional 

Coordinators, department chairs, and teachers, PSPs were compelled to intentionally 

build trust with the principals.  

In Case 3, the PSP built trust by maintaining communication with the principal.  

She created structure to her visits that allowed her to build the relationship with the 
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principal. She scheduled each visit, developed an agenda for each visit, and provided 

Principal-3 with a written summary of activities and findings afterwards.  By ensuring 

Principal-3 knew what to expect and what transpired, Principal-3 was able to view her 

as a support rather than as a threat. She depended upon the strength of her 

communication skills to build trust. She explained, “It’s your communication skills. . . . It 

has to do with you, and they have to know you care. . . . I think it’s having those 

communication skills and having those relationships that are the most important.” (PSP-

3, personal communication, January 15, 2015) 

 Similarly, PSP-4 created structure to his visits to the campus as well. He also 

scheduled and developed an agenda for each visit.  However, PSP-4 debriefed with the 

principal prior to leaving the campus after a visit rather than providing a written 

summary like PSP-3.  These steps helped ensure the principal understood what PSP-4 

was doing on the campus and his disclosure of events, activities, and observations 

encouraged the principal’s trust of the PSP.  “I think, as we kind of had more 

conversations, I started trusting him more” (Principal-4, personal communication, 

January 14, 2015). Like with PSP-3, PSP-4’s interpersonal communication skills also 

helped to build trust as evidenced by Principal-4’s assessment: 

I would say he was an easy going guy. He wasn’t threatening. He wasn’t a 
threatening guy.  . . . He was a guy where you could talk to him, and he would 
listen and work with you, just kind of an easy going guy to talk to. He kind of 
made you feel comfortable talking to him.   (Principal-4, personal communication, 
January 14, 2015) 

Thus, building trust and communication emerged as key support strategies 

among PSPs who did not work closely with the principal on a regular basis.   As Bossi 

(2008) described, leadership is contextual, and the PSPs responded to the leadership of 

each campus based on the contextual needs of the principals.  These results also 
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support the findings of Roy and Kochan (2012) who examined the effectiveness of 

support teams in Alabama.  Participants in that study identified interpersonal skills as 

important to their perception of the strength of providers’ support. Despite the contextual 

nature of much of the support PSPs provided, PSPs’ progress reports revealed 

commonalities across the cases. Communicating, reviewing information, and planning 

all emerged as strategies frequently used in all contexts.  Specifically, PSPs met 

frequently with the principals, external support providers, and teacher leaders. They 

also met with district personnel as needed to provide insight into the activities and 

needs of the campuses.  Next, the PSPs all worked to ensure the campus leaders 

understood and were in compliance with state level intervention requirements, including 

developing a targeted improvement plan.  Finally, the PSPs all participated in 

improvement planning, contributing to campus level planning as well as instructional 

planning with the teachers in the campus’ areas of need. The integration of these 

strategies in all cases implies that these strategies were not contextual but necessary 

strategies to support the improvement process.  These findings align with  Finnigan and 

O’Day (2003) who examined the support provided to low-performing schools in 

Chicago. They found participants perceived the support as ineffective in part because of 

a lack of coherence among strategies.  .   

 

Strategies Alignment with Quality Indicators 

 Overall, the findings for how the PSPs’ support strategies aligned with the quality 

indicators came together to form a hierarchy of strategies aligned to the indicators of 

quality service.  Working down from the pinnacle, the most important quality indicator 
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was fit. Fit is defined as “the alignment of the expertise of a support provider to a 

specific school’s needs and . . . between the school’s challenges and the selected 

intervention” (Boyle, et al., 2009, p. 3).  Research on technical assistance suggests that 

the PSP must be well-matched to the campus as well as the principal because 

collaboration is necessary for schools to be successful (How to improve the design and 

delivery of high-quality technical assistance, 2005; Laba, 2011; Lockwood & 

Fleischman, 2010; Rylatt, 2013). The PSPs working closely with the principals provided 

strong support and coaching/mentoring based on the principals’ needs while the PSPs, 

who did not work closely with the principals, worked to build trust with the principals by 

communicating effectively.  The PSPs adjusted their strategies to ensure the best fit to 

the needs of the principal and the campus.  This indicates that fit may not be 

determined based only on the characteristics of the match but may be achieved as a 

result of the PSP’s skill. If so, then there can be greater flexibility in how PSPs are 

matched with or chosen by a campus. 

 The next two indicators of quality to which many of the PSPs’ strategies aligned 

were coherence and comprehensiveness.  Coherence is the alignment of systems and 

strategies to ensure that all efforts support one another rather than duplicate or 

contradict one another (Boyle et al., 2009; Le Floch, et al., 2008b).  Maintaining 

communication among the district, campus leadership, teacher leaders, and external 

service providers, the PSPs worked to ensure the alignment of strategies, reduce 

duplication of effort, and prevent strategies that run counter to one another. In her May 

2010 Progress Report, PSP-3 summarized a conversation with Principal-3: “Discussed 

importance of staying focused on school improvement and ways principal and her 
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leadership team could make that happen”.  PSPs successful in supporting their schools’ 

improvement efforts have focused on ensuring that improvement activities work in 

concert with one another to help the campus community achieve its goals, which is 

important because, according to Finnigan, et al., (2009), ensuring coherence 

contributes to an organization’s ability to function at high levels.   

Comprehensiveness is the ability of PSPs to address a wide array of needs (Le 

Floch, et al., 2008b).  Among those strategies aligned with comprehensiveness is 

planning for improvement, one of the primary strategies engaged by PSPs in the study. 

However, the PSPs also engaged in analyzing data, providing professional 

development, observing instruction, and providing feedback which are also among the 

strategies classified as comprehensiveness.  While all are important, each strategy 

requires a different skill set.  The range of skills required by PSPs is extensive, and they 

need the ability to fill in skill gaps on a campus either by teaching others how to do the 

work or by doing the work themselves. The importance of comprehensiveness among 

quality indicators suggests that, not only is it important for PSPs to ensure all aspects of 

the improvement effort are aligned, but PSPs must come prepared to support campuses 

in a variety of ways.  

 

Most Utilized Quality Indicators 

When considering which of the quality indicators PSPs relied on most heavily, 

the interview results suggest that fit and comprehensiveness were most important to the 

development of the relationships while coherence was the most important in terms of 

the work performed by PSPs.  For fit to be the most common quality indicator among 

the interview data suggests the importance of relationship building and aligning support 
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to the campus’s needs.  The following comment by PSP-3 describes the evolution of her 

relationship with the teachers at Campus-3.   

. . . sometimes [teachers would] teach, and I’d be in there. At first, they would be 
very nervous, but after that, they got to the point where they’d say, “What would 
you have done?”  So when they’d get to that point, you know you’re not a threat 
to them or anything. They just saw you as somebody that could help them. . . But 
they got to where they would invite me to dinner, or happy hour, or parties, things 
like that. They wanted me to come because they saw me as part of their campus. 
Sometimes I made a showing, but I rarely stayed because I still think there needs 
to be that layer between friend or partier or something like that. They still needed 
to see me as someone who was coming in there to help. (PSP-3, personal 
communication, January 15, 2015) 
 

Principals and PSPs emphasized the nature of the relationships they established and 

the importance of the trust and support that evolved through those relationships, 

supporting prior research that suggests that relationships are vital to the success of a 

campus because of their impact on collaboration (How to improve the design and 

delivery of high-quality technical assistance, 2005; Laba, 2011; Lockwood & 

Fleischman, 2010; Rylatt, 2013).   

 Comprehensiveness was the second most relied upon quality indicator from the 

interviews, signaling the impactful nature of a PSP’s ability to perform a multitude of 

functions in service to the campus.  Analyzing data and planning for improvement are 

two key strategies employed by PSPs that align with this indicator.  However, other 

skills were also engaged such as providing professional development, observing 

instruction, providing feedback, and explaining the accountability and intervention 

systems.  For participants to recall the variety of functions performed by the PSPs years 

after they occurred emphasizes the importance of the PSP’s ability to fill gaps to meet 

the campus’s needs, which requires that the PSP has an array of skills and expertise. 
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 However, results from review of the PSPs’ Progress Reports revealed coherence 

as the most relied upon quality indicator.  Of the actual work performed by PSPs, 

strategies aligned with coherence were the most frequently employed.  During the 

course of service, the PSPs were frequently engaged in gaining knowledge about the 

campus, communicating among stakeholders, and ensuring that stakeholders’ efforts 

were aligned and working in concert with one another to move the campus forward.  

That the actions these successful PSPs documented focused on establishing 

coherence in improvement strategies reveals the necessity of coherence for improving 

student achievement. 

 

Principals’ Evaluations of PSPs’ Performance 

The fourth research question asked whether the principal’s evaluation of the 

PSP’s performance in each quality indicator changed over time.  Not surprisingly, the 

results suggest that relationships are vital to the PSP’s successful support of a school’s 

improvement efforts.  Those PSPs that worked closely with the principal received higher 

scores over time than did those who did not work closely with the principal. 

 PSP-1 and PSP-2 helped improve the most schools during their tenures as 

PSPs prior to 2012, and the principals at Campus-1 and Campus-2 reported working 

closely with these PSPs.  The relationships these two PSPs were able to develop 

contributed to their abilities to provide support to the principals, and the principal’s 

perceived that they were receiving strong support. Mentoring and coaching research 

indicates that the stronger the relationship between the mentor-mentee or coach-

coachee, the greater the self-efficacy of the mentee/coachee (Baron & Morin, 2009; 

Chopin, Danish, Seers, & Hook, 2013; Lester et al., 2011).  Thus, the relationships 
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developed between these PSPs and the principals may have contributed to the 

principals’ beliefs in their own abilities to lead their campuses to achieve their 

improvement goals in turn improving their leadership and student achievement 

outcomes. 

Lave and Wenger (1991) assert that when learners are authentically involved 

with more experienced individuals, they more greatly value the learning that occurs.  

PSP-3 and PSP-4 were limited in their interactions with the principals in the study, and 

both Principal-3 and Principal-4 reported having strong teams in place prior to the arrival 

of the PSP.  Thus, since these PSPs were unable to work closely with the principals, 

their limited interaction with the principals may have influenced the somewhat lower 

scores the principals gave them on their evaluations.  Had PSP-3 and PSP-4 been 

rated by an instructional coordinator, a department chair, or a teacher with whom they 

worked closely, the ratings may have indicated a higher quality of service.  

Boyle, et al., (2009) suggests that the SICs ability to build trusting relationships 

influenced how participants viewed the SIC’s helpfulness.  Principal-3 and Principal-4 

did not give PSP-3 and PSP-4 poor ratings.  Rather PSP-3’s ratings were above 

average though not exemplary, and PSP-4’s ratings improved from average to above 

average over time. Thus, these PSPs were successful in building trusting relationships 

with the principals because the principals still perceived the PSPs as helpful despite not 

working closely with them.   
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Implications 

 This study has implications for research and for practice.  Its primary significance 

is that it extends the research of Le Floch, et al., (2008b) and Boyle, et al., (2009) by 

providing insight into what specific strategies may constitute the quality indicators of 

coherence, responsiveness, fit, comprehensiveness, and prescriptiveness.  It also 

provides insight into which of the quality indicators and corresponding strategies may be 

more important in encouraging the success of the PSP on a school improvement 

campus.  Other areas for which the study has implications are the PSP selection 

process, professional development, campus-level support, and evaluation. 

PSP Selection  

 The findings of this study have implications for how PSPs are selected. First, the 

strength of the applicant’s interpersonal skills is important.  Applicants need to be able 

to discern the principal’s temperament and leadership style and determine how to best 

support the principal given those factors. Additionally, the applicant must understand the 

concept of coherence and how coherence is achieved, which also requires an 

understanding of systems and how to establish goals and strategies for improvement.  

Finally, while all PSPs hold a variety of skills, a focus on analyzing data and information 

and planning are two of the most important based on this study’s findings. 

Consequently, a PSP’s skill set and qualifications should be analyzed for alignment to 

these skills and scenario-based application and interview questions should be designed 

to reveal the PSP’s strengths in these areas. 
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Professional Development for PSPs 

 Professional development for existing PSPs may also be impacted by the 

findings of this study.  Based on this study, there are some areas which may serve as 

areas of focus for professional development.   Some topics may include mentoring and 

coaching processes, relational trust, strategies that build trust, conducting a needs 

assessment, establishing focus for improvement in order to maintain coherence, 

systems thinking, data analysis and understanding the connections between various 

data sources and the implications.  By focusing on these topics and those topics related 

to improving fit, comprehensiveness, and coherence, the TCDSS may improve the 

overall ability of PSPs to support campuses and thus, the perception and success of 

PSPs supporting the state intervention system. 

Campus-level Support 

 The actual campus-level support provided by PSPs may also take on a new 

emphasis.  PSPs may want to develop systems for their own daily interaction with 

campuses that foster trust between campus personnel and themselves.  Understanding 

the importance of coherence in the quality of services, PSPs may want to focus more on 

establishing and maintaining unity in improvement efforts.  In other words, they may 

expend more energy on understanding all improvement initiatives, ensuring the 

initiatives work together to move the school forward, and monitoring their 

implementation as the year progresses.  They may also develop questions to help them 

determine if they would be a good fit for a campus in order to improve the likelihood that 

they will be successful in their service.  For example, PSPs who prefer to work closely 
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with the principal may want to know the principal’s plan for their work on the campus to 

ensure they will have the necessary access to the principal.   

Evaluation 

 The process for evaluating the services of PSPs may also be subject to the 

study’s findings.  The annual principal’s evaluations survey may be designed to address 

indicators of quality with a weighted distribution of questions that give more weight to 

questions of fit, comprehensiveness, and coherence.  This may provide a more 

accurate view of the quality of services provided and the skillfulness of the PSP. 

 

Recommendations for Research 

This study serves to open the door to understanding the strategies employed by 

PSPs in service to low-performing schools. However, it is in no way exhaustive, and 

there is the need for future research. The following are possible avenues for furthering 

the understanding of what makes PSP services successful in helping low-performing 

schools improve. 

1. How might the findings change if a single case study of PSP services were 

conducted with an observer documenting the services as they occur?  

2. How might the findings change by recreating the study investigating multiple 

campuses served by a single PSP? 

3. This study focuses on the services provided under Texas’s interventions for 

federal accountability.  Would the dominant strategies differ if PSPs serving 

under Texas’s interventions for state accountability had been included?  
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4. While fit, coherence, and comprehensiveness were documented as the 

primary indicators of quality service, would a closer examination of PSPs in 

action reveal that these quality indicators involve more teaching or facilitating 

on the part of the PSP? 

 

Conclusion 

 The use of external support providers in the role of school improvement coach 

has taken many forms.  In Texas, one form in which they serve is that of PSPs 

supporting the interventions for low-performing schools under federal accountability 

standards.  This study was designed to identify the specific strategies used by PSPs 

who have been successful at supporting school improvement.  To accomplish this, four 

cases were studied using the indicators of quality outlined by Le Floch, et al., (2008b) 

and Boyle, et al., (2009) as a framework.  In each case, the principal and PSP were 

interviewed, the PSP’s progress reports were analyzed, and the principal’s evaluation of 

PSP services was examined.  The study revealed that the strategies most often used by 

successful PSPs are those aligned to the quality indicators of fit, comprehensiveness, 

and coherence.  The study’s findings have implications for the system of approving, 

developing, and evaluating PSPs as well as for the services PSPs themselves provide 

to campuses.  
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