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Abstract 

ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR ROLES IN LITERACY 

LEADERSHIP: COLLECTIVE EFFICACY, PREPARATION, AND LITERACY 

ORIENTATION Monique Marie Jones, 2023: Dissertation, Gardner-Webb University.  

Literacy disparity is a widespread problem for schools across the country. Children with 

reading difficulties are present in every school in the United States. Although literacy is 

the foundation of all academics, many students lag behind regardless of their 

socioeconomic, racial, or gender status. There is mounting pressure on schools to produce 

students who read proficiently. The elementary school principal plays a pivotal role in 

creating a thriving literacy culture. For inexperienced and seasoned school administrators, 

the inability to produce proficient readers by the end of third grade is a significant 

concern. This dissertation examined the principal's role as a literacy leader relative to the 

areas of preparation, efficacy, and methods for fostering collective literacy efficacy in 

schools. The study took place in an urban district located in the eastern part of the United 

States. All participants were elementary school principals with different levels of 

experience. Data sources included a modified version of the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy 

Scale survey including demographical data and transcripts from structured interviews 

with participants which were analyzed using the grounded theory analysis to identify 

participants’ perspectives and themes within and across these narratives. Findings 

demonstrated that principals believed their roles and responsibilities are to facilitate 

student learning, create a positive learning environment, and raise literacy standardized 

test scores. Findings demonstrated that current principal preparation programs are not 

equal, universities and districts need to work together to create stronger literacy leaders, 



 

v 

 

and principal efficacy and collective efficacy go hand in hand. 

Keywords: principal preparation programs, principal efficacy, collective efficacy, 

principal as literacy leader, literacy, professional development 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

Reading discrepancies are common obstacles in schools across the nation. 

Students who struggle with reading are present in every classroom across the United 

States (Payne, 2017). Given the vast number of theories and studies available in literacy 

and language development, there is an abundance of information, tools, and materials to 

ensure all students' progress (Booth & Rowsell, 2007; Khalil & Elkhider, 2016). The 

elementary school principal plays a pivotal role in the process of creating a thriving 

literacy culture. Effective leadership unites the school community and helps it accomplish 

the goal of improving literacy (Ontario Principals' Council, 2009). For schools to be 

successful, school leaders must ensure that they have the expertise, skills, and knowledge 

to select effective teaching methods and build a strong literacy community of teachers, 

students, and stakeholders (Booth & Rowsell, 2007). Having the necessary leadership 

skills and core literacy knowledge gives the principal credibility to work with school staff 

to research and implement successful instructional strategies (Ontario Principals' Council, 

2009). 

The National Assessment of Adult Literacy, in an extensive survey conducted by 

the National Center for Education Statistics, reported that 14% of adults in the United 

States have a low basic rate of prose literacy (Kutner et al., 2006). Based on the data 

presented by ProLiteracy, low literacy rates have an extraordinary effect on every social-

economic problem in America, from crime to education. Based on the data, more than 

75% of all prisoners in the U.S. correctional system are low literate (Proliteracy, n.d.-a). 

The U.S. spends approximately $232 billion annually on low literacy health. It is hard for 

many people to read the counter-drug labels correctly, know their child's medical records, 
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or make wise decisions about their health (ProLiteracy, n.d.-b). According to ProLiteracy 

(n.d.-c), illiteracy will cost the United States $225 billion or more each year in non-

productivity in the workforce, crime, and tax revenue loss due to unemployment. There 

are annual tax income losses due to unemployment, crime, and low labor productivity. 

Thirty-five million adults in the United States cannot read, write, or do basic math 

above a third-grade level (ProLiteracy, n.d.-c). Children whose parents have low literacy 

levels have a 72% chance of becoming illiterate. These students may also have behavioral 

problems, experience high absentee rates, repeat grade levels, and experience high 

dropout levels.  

Low literacy and poverty are interchangeable. Children whose families live in 

poverty frequently lack the resources for decent housing, food, clothes, and books, and 

often do not have access to high-quality childcare and early education or health care. 

Children in poverty are also more likely to live in low-performing school districts. As a 

result, children in low-income families tend to develop poor academic skills and 

experience decreased academic success. Many children of poverty come to kindergarten 

without the vocabulary or social skills they need to learn. They often miss school because 

of family or health concerns. Academic gains are often lost during the summer because 

there is very little access to educational programs or regular meals. Children in low-

income families tend not to have reading materials in the home (Hernandez, 2011). 
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Figure 1 

The Effects on the Brain on Poverty 

  

Image: New England College 

Poverty's Effect on the Brain 

  Regardless of students' social status, economic status, race, or gender, an alarming 

number of students find it challenging to learn to read, particularly in impoverished areas. 

Elementary principals' persistent problem is to remove the Matthew Effect in elementary 

schools by the end of the third grade. The inability to produce proficient readers by the 

end of third grade is a significant issue for novice school administrators and experienced 

leaders. Furthermore, how do they perceive their role as the literacy leader in diminishing 

the Matthew Effect? 

More than ever, school leaders must provide leadership to teachers for them to be 

successful literacy teachers. They are responsible for producing a literacy culture that will 

promote success for all students. Principal leadership should construct a solid literacy 

culture that interlaces instructional and managerial leadership as it pertains to literacy 
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(Meidl et al., 2019). The administration determines literacy success in schools (Cyprès et 

al., 2007). 

Good leaders’ function through a clear understanding of their values, goals, and 

beliefs, combined with their staff's principles; leaders can be inhibited by the 

organizational framework they influence. Leaders who yield good results use a variety of 

styles and strategies of leadership. There is no cookie-cutter one-size-fits-all program/ 

solution, nor is there a winning playbook for leadership (Smith & Piele, 2006). Principal 

leadership can be carried out in many ways. Leadership is contingent on the leader, 

circumstances, and the objectives sought to be attained (Smith & Piele, 2006).  

Leaders are individuals who inspire others to shift their thinking. They motivate 

and rally stakeholders for a common goal. They can extend people's perspectives to new 

boundaries successfully. Leaders accept challenges as the prelude to finding the antidote 

to victory. Leadership must be constant; many variables may change within an 

organization, such as technology, chaos, and people, but leaders persevere to accomplish 

the goal. Change is the state in which leaders are continually working. Without 

leadership, problems will rarely be solved, or opportunities attained (Kouzes & Posner, 

2014).  

Being a principal in the United States traditionally includes many managerial 

duties and leadership skills that support student growth. The principal's job of handling a 

school's day-to-day operations is an essential aspect of leadership; however, the role 

extends beyond the school grounds (Meidl et al., 2019). Guardino and Fullerton (2010) 

stated that historically, leadership models are authoritarian and dependent on obedient 

followers. Fullerton established that strong leadership no longer begins and ends solely 
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with the principal. Also, Fullerton stated that there is an apparent misconception between 

good intentions and effective leadership. The marrying of old leadership practices with 

new models cannot coincide; the traditional top-down approach of dictating to staff will 

result in a quick fix, but it will not achieve collective school efficacy (Guardino & 

Fullerton, 2010).  

The school leader must also be a strong instructional leader. Principals should be 

familiar with data-driven instruction and know what effective teaching looks like when 

visiting a classroom (Hilliard & Jackson, 2011). "Michael Fullan refers to leadership as 

the driving force behind change taking place in schools" (Booth & Rowsell, 2007, p. 15). 

Principals plan, launch, and monitor the creation of a school vision and overtly or 

covertly establish the school culture by encouraging cooperative efforts among 

colleagues and facilitating staff development (Booth & Rowsell, 2007). 

Statement of the Problem  

Students are failing to become competent readers in early Grades K-2. Learning 

to read is a significant part of the development of children. Many children may learn to 

read without problems, while others may face difficulties, and 10% to 15% may 

experience developmental dyslexia (Nevo et al., 2015). The ability to read and write is 

more critical than ever since American agriculture and factory workers are disappearing 

into a faint memory of the past. Today, social, economic, and personal success often 

depends on educational achievement, primarily in literacy Report of the National Early 

Literacy Committee (Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and 

Human Development, 2010). 

 Principals must be knowledgeable of core literacy instruction and best practices to 
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create a literacy culture. A great deal of research addresses the theoretical controversy in 

early reading instruction. For several years, scholars have been unable to agree on a 

scientific consensus on best practices at the beginning of reading instruction. Nearly 2 

decades after the 2000 National Reading Committee's publication, there is still a vigorous 

debate among educators on decodable texts' effectiveness, silent reading, and other 

instructional approaches to improving children's early reading skills (Kim & Quinn, 

2013). 

Although teachers, staff, and stakeholders expect principals to be omniscient in all 

aspects of education, principals frequently lack core areas' pedagogy knowledge. 

Unfortunately, principals sometimes may have a narrower curriculum knowledge base 

than many may believe. Often the principal’s specialty area may not be in the area they 

are currently working in as an administrator. Principals are former art, PE, music, 

science, and math teachers, or have taught in other specialty areas. Sometimes, principals 

may have spent their teaching careers in a high or middle school as a PE coach/teacher 

and be assigned as an elementary school principal. When this occurs, this is known as the 

Paradox of Educational Authority (Cyprès et al., 2007). 

How to execute and strategize building a strong literacy culture is often not 

addressed in principal preparation programs. Principals often struggle with being directly 

involved in teachers' curriculum and instructional practices or delegating shared 

organizational goals (Meidl et al., 2019). Frequently, new principals are uncomfortable in 

their roles. It usually takes them 2 or 3 years to adjust to the role's responsibility and 

mandates outside stressors. Principals' efforts toward their personal development are 

contributing to the demands of state or governing boards (Cyprès et al., 2007). Principals 
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may desire to learn new skills with their staff and attend training personally. Still, due to 

time restraints and pressing matters that arise, they must delegate their authority to the 

instructional coaches. The problem occurs when principals do not interweave the training 

into classroom expectations for teachers. At the heart of the authority, the paradox is that 

the most influential person to hold teachers accountable is often unfamiliar and less 

confident with a specific pedagogy. The dilemma occurs when teachers perceive a gap 

between the principal’s knowledge and their own. 

Even before kindergarten, children differ significantly in the amount and degree 

of parental support invested in their education. More massive investments in educational 

experiences in primary teaching and specific learning can provide beneficial knowledge 

for later learning (Walberg & Tsai, 1983). Stanovich's (1986) historical research findings 

show a direct correlation between early reading ability and continual reading success. As 

the Bible verse Matthew 25:29 states, the rich get richer, and the poor get poorer. This 

famous Bible verse was made popular in education by Stanovich to describe the 

disparities between slow starters and those students who came to school prepared to read.  

The Matthew Effect has been used to analogize early reading development and 

achievement. The Matthew Effect is based on the observations that individuals who have 

successful early learning experiences are able to make more effective use of new learning 

experiences. These early successful readers have stronger vocabulary development and 

phonemic awareness and more exposure to written language and reading experiences 

(Stanovich, 1986). The Matthew Effect has contributed to various legal issues over the 

years, including the 1997 case of Brody v. Dare County Public Schools (1997). James 

Brody, a third grader, qualified for special education after being administering an IQ test. 
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James Brody was reassessed 3 years after the initial evaluation; his IQ had plummeted 

from 127 to 109. Two years later, Brody was tested again, and his scores continued to 

decline. Experts testified that Brody had not received the proper remediation (Briggs, 

2016).  

  Rosenthal and Jacobson’s (1968) historical research examined self-fulfilling 

prophecies in the classroom. The study randomly selected students of average intellect 

and labeled them as bloomers. Its findings magnified the Matthew Effect in education by 

concluding teachers expect more students to be identified as brighter. These high-

performing bloomers are expected to excel, and they do; while teachers’ expectations for 

low-performing students are low, they underperform (Briggs, 2016). Primary teachers' 

expectations of their students' learning significantly impact the early years of schooling 

and future educational outcomes. The effects of teacher expectations are more substantial 

in reading than in mathematics (Gentrup et al., 2020).  

Students who were early reading achievers experienced success and were often 

motivated by self-fulfillment. These students constructed their rich literacy environment 

by seeking out other literacy opportunities. Children who lagged in reading were less 

motivated and did not pursue other literacy activities to further their reading 

development. The Matthew Effect also scrutinizes the persistent decline of beginning 

readers who struggle behind their peers and the enlarging gap between struggling readers 

who lack foundational skills (Stanovich, 1986). 

Early elementary reading instruction is an issue that has drawn an enormous 

amount of attention in recent years. This interest in elementary reading achievement and 

instruction has arisen for several reasons, including a nation rapidly becoming an 
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increasingly tech-savvy population inundated with information and under intense 

political pressure. Currently, essential jobs in the community require individuals to be 

able to read. Individuals who function at an illiterate level often have trouble finding fair 

wages and cannot positively interact with their community (Cyprès et al., 2007). Today's 

survival depends heavily on being literate. A more troubling concern for reading 

achievement is global evidence suggesting that American students' academic 

performance is steadily moving forward compared to other industrial nations (Pressley & 

Allington, 2002).  

 Every school district's goal across the United States is to produce literate 

students. Being literate is the ability to think and communicate effectively to become a 

productive member of society (Ontario Principals' Council, 2009) According to Ontario 

Principals' Council (2009), the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural 

Organization defined literacy in a statement for the United Literacy Debate: 

Literacy is about more than reading and writing- it is about how we communicate 

in society. It is about social practices, knowledge, language, and culture. Those 

who use literacy take it for granted-but those who cannot use it are excluded from 

much communication in today's world. (p. 6) 

A literate person can communicate with others through reading and writing, 

speech, and visual presentation by making sense of information (Ontario Principals' 

Council, 2009). This research defines literacy as reading, comprehending, making 

connections, and responding to a text. Literacy affects all other educational disciplines. 

Reading is the most significant skill a child can master; it is the building block in which 

all academic and intellectual abilities are developed (Snow, 1998; Wood & McLemore, 
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2001). Students who successfully attain literacy skills are more likely to experience 

success across the curriculum. When students master reading skills, effective writing, 

thinking, and presentation abilities only complement reading achievement (Ontario 

Principals' Council, 2009).  

School referendums such as Common Core and the No Child Left Behind Act 

(NCLB, 2002) are perhaps the most influential school reform policies in the United States 

from the past 4 decades. NCLB, signed by President Bush in January 2002, greatly 

extended federal control over the nation's educational system. NCLB mandated states to 

implement school accountability procedures applied to all public schools and students 

(Hilliard & Jackson, 2011). Policies like NCLB set high expectations for improving 

student learning regardless of background and language to succeed on state assessments.  

School accountability increased for both school leaders and teachers with the 

passing of this act. NCLB expanded the school leader's responsibilities significantly from 

solely the managerial school administrators of the past. The emphasis was now placed on 

student learning and instruction (Hilliard & Jackson, 2011).  

 Another prominent factor that increased the principal’s need to be an instructional 

leader was the 2010 Annie E. Casey Foundation Early Warning Study. This study looked 

at third-grade aptitude as a strong predictor of future success. Like the Matthew Effect, 

this study found that those who read above grade level in third grade were more likely to 

succeed in high school than those who struggled in third grade. The study referred to the 

third grade as the important year. Students learn to read in Grades Kindergarten through 

3. However, fourth-grade students are expected to read for knowledge, using their 

reading skills in previous grades. The importance of third-grade literacy scores is not a 
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new issue or a school issue; it is a national problem. Students who struggle with reading 

in the third grade continue to struggle throughout their academic careers (Annie E. Casey 

Foundation, 2010). 

 Principals are the primary leaders in their buildings; they are responsible for 

establishing teachers' and students' learning cultures. Teacher perceptions of the 

principal’s leadership style are often a determining factor in teacher turnover and job 

satisfaction (Ladd, 2009). The principal’s leadership style influences the school culture, 

teacher efficacy, collective efficacy, and student achievement. Research shows a 

connection between transformational leadership styles and positive school results like 

teacher job satisfaction, school climate, teacher motivation, and student achievement. 

Transactional leadership has inconsistent school outcomes, and the laissez-faire 

leadership style has adverse effects (Hameri et al., 2014). 

Research indicates that teachers score their principals lower in essential leadership 

practices than principals (Tosh & Doss, 2019). That perceptional mismatch could have 

negative consequences on student achievement. When leadership self-perception 

coincides with what subordinates consider, it is directly related to the efficacy of 

leadership. When leaders rate themselves much higher than their staff, it directly 

correlates with the decline of organizational goals and staff dissatisfaction with their job 

(Tosh & Doss, 2019).  

Knowledge and skills are fundamental to any leader's success; however, self-

efficacy is the belief in one's ability to accomplish specific goals. Self-efficacy is just as 

crucial to the principal’s success. Bandura (1977) theorized that people could influence 

their own capacities over their particular skills and knowledge set to achieve their goals. 
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As mentioned, principal perceptions of themselves often are higher than their staff's. 

Principal perceptions are defined through the eyes of their teachers. Collective teacher 

efficacy refers to teacher perceptions of a school having a joined positive belief that 

impacts student achievement. The stronger the shared belief among the teachers, the 

better students achieve (Demir, 2008). Teachers' collective efficacy happens when 

teachers impact the school's related educational decisions (DeWitt, 2019).  

 School capacity is raised through the administrative role modeling of effective 

practices and consistent teacher-focused decisions that ultimately impact student-learning 

gains (Demir, 2008). Teacher capacity is directly related to their principals' belief 

system's preferred leadership style and how it supports them professionally (.Barnett & 

McCormick,2004). 

The Purpose Statement 

This research examined primary principals' perceptions of their literacy leadership 

in kindergarten through second grade as it pertains to literacy leadership behaviors, 

collective efficacy, and preparation. A principal's perception can only be confirmed by 

comparing it with another observer (Grissom & Loeb, 2009). 

Theoretical Framework 

 The principle of collective efficacy aims to address some of the problems in the 

theory of social disorganization. It is based on the interpersonal relationships within an 

organization and the potential for these interactions to form collective action. For the 

purpose of this research, collective efficacy was used as the theoretical framework. 

Goddard et al. (2004) described collective efficacy as the shared expectations of 

educators who, through their joint efforts, can coordinate and implement actions needed 
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to impact students significantly. Demir (2008) stated collective efficacy in the school is 

the perception of teachers as a whole influencing students positively. Schools with high 

levels of collective efficacy believe that students are teachable and can be encouraged to 

learn (Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). The stronger the collective efficacy is in 

instruction, the better students perform (Demir, 2008). Several studies' findings 

concluded that collective efficacy is a predictor of student achievement. School 

environments flourish when school principals work collaboratively with teachers to 

create best practices (Goddard et al., 2015). Schools with high collective teacher efficacy 

have principals who are instructional leaders who seek ways to improve instruction 

(Tschannen-Moran & Barr, 2004). 

Collective efficacy originates from Bandura's (1977) social cognitive theory. It is 

a combined theory of behavior changes. This theory is concerned with human agency 

theory. The social cognitive theory holds that teachers' expectations of self and 

organization affect their behaviors. The atmosphere individuals create for their work 

environment is shaped independently and collectively. The faculty's value structures 

create a culture that can invigorate or demoralize the school's social system (Schechter & 

Tschannen-Moran, 2006). Collective efficacy affects how people feel, interpret, behave, 

and motivate themselves. The efficacy belief that arises as school members communicate 

with each other impacts participants' well-being and what they can accomplish (Schechter 

& Tschannen-Moran, 2006). Beliefs of efficacy affect the degree of persistence and 

innovation with which people and groups approach potential tasks (Goddard et al., 2015). 

Bandura's (1997) research noted that perceived collective efficacy is an evolving group-

level feature rather than merely the participants' perceived personal efficacy (Goddard et 
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al., 2004). 

Collective efficacy conviction derives from the influence of mastery and vicarious 

learning experience, social pressure, and the school organization's emotional atmosphere. 

Vicarious experiences are ones that are modeled by someone else. When modeled well, 

the observer associates the performance as an essential strategy. The observer's efficacy 

is more likely to increase. When the model performs poorly, the efficacy beliefs of the 

observer appear to decrease. Lear (2017) stated there is a shortage of research on 

elementary school principals' attitudes and self-efficacy as they perform their roles as 

literacy leaders. Lear cited Bandura's research and pointed out that perceived self-efficacy 

is not a common feature but rather a specific set of self-confidence linked to a distinct 

activity area. There is no universal measure of perceived self-efficacy. A principal may 

have a high degree of self-efficacy related to some of the school's overall administrative 

functions but have a low degree of self-efficacy in helping teachers develop literacy in 

their classrooms (Lear, 2017). 

Self-efficacy has been a popular research topic since Bandura introduced it 40 

years ago. It is the nucleus of the social cognitive learning theory (Paglis, 2010). Social 

cognitive learning theory stresses the role of the human agency. Human agency theory is 

the idea that individuals should control what they do (Federici & Skaalvik, 2011). The 

theory suggests that individuals are engaged in their development and that other people 

may influence their behavior. An individual's environment does not shape self-efficacy. It 

is self-organizing, preemptive, self-reflective, and self-regulating. Social cognitive theory 

emphasizes that people's perceptions are their reality. Their perceptions affect their 

behavior and self-control and influence their decisions in their lives. Individuals are 
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products as well as by-products of their environment (Federici & Skaalvik, 2011). 

Research Questions  

 In this study, principal perceptions of literacy leadership were examined. 

Research questions were developed to answer the study's purpose and the research 

problem statement. Three questions guided this case study. Two of these questions focus 

on the principal’s role as literacy leaders and how their teachers perceive them. The study 

explored principal perceptions of their role as it is related to the theoretical framework. 

The third research question focused on the principals' development and preparation for 

their role as the literacy leader.  

1. How do elementary school principals perceive their role as literacy leaders?  

2. How does the principal’s leadership training prepare the principal to be a 

literacy leader?  

3. How does collective efficacy influence the principal’s role as a literacy 

leader? 

Significance of the Study 

This mixed method study examined how principals in an urban district in the 

southeastern region of the United States perceive themselves as the literacy leader and 

how they make decisions that will foster early reading success in Grades K-2. There is 

insufficient research on literacy leadership. Currently, the emphasis on literacy education 

research has primarily been on teaching activities in the classroom. The research body 

often points to the deficiency of teacher literacy instruction, not leadership literacy 

(Plaatjies, 2019). Lear (2017) stated that there is a shortage of research on elementary 

school principals' attitudes and self-efficacy as they perform their role as literacy leaders. 
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Lear cited Bandura's (2006) study and pointed out that perceived self-efficacy is not a 

common feature but rather a specific set of 14 self-confidences linked to a distinct 

activity area. There is no universal measure of perceived self-efficacy. A principal may 

have a high degree of self-efficacy related to some of the school's overall administrative 

functions but a low degree of self-efficacy in others (Lear, 2017). 

This research investigated principals' views and allowed them to find a route to 

promote literacy success for Grades K-2. This case study's findings helped to inform the 

school district of what is needed in developing long- and short-term literacy instructional 

plans for principals. This alerts the principal preparation programs to their role in 

preparing principals to become instructional leaders. 

This southeastern state has undertaken many changes over the last decade, 

especially in reading development and instruction. Elementary schools across the state 

have experienced state-mandated changes from the adoption of the I-station program. I-

station reading diagnostic replaces Amplifier’s M-class assessment used for the previous 

years to track K-3 student progress. The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction 

chose the I-station to help the Read to Achieve screening. Read to Achieve, enacted by 

the state legislature, was designed to ensure that all children in the state learn the skills 

they need to become effective readers. The contract awarded to I-station supports a 3-

year program starting in the 2019-2020 school year. The state contract with I-station was 

short-lived. In the fall of 2021, the state returned to the new M-Class by Amplify along 

with new state legislation that all certified prekindergarten and elementary teachers be 

trained in Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS). This 

research study investigated the literacy strategies, preparation, and collective efficacy 
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principals must build and implement for teachers and students to succeed in early K-2 

reading.  

Summary 

In this chapter, research was presented to describe how literacy affects all areas of 

everyday life. The literature shows literacy is the foundation from which the 

all other academics and intellectual skills are developed. A search of the literature 

revealed a substantial number of students who are not reading on grade level by the end 

of the third-grade year. With the passing of NCLB, accountability increased for all 

educators, and the principal's role was restructured. The act required schools to meet 

proficiency goals regardless of student backgrounds. NCLB outlines principals are 

responsible for student learning irrespective of factors outside of their control (Li, 2012). 

The act shifted the principal’s role from a managerial leader to an instructional leader. 

Principals must be instructional leaders and lead their schools in literacy development. 

The chapter introduced collective efficacy as the theoretical framework. School 

principals are identified as having an influential role in creating an environment for 

teachers and students conducive to literacy research-based instruction. The principals' 

beliefs and perceptions lead them to make their discourse for instructional programs 

(Versland, & Erickson, 2017). When teachers believe their principals have high self-

efficacy and are competent to create a plan to promote school improvement, teachers 

working together increases (Versland, & Erickson, 2017). When principals promote a 

collaborative culture, the focus becomes knowing the collective impact. The principal can 

positively influence teachers' collective efficacy beliefs and positively encourage student 

learning (Donohoo et al., 2018). 
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The study results are expected to offer principals useful information to identify 

best practices for successful literacy leaders. This research will also help principals be 

aware of a gap between their perceptions of their role as the literacy leader and their 

teachers' perceptions of their role as literacy leaders. This chapter briefly discussed 

principal preparation, literacy, and literacy instruction. A detailed review is provided in 

Chapter 2 of the relevant literature on this subject. 

Definition of Terms 

Accountability 

The fact or condition of being accountable; responsibility. 

Annie E. Casey Foundation Early Warning Study 

This study looked at third-grade aptitude as a strong predictor of future success. 

Balanced Literacy 

Uses research-based elements of comprehension, vocabulary, fluency, phonemic 

awareness, and phonics and includes instruction in a combination of the whole group, 

small group, and 1:1 instruction in reading, writing, speaking, and listening with the 

strongest research-based elements of each. 

Collective Efficacy 

Collective efficacy is high when teachers believe that the staff is capable of 

helping students master complex content, fostering student creativity, and getting 

students to think they can do well in school. When efficacy is high, educators show 

greater persistence (Ontario Principals' Council, 2009). 

Exemplary Leadership Practice 

Groups of behaviors common to leaders who make extraordinary things happen in 
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organizations: Model the Way, Inspire a Shared Vision, Challenge the Process, Enable 

Others to Act, and Encourage the Heart. They form the basis of the Leadership Challenge 

(Kouzes & Posner, 2014). 

Instructional Leader 

A leader involves themselves in setting clear goals, allocating resources for 

instruction, managing curriculum, monitoring lesson plans, and evaluating teachers 

(Perkins, 2009).  

Leadership 

The action of leading a group of people or an organization. 

Leadership Practice Inventory 

A self-rating tool developed to measure the extent to which a leader practices 

these five behaviors and is considered a very useful tool for assessing an individual’s 

leadership behaviors. The instrument has been utilized extensively in studies related to 

leadership (Kouzes & Posner, 2014). 

LETRS 

An empowering professional development course of study for instructions of 

reading, spelling, and related language skills (Moats & Tolman, 2019). 

Matthew Effect 

In the educational community, Matthew Effect refers to the idea that in reading 

(as in other areas of life), the rich get richer, and the poor get poorer. When children fail 

in early reading and writing, they begin to dislike reading (Stanovich, 1986). 

NCLB 

Federal legislation that enacts the theories of standards-based education reform. 
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Pursuant to 20 USCS § 6301, NCLB ensures that all children have a fair, equal, and 

significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach a minimum 

proficiency on challenging state academic achievement standards and state academic 

assessments. It is based on the belief that setting high standards and establishing 

measurable goals can improve individual outcomes in education. NCLB requires states to 

develop assessments in the necessary skills to be given to all students in specific grades. 

This is possible only if those states receive federal funding for schools. NCLB does not 

assert a national achievement standard.  

Perception 

The mental grasp of objects, etc., through the senses; insight or intuition; the 

knowledge, etc., gotten by perceiving.  

Self-Efficacy 

Refers to an individual's confidence in their ability to complete a task or achieve a 

goal. Bandura originally developed the concept. Today, psychologists contend that our 

sense of self-efficacy can influence whether we actually succeed at a task. 

Self-Perception 

Perception of oneself. 

Social Learning Theory 

A theory of learning process and social behavior that proposes that new behaviors 

can be acquired by observing and imitating others. It states that learning is a cognitive 

process that takes place in a social context and can occur purely through observation or 

direct instruction, even in the absence of motor reproduction or direct reinforcement. 
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Teacher Efficacy 

Teacher beliefs in their abilities to organize and execute courses of action 

necessary to bring about desired results (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998). 

Transformational Leadership 

A theory of leadership where a leader works with teams to identify needed 

change, creating a vision to guide.  

Transitional Leadership 

The part of one leadership style that focuses on supervision, organization, or 

performance; it is an integral part of the Full Range Leadership Model. Transactional 

leadership is a leadership style in which leaders promote compliance by followers 

through both rewards and punishments. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

Presently, too many children of all racial groups in North Carolina are not 

reaching critical developmental milestones. In particular, one milestone is reading at 

Level 3 by the end of third grade (NC Early Childhood Foundation, 2020). School leaders 

have a decisive role in changing these circumstances, especially school principals. The 

literature review seeks to present effective literacy leadership, principal preparation, and 

principal and teacher perceptions of the principal’s role as a literacy leader. The literature 

review includes the theoretical framework of collective efficacy from the principals’ and 

their teachers' positions. Understanding the relationship between collaborative culture 

and the building of collective efficacy is very important to a school's success. According 

to Donohoo et al. (2018), the number one factor in determining student success across 

disciplines is collective efficacy. Donohoo et al. stated, 

Collective teacher efficacy is more significant than three times more powerful and 

predictive of student achievement than socioeconomic status. It is more than 

double the effect of prior achievement and more than triple the effect of home 

environment and parental involvement. It is also greater than three times more 

predictive of student achievement than student motivation and concentration, 

persistence, and engagement. (pp. 42-43)  

Principals are expected to lead and be involved in instructional development. 

Presently the role of the principal is more demanding. The literature review presents a 

body of literature that focuses on the principal's role as it pertains to accountability and 

the policies that have transformed the role from manager to instructional leader. This 

literature review also includes a thorough review of balanced literacy pertaining to early 
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Grades K-2 as prescribed by the Reading First Initiative.  

Tschannen‐Moran and Gareis (2004) defined principal efficacy as perceptions of 

their ability to organize a particular plan of action to deliver optimal outcomes in the 

school they lead. Leithwood and Jantzi (2008) described efficacy as being similar to self-

confidence. They further stated that leadership efficacy is listed as the key to effective 

leadership. Principals' behaviors influence organizational changes for student 

improvement (Urick & Bowers, 2013). A principal's self-perceived ability to execute 

effective communications and behavioral functions to regulate systematic structures 

within their school is necessary to achieve goals (Tschannen‐Moran & Gareis, 2004). 

Leithwood and Jantzi found the principal’s efficacy has little to do with the principal’s 

background, gender, and demographics but with circumstantial characteristics. External 

factors shape the principal’s efficacy. Leithwood and Jantzi stated, "that school-level 

leaders' individual and collective sense of efficacy for school improvement is one such 

link, a link significantly related to district leadership and other organizational conditions" 

(p. 497). The results of their study found that "district size and school size" (Leithwood & 

Jantzi, 2008, p. 522) played a more pivotal part in principal efficacy than experience. 

Tschannen‐Moran and Gareis (2004) stated, "Self-efficacy has a significant impact on 

goal-setting, the level of aspiration efforts, adaptability, and persistence. These beliefs 

affect the development of functional leadership strategies and the skillful execution of 

those strategies" (p. 573). Versland and Erickson (2017) cited McCormick's research 

"that leaders with strong self-efficacy beliefs positively affect the goals of an 

organization as well as follower motivation" (p. 3). Principals may have a high sense of 

efficacy in a specific area; however, their sense of efficacy may not be high in other 
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areas. It is important for principals to continuously reevaluate their capacity (Tschannen‐

Moran & Gareis, 2004). Principals with high self-efficacy are likely to sustain the 

pressures of school changes and positively influence teacher and student learning 

(Versland & Erickson, 2017). 

Research shows that principals influence student learning indirectly through 

teachers (Urick & Bowers, 2013). Principal leadership affects student learning by 

creating an academic climate with established teacher expectations and student learning 

goals. When these goals and expectations are shared, perceptions centered on instruction, 

leadership, and teacher and student morale are high (Urick & Bowers, 2011). It is 

necessary to understand principal efficacy because strong leadership influences collective 

efficacy (Versland & Erickson, 2017). Principal leadership is the core predictor of 

collective efficacy (Chen & Bliese, 2002). "School leaders' efficacy beliefs are of two 

types—beliefs about one's self-efficacy for improving instruction and student learning 

and beliefs about the collective capacity of colleagues across schools in the district to 

improve student learning" (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008, p. 498). "The purpose of 

leadership is to facilitate group goal attainment by establishing and maintaining an 

environment favorable to group performance" (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004, p. 

574). Principal-specific behaviors can directly increase collective efficacy (Chen & 

Bliese, 2002).  

Collective efficacy is defined as "a group's shared belief in its conjoint 

capabilities to organize and execute the courses of action required to produce given levels 

of attainments" (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008, pp. 502-503). Versland and Erickson (2017) 

described collective efficacy as how an organization views all members' abilities to 
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determine how effectively the group will work collectively to achieve common goals. 

Collective efficacy is the conceptual lens for evaluating behaviors and practices 

demonstrated by principals that impact schools. Research shows when "efficacious 

leaders attributed goal attainment to changes in faculty behavior, the collective efficacy 

of a school was further developed" (Versland & Erickson, 2017, p. 4). Principal 

directives to their teachers and staff are efforts to improve collaborative structures and 

enable the development of collective efficacy (Chen & Bliese, 2002). Collective efficacy 

is a significant indicator of job attitudes, training proficiency, job performance, teacher 

retention, and trust. Collective efficacy research is also associated with student 

achievement in math and reading (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2008). 

 Current U.S. education policies have attempted to increase the achievement of all 

students' proficiency, regardless of their subgroups, in core subject areas. These 

educational policies to equalize education include curriculum standards such as Common 

Core, standardized testing, disaggregated data reporting, and teacher proficiency 

(Goddard et al., 2017). Educational reforms all over the country aimed to enhance the 

students' standard of education and learning by emphasizing school collaboration. 

Goddard et al. (2017) stated collective efficacy is a critical part of a school culture 

connected to student academic success. Strong teaching communities actually help 

students learn more, according to the available research (Moolenaar et al., 2012). The 

principal must meet the changing demands of their job; collaborative leadership and 

collective efficacy are necessary (DeWitt, 2017). When principals establish specific 

expectations, monitor teacher practices, and provide support and feedback, teachers are 

more likely to experience job satisfaction and support core values (Versland & Erickson, 
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2017). Collective efficacy and collaborative leadership are two critical traditions where 

principals support teachers by giving them a voice in the learning process and nurturing 

the school climate (DeWitt, 2017). DeWitt (2017) theorized that collective efficacy 

involves collaborating with others and is an essential piece of collaborative leadership: 

Collaborative leadership includes the purposeful actions we take as leaders to 

enhance the instruction of teachers and build deep relationships with all 

stakeholders through understanding self-efficacy and building collective efficacy 

to deepen our learning together. (p. 30)  

The sense of collective efficacy of school leaders has had a clear positive association with 

leadership activities considered to be effective. "Gone should be the days when leaders 

tell their teachers to collaborate together and then stand on the sidelines" (DeWitt, 2017, 

p. 32). 

 Goddard et al. (2017) studied high and low schools in collective efficacy. They 

found teachers consistently felt that principal leadership was closely related to the 

collective efficacy that characterizes their schools. In schools with high collective 

efficacy, teachers believed that they were empowered by collaborating and sought to 

improve instruction. In schools with high efficacy, teachers can learn from one another 

by observing one another teaching. Teachers at schools with relatively high levels of 

collective efficacy found "collaboration and peer observation as forms of professional 

learning they saw as beneficial" (Goddard et al., 2017, p. 12). 

Principals at high-efficacy schools are more likely to arrange peer observation, 

which leads to valuable teacher collaboration that contributes to collective efficacy 

through vicarious learning. A distinguishing feature of schools with high collective 
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efficacy was empowerment among teachers (Goddard et al., 2017). 

 Schools with collective efficacy findings were dramatically different. In these 

schools, teachers rarely felt empowered to offer suggestions because they feared negative 

consequences if their suggestions did not work. Schools with relatively low levels of 

collective efficacy often have autocratic leadership and little opportunity for peer 

collaboration. Two themes were consistent in Goddard et al.’s (2017) research. First, 

"principals in schools with relatively high collective efficacy were often credited by 

teachers for putting structures in place that enabled teacher collaboration for instructional 

improvement" (Goddard et al., 2017, p. 13). Low collective efficacy schools had less 

democratic and punitive school leadership, fewer chances for collaboration, and no peer 

observation (Goddard et al., 2017). The second theme was schools with high collective 

efficacy had strong normative language, developed more instructional time opportunities, 

contributed to extra instructional efforts, and refused to accept excuses for low 

performance in schools (Goddard et al., 2017). 

Principal Preparation  

It has delineated that the principal is the most important position in a school. 

Dodson (2015) quoted Leithwood and Riehl, saying, "Scratch the surface of an 

exceptional school, and you are likely to find an excellent principal. Peer into a failing 

school, and you will find weak leadership” (p. 2). Society's expectation is that principals 

have the answers to all problems facing the nation's schools (Darling-Hammond et al., 

2012). The principals' effectiveness as leaders is critical in improving student 

achievement, especially in schools with the greatest needs (Shaked & Schechter, 2018). 

Without a competent principal in charge, students in a school are unlikely to receive 
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consistent quality instruction over several years (Dodson, 2015). The current role of the 

principal has developed into a complex and demanding job that requires more 

responsibilities. With the passing of NCLB, principals, for the first time, took on the role 

of instructional leaders. Like the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (2004), 

other policies mandated that students with disabilities receive instruction in the least 

restricted environment. Principals must spend more time involved in special education 

than in the past. Principal preparation programs are not preparing graduates for the 

instructional leader's role concerning students with disabilities (Lynch, 2012).  

Also, an investigation of the literature indicates that principal preparation programs fail to 

keep up with the growing demands of 21st century learners (Shaked & Schechter, 2018). 

Principals must be able to deal with the challenges of ensuring safety, dealing with toxic 

employees, retaining highly qualified employees, time management, and handling the 

needs of special education students and other stakeholders (Mitchell, 2018). Principals 

must also meet both the extra- and intra-school factors (Shaked & Schechter, 2018). 

Principal preparation programs provide beginning school administrators with the 

instruments they need to succeed in their roles (Grissom et al., 2018). The level of 

principals' preparation has a significant impact on how well they perform (Shaked & 

Schechter, 2018). Throughout their careers, principal professional development 

significantly impacts whether school leaders will meet their job's increasing expectations 

(Darling-Hammond et al., 2012). Principal preparation for the last 20 years has been a 

prevalent topic of discussion. Many adverse supporters of principal preparation programs 

argue it is a disconnect between the theory taught and the practicality of the actual job 

and its demands (Sanzo et al., 2011).  
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 Research shows that principal preparation programs are outdated and do not 

address the current needs of principals. There is an extended list of complaints and a call 

for change in preparation programs to ensure that skilled and highly qualified school 

leaders emerge (Sanzo et al., 2011). Scholars like Murphy (2000) have described 

traditional preparation programs as bankrupt. Murphy further stated that principal 

preparation programs must redesign their efforts into three distinct areas: the process, 

defining the role and functions, and the method. Others have noted that changes at the 

university level are slow, and faculty are disconnected from the field and have 

reservations about adopting the new standards (LaShay, 2003). Principal preparation 

programs at the university level often depend on faculty who lack expertise in the 

academic content they teach. The employed professors have little or no recent experience 

as school administrators (Pannell et al., 2015). Grissom et al. (2021) found, 

Study after study has shown that the training principals typically receive in 

university programs and from their districts doesn't do nearly enough to prepare 

them for their roles as learning leaders. A staggering 80 percent of 

superintendents and 69 percent of principals think that leadership training in 

education schools is out of touch with the realities of today's district. (p. 3)  

Principal preparation programs across the United States have very little uniformity. They 

vary in quality, courses, and mentoring. Often, principal programs have very little or no 

criteria outside of the university (White et al., 2016). The Wallace Foundation (2016) 

encouraged policymakers to make policies that would create strong collaboration within 

the states. These collaborations need to consist of university and district partnerships that 

create principal preparation program accreditation qualifications.  
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Traditional principal programs prepared principals to be managers. Principal 

preparation classes traditionally consisted of school law, finance, educational theory, and 

an internship. The internship includes hours shadowing a cooperative principal (White et 

al., 2016). One concern for improving and unifying principal preparation programs is that 

it would be difficult; it would need to include both state policy and the universities 

working together to make changes (The Wallace Foundation, 2016). There is very little 

research on the effectiveness of principal preparation programs (LaShay, 2003). Before 

enacting NCLB, in response to overwhelming research on effective schools and the 

principal’s role in increasing student achievement, the National Governors Association 

(1995) developed principal national standards. These standards covered several 

educational organizations. 

• American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education  

• American Association of School Administrators  

• Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development  

• Council of Chief State School Officers  

• National Association of Elementary School Principals  

• National Association of Secondary  

• School Principals National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education  

• National Council of Professors of Educational Administration 

•  National Policy Board for Educational Administration 

• National School Boards Association University Council of Educational 

Administration (Vogel & Weiler, 2014,) 

The Interstate School Consortium Leader Licensure (ISLLC) standards were adopted by 
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the National Policy Board for Educational Administration (2015) and became the guide 

for school leaders' practice and preparation across the United States. The standards were 

an attempt to unify school leaders across the 50 states. However, the standards are 

defined and implemented by each state. The ISLLC standards were revised in 2008 to 

reflect educational leaders' current needs and to continue their original resolute toward 

influencing state policy (Vogel & Weiler, 2014). In 2011, the Educational Leadership 

Constituent Council (ELCC) adopted a new standard based on the ISLLC standards. The 

council recognizes the ELCC standards for the Council For the Accreditation of Educator 

Preparation (Vogel & Weiler, 2014).  

These standards serve as the foundation for national principal program 

accreditation. Most universities and principal preparation programs use these standards. 

The ELCC standard consists of seven criteria. Each standard has its implication (Tubbs et 

al., 2011). ELCC standards inform principal preparation programs as they develop 

preservice for school leaders' knowledge content, field experience, and application of the 

skills based on the standards (Vogel & Weiler, 2014). National standards alone will not 

improve the quality of leadership performance. The states must ensure quality leadership 

preparation programs and effective principals. The primary authority related to public 

education rests in the hands of the state. The state government regulates every aspect of 

education, from funding to curriculum adoptions. Adams and Copeland's (2007) study 

compared all 50 states' licensing procedures for principals. The findings were that most 

state programs could be categorized by two distinct features: (a) licensure requirements 

that focus on the background check and degree attainment, or (b) licensure requirements 

that are extensive, making it difficult for candidates to obtain. Another report found that 
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the number of conditions among states is 39. Arkansas reported having 435 licensing 

requirements. Often, the licensing requirements were not research-based (Vogel & 

Weiler, 2014).  

Most states' requirements include passing a certification exam, teaching 

experience, a master's degree, and an approved principal preparation program. Most 

states require 3 years of teaching before being allowed to pursue a leadership license. 

However, the time needed for teacher experience differs among the states. New Mexico 

requires teachers to teach for 6 years before pursuing school leadership, while 

Washington, D.C., requires teachers to teach for 2 years. Pierson (2014) confirmed there 

were vast discrepancies among state licensing programs. The certification exam varies 

from state to state. Sixteen states and Washington D.C. use the ETS School Leaders 

Licensure Assessment. Other states have developed their examinations. In 2011, no states 

required a performance-based assessment for principal certification (Pierson, 2014).  

With the pressure to produce influential school leaders and the mounting demands 

placed on leaders to be accountable, alternative preparation programs are emerging. 

These programs are known as "grow your own" leader schools. The programs follow the 

recommendations of exemplary programs. These programs are usually the efforts of the 

local district, and universities. The participants are sponsored by the local district and 

take classes at a local university while receiving specialized training in the district's 

culture. The aspiring principals in the program complete a year-long internship. Research 

shows that these programs are less effective in rural areas because these candidates do not 

have a strong network of principal interactions they can trust. Rural principals lose their 

self-efficacy and are often less successful (Versland, 2018).  
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 Most principals start as certified teachers, but teacher training alone is not enough 

to produce effective school administrators. Principal preparation programs need to 

include specific training to handle school leadership's current demands (Bush, 2016). 

Many principals do not believe the training they received from their educational 

leadership program has prepared them for the role. Principals believe the most valuable 

part of their principal preparation is their internship (Johnson, 2016). Given the common 

acknowledgment that future administrators require real-world, hands-on experience 

before running a school, organizations like the Southern Regional Educational Board 

(SREB), which consists of 16 southern states, advocate for more field experience in 

principal preparation program coursework. SREB believes aspiring principals should be 

placed in multiple educational settings to address practical issues. SREB also supports 

continuous fieldwork coordinated with academics and supervised by a coach. SREB 

members, principal preparation trainee and principal candidates must complete what is 

known as field experience. These exercises often change depending on the course's 

objectives and its content (Dodson, 2015). 

The requirements and suggestions for fieldwork versus internships in principal 

preparation programs differ by state. By definition, internships might be more ambiguous 

and unpredictably structured than fieldwork. In contrast, an internship is apart from the 

principal preparation program course requirements and activities and is directly related to 

administrative duties carried out daily. Often, an internship is performed at one site 

(Dodson, 2015). 

Principals who receive inadequate training have difficulty adjusting to the 

demands of the leadership role. "The link between leadership and learning outcomes" 
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(Bush, 2016, p. 537) is essential. The public education systems must provide new 

principals with comprehensive programs.  

"Principals’ continuous improvement and learning are important for student and 

teacher learning” (Rowland, 2017, p. 1). Teacher professional development has 

precedence over principal training for most states. Professional development for 

principals can no longer be an afterthought. It must be a priority. States, districts, 

researchers, and policymakers must allocate funding to provide principals with adequate 

principal professional development to develop effective leaders (Rowland, 2017). District 

administrators often stop developing school principals after their first 2 years on the job. 

School leadership professional development is underfunded. Only 31% of United States 

school districts used their Title II funding on principal professional development; those 

districts spent less than 5% in that area (Rowland, 2017). Principals attend professional 

development for teacher and district initiative training. Often, principals attend a one-

size-fits-all training, which gives them little or no feedback to grow as school leaders. 

Professional development is often misaligned with the principal's needs and related to the 

district's mission. They leave minimal opportunity for principals to form new knowledge 

for specific issues (Rowland, 2017). 

Accountability and the Role of the Principal  

Historical and contemporary principals’ roles may look quite different due to the 

fiscal, cultural, and political climate; however, the principal’s past and present 

responsibility is student learning (Hallinger & Heck, 2010; Rousmaniere, 2013). The 

principal’s role is the most multifaceted and conflicting position of leadership roles in the 

American educational system. The principal is both the overseer of educational policy 
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and the building manager (Rousmaniere, 2013). The principal is an employer, overseer, 

and encouraging leader; the principal’s core training and individuality are classroom 

teachers. Daily, the principal is the connection between governmental mandates, staff, 

instructional programs, and the day-to-day learning experiences of students (Hallinger, 

2005; Rousmaniere, 2013).  

Principals plan, launch, and monitor the creation of a school vision and establish 

the school culture by encouraging cooperative efforts among colleagues and facilitating 

staff development (Booth & Rowsell, 2007). The principal’s current role has changed 

significantly and requires a new skill set (Kleidon, 2018). Kleidon (2018) stated the 

principal’s role has switched from the manager to instructional leader. Today's principals 

must focus on student achievement, create a data-driven culture, and be learner leaders 

(Kleidon, 2018). Twenty first century principals must be instructional leaders (Rigby, 

2013).  

  The most notable change to the principal’s role was the 1996 approval of the 

ISLLC standards and NCLB. These adoptions changed the principal’s role from being 

heavily managerial to emphasizing student learning and instructional accountability 

(Smith & Piele, 2006). The Council of State School Officers (1996) at the time agreed 

that the standards should emphasize the importance of student learning (Smith & Piele, 

2006). Since adopting the standards, they have become widely used in principal 

preparation programs, professional associations, licensure, and other groups. ISLLC's 

Standards for School Leaders (Smith & Piele, 2006) include 

1. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes all students' 

success by facilitating the development, articulation, implementation, and 
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stewardship of a vision of learning shared and supported by the school 

community.  

2. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes all students' 

success by advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture and 

instructional program conducive to student learning and professional growth.  

3. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes all students' 

success by ensuring management of the organization, operations, and 

resources for a safe, efficient, and effective learning environment. 

4. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes all students' 

success by collaborating with families and community members and 

mobilizing community resources.  

5. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes all students' 

success by acting with integrity, fairness, and ethics.  

6. A school administrator is an educational leader who promotes all students' 

success by understanding, responding to, and influencing the broader political, 

social, economic, legal, and cultural context. 

The National Association of Elementary School Principals standards state, 

“Student learning must be at the center of what schools are all about and should drive all 

the decisions school leaders make” (Smith & Piele, 2006, p. 3). The National Association 

of Secondary School Principals concluded when collaborative leadership, academic rigor, 

and personalized instruction are employed, students can achieve (Smith & Piele, 2006). 

In 2001, the federal government passed NCLB, which changed education 

dynamics (Smith & Piele, 2006). “The purpose of the NCLB legislation was to guarantee 



37 

 

that all school districts concentrated on every child’s academic success” (Smith & Piele, 

2006, p. 2). After NCLB's passing, states were required to collect disaggregated data and 

report how students progressed in reading, math, writing, science, and social studies for 

the first time (Beers et al., 2010). Four principles can summarize NCLB: 

1. stronger accountability for results 

2. greater flexibility for states and school districts in the use of federal funding 

3. more choices for parents of children from disadvantaged backgrounds 

4. the utilization of research-based instruction that was proven to work.  

The Reading First Initiative (Armbruster et al., 2009) also placed a greater 

demand on school accountability and leadership. Principals had to be familiar with the 

literacy program and ensure it utilized best practices. The Reading First Initiative 

concluded that early reading instruction was critical for reading success. In doing so, the 

initiative provided financial support to states that employed early literacy programs. This 

financial support ensured all students could read by the end of third grade (Beers et al., 

2010). These events transformed the principal role. The school principal wears many 

hats. Hallinger (2005) acknowledged that effective principals balance their political, 

managerial, and instructional leadership roles. 

Instructional Leadership 

 During the 1970s, effective school research was conducted by Edmonds 

(Hallinger, 2005). Effective schools are schools that make successful progress regardless 

of their student’s socioeconomic status or background. Effective schools have principals 

who are strong instructional leaders. One viewpoint of instructional leadership that has 

come out of the research is the belief that principals must know academic areas and best 
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practices to be successfully engaged in instruction. Another and more popular view 

stresses the idea of serving indirectly as instructional leaders to support teachers and 

create a good learning and teaching environment (Sebastian et al., 2016). This growing 

body of research has made knowledge available that principals can positively impact 

schools in multiple areas and student achievement (Boyce & Bowers, 2018). As a result 

of this research, a list of effective school characteristics was formed. As a strong 

instructional leader, the principal was a significant factor in effective schools (Hallinger, 

2005; Neumerski, 2012). The term instructional leadership is a result of effective school 

research. During the 1980s, principals in effective instructional schools exercised strong 

instructional leadership (Hallinger, 2005). Principals who demonstrate instructional 

leadership behaviors positively influence student success more than principals who 

prioritize other types of leadership behaviors (Boyce & Bowers, 2018).  

 Instructional leaders are vital, knowledgeable leaders who successfully turn 

schools around (Hallinger, 2005). Instructional leaders are viewed as “culture builders” 

(Hallinger, 2005, p. 332). These leaders create an academic environment that nurtures 

high expectations and standards for students and teachers (Hallinger, 2005). Instructional 

leaders are individuals who are focused on completing tasks. Instructional leaders give 

clear directives for teachers and staff to follow and influence others to join their vision. In 

effective instructional schools, the direction focuses primarily on improving student 

academic outcomes (Hallinger, 2005).  

Literacy Leadership 

Literacy research continues to grow, and the need for an improved knowledge 

base is required for literacy leadership; materials, suggested literacy activities, or how 
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teachers, educators, and schools encourage and sustain literacy practices serve as the 

foundation for improved student achievement. Literacy leadership is an aspect of 

leadership that the principal must address every day (Meidl et al., 2019). In search of the 

literature to define literacy leadership, several frameworks were revealed, and references 

were made to effective schools and characteristics for literacy leaders. One description of 

literacy leadership that reflects the National Policy Board for Educational Administration: 

Professional Standards for Educational Leaders, formerly ISLLCS, which outlines the 

foundational principles of leadership that the school principal should adhere to while 

acting as an educational leader is,  

Part art and part science, literacy leadership—leading teachers regarding literacy 

efforts that result in increased student outcomes—involves acquired pedagogical 

skillsets and content knowledge, combined with the ability to deliver that 

knowledge and skill, as well as the relational abilities required to support teachers. 

Literacy leadership also includes the ability to enact a literacy mission and vision 

that guides the teachers, staff, students, and families connected to campus. (Meidl 

et al., 2019, p. 6)  

Reading is widely regarded as the essential component of the elementary school 

curriculum (Hoewing, 2011). Students who develop good reading skills early are well-

positioned to succeed in all curriculums (Plaatjies, 2019). The Literacy Leadership Brief: 

Principals as Literacy Leaders (Faddis, 2019) stated, “Reading is a basic human right” (p. 

2). Literacy leaders have a moral obligation to monitor and ensure equitable practices that 

support student academic achievement (Faddis, 2019). To be an effective literacy leader, 

the principal needs to know as much as possible about reading and how to support 
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reading teachers. If learning to read is considered a top priority for all students, the 

principals must define their roles and duties as school administrators regarding the 

reading program. As an academic leader, the elementary principal must promote reading 

as a paramount and top priority in improving student achievement. The principal should 

have an intensive background in the development of reading and reading instruction 

(Hoewing, 2011). Lewis-Spector and Jay’s (2011) research stated, 

First, individuals who provide literacy leadership within the school must be well 

versed in what literacy instructional practices work for all students, including 

struggling readers, gifted readers, and English Language Learners, as well as how 

literacy instruction must and can be differentiated to accommodate these diverse 

learning populations. Literacy leaders must be familiar with theory and research 

that explains such complexities of literacy development as connections between 

oral and written language and literacy achievement, literacy assessment options, 

contributions technology can make to developing students’ literacy, and their 

learning of new literacies. Simply put, those who assume literacy leadership must 

be experts in the field of literacy. (p. 5)  

Principals must understand and recognize the components of sound literacy 

instruction. Before this can be done, principals must have a general knowledge of the 

developmental stages of literacy. Early literacy leaders must understand the importance 

of balanced literacy instruction, including phonemic awareness, vocabulary, word study, 

fluency, and comprehension. In addition to being knowledgeable about literacy 

development, principals must also provide opportunities for literacy experiences across 

the curriculums that are meaningful (Beers et al., 2010). The challenge for most early 
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literacy principals is to create a school culture that motivates and supports children to 

become literate and supports teachers in the process (Ontario Principals' Council, 2009). 

Kor and Opare (2017) cite DuFour and Eaker’s historical research that stated school 

reform efforts of the last 30 years have failed to increase student achievement because 

schools do not sufficiently prioritize the importance of culture and climate. Schools that 

lack a favorable climate frequently lack successful leadership. As a result, teachers and 

pupils are academically discouraged in disadvantaged schools, and academic success is 

not highly regarded (Kor & Opare, 2017). Leithwood and Jantzi (2008) referred to school 

principals as change agents. Leithwood and Jantzi identified two types of changes school 

leaders must address. The first order of change reflects the surface, including procedural 

and monitoring instructional activities within the classroom. The second order of change 

is creating open communication that allows a positive collaborative culture and climate 

that involves discussions on best practices and accomplishing student success (Leithwood 

& Jantzi, 2008). The principal’s role is instrumental in ensuring a positive, productive 

climate that creates staff and student satisfaction (Beers et al., 2010). 

Effective school research identifies several characteristics of climate and culture 

in effective schools. The majority of these characteristics celebrate students, staff, and all 

stakeholders (Beers et al., 2010). These cultures and climate-based schools have high 

expectations, which help to create positive attitudes for all students. They are student-

centered and concentrate on meeting student needs. Teachers have a sense of purpose 

because they believe in their mission. Teachers and students are celebrated and rewarded 

for their accomplishments. The environment is conducive to learning and reflects student 

and community involvement and support. These effective schools frequently monitor 
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their school climate (Beers et al., 2010). 

Principals who share leadership responsibilities are far more effective in 

promoting meaningful change for teachers and students. Research shows where there is 

evidence of collaborative teams in schools, the more significant the transformation is 

reflected in their literacy standards. Shared leadership builds an environment that 

supports collaboration and contributes to leadership's even distribution. The more 

leadership roles principals give teachers, the more resourceful and greater the buy-in and 

commitment to the literacy programs (Booth & Rowsell, 2007; Ontario Principals' 

Council, 2009). Shared leadership involves team members working together to 

accomplish literacy goals. This approach supports staff members who have successful 

literacy experiences or expertise in a given area of literacy instruction. When teachers or 

a group of teachers have good literacy instruction results, most of the staff will benefit 

from their accomplishments. This result is an improved understanding of a literacy area 

for the whole team. Collective literacy beliefs are accomplished through staff 

development, allowing staff members to assist and coach one another (Ontario Principals' 

Council, 2009). A principal who uses the right strategies will effectively communicate 

shared literacy leadership. When drawing on their employees' expertise, principals do not 

need to be experts in the field of literacy. When the principals participate in their staff's 

professional development, they can grow professionally and gain a deeper understanding 

of literacy curriculum and development. This also builds self-efficacy in teacher literacy 

leadership (Ontario Principals' Council, 2009).  

Often, school districts create a literacy support team at each level by building 

leadership teams to build capacity. The leadership teams' success often depends on their 



43 

 

members' training and creating a collaborative working environment that supports 

continuous student growth. Some principals rely on the expertise of their teachers to 

bring about literacy change and student achievement. This works well in a professional 

culture where teachers take responsibility for their professional growth. Other literacy 

leadership models consist of the principal's leadership team, who provides support, and 

the literacy coordinator/coach, who works with teachers on literacy best practices, as the 

expert in literacy (Ontario Principals' Council, 2009).  

Over the last 10 years, literacy coaches have become a visible fixture in American 

schools in response to high-stakes testing, government funding, and the need to provide 

expert literacy professional development onsite that will impact student literacy 

achievement (Calo et al., 2014). The Reading First Initiative (2002) outlined how states 

and school districts would use federal funding to conduct professional development for 

teachers. The initiative mandated that teachers receive professional development in 

research-based reading instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, 

and comprehension. This law accentuated the need for qualified reading coaches in 

schools (Dean et al., 2012).  

The literacy coordinator is responsible for linking literacy theory to classroom 

activities. They manage the literacy data of students and provide literacy material to 

teachers. They also work closely with teachers to provide intervention support for 

struggling readers (Ontario Principals' Council, 2009). The literacy coaches’ positions are 

not clearly defined, and their role is often misunderstood by principals because there are 

no national standards for literacy coaches. Their roles vary from site to site. 

Unfortunately, due to the literacy coaches' lack of knowledge, they may not be effectively 
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used or supported. The principal is instrumental in helping literacy coaches become 

successful. To successfully help literacy coaches, it is essential for principals to fully 

recognize the literacy coaches' functions and responsibilities (Dean et al., 2012). Dean et 

al. (2012) cited the position statement of the International Reading Association's (2004) 

definition of the responsibilities of the reading coach:  

1. conducting professional development  

2. providing ongoing assessment and instruction  

3. helping to set reading program goals  

4. helping staff members achieve those goals  

5. interpreting the reading program to parents and the community 

6. demonstrating appropriate reading practices  

7. working with struggling readers 

8. keeping staff members aware of current reading research 

In addition to effectively using key personnel, the principal must develop a 

literacy mission and vision that will create shared beliefs and promote high-quality 

literacy instruction. The vision and mission statement should be a shared venture, 

including all stakeholders. The literacy vision and mission statement should be articulated 

frequently and posted everywhere in the school facility. Part of the school culture should 

include embedded discussions about how to attain literacy visions and goals. Literacy 

leaders should celebrate those individuals who implement shared literacy beliefs in the 

classrooms (Dean et al., 2012). 

School Literacy 

 Literacy leaders need to know and understand the reading theory and how it 
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applies to how students learn to read. Many theories have come and gone in the arena of 

reading instruction. The literacy leader should know literacy theory and how it fits within 

the framework set by NCLB and Reading First Initiatives. Understanding reading 

theories and their strategies is critical to a literacy leader. Reading strategies play an 

essential part in reading comprehension. Reading strategies are even more critical when 

working with students who use English as second language services. The use of reading 

strategies helps students build a deeper understanding of the text (Suraprajit, 2019). 

Cyprès et al.’s (2007) research focused on three reading theories in literacy instruction. 

Each of these theories has implications for effective literacy instruction.  

Bottom-Ip Theories (Phonics) 

 Bottom-up reading theories interpret reading as a method of interpreting, 

decoding, or encoding. These models' adherents argued that reading is simply a 

translation of visual symbols into an imitation of the oral language. In this reading model, 

readers start with letters or larger units, and as they grasp the concept, they begin to 

anticipate the words (Ngabut, 2015). The reader goes from letters to words, words to 

sentences, and arrives at the text's meaning. The bottom-up model begins with a reader 

sounding out words and letters and then blending sounds. The reader becomes more 

proficient with practice, recognizing letter combinations as words. This theory is known 

as part-to-whole because students use letter and sound cues, beginning with small parts 

and ending with whole words (Cyprès et al., 2007). The bottom-up theory is identified as 

a single-direction, part-to-whole processing of a written word. This model is influenced 

by behavioral psychology and structural linguistics. This model works mainly from the 

text but ignores the background of readers (Suraprajit, 2019). This model is appropriate 
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for beginning readers (Ngabut, 2015). 

Top-Down Theories (Whole Language) 

 Unlike the bottom-up theory, the reader’s prior knowledge does play a role. The 

reader's cognitive and linguistic skill plays a crucial role in creating meaning from written 

materials in top-down literacy styles (Ngabut, 2015). The idea of this technique is to infer 

the significance of the reading content. Goodman explained the top-down paradigm as "a 

psycholinguistic guessing game" (Suraprajit, 2019, p. 455), demonstrating that readers 

interpret the understanding of the text mainly based on their current or prior background 

knowledge. This model is used as readers understand observations, draw inferences, try 

to figure out the text's general meaning, or discover the text's key ideas. In comparison, 

the top-down paradigm is understood in the perceptual cycle, where the text's 

interpretation starts in the reader's consciousness. The context derived from the reader's 

experience, desires, beliefs, and concerns about the document is reconfirmed by 

recognizing the letters and terms that appear in the text (Suraprajit, 2019).  

Unlike the bottom-up approach, top-down model researchers assumed that 

competent readers would go straight from print to meaning without first reading (Ngabut, 

2015). Top-to-bottom theorists believe these hypotheses drive the reader to read. “The 

top-to-bottom theory is considered to be a whole to part process in which the reader 

interprets the whole text and whole meaning before examining the smaller parts” (Cyprès 

et al., 2007, p. 39). 

Interactive Model (Balance Literacy) 

  Interactive process theorists such as Rumelhart (1980) suggest that for 

experienced readers, top-down and bottom-up reading processes tend to occur 
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concurrently. Rumelhart argued that interpretation relies on both visual knowledge and 

the reader’s prior knowledge (Ngabut, 2015). Interactive reading models tend to be more 

reliable in reading performance conceptualization than strict top-down or bottom-up 

models. When combined with countervailing process assumptions, which can be 

explained as the deficiencies in any particular process, such will result in greater 

dependence on the other knowledge source. Interactive models better reflect existing 

knowledge on the use of orthographic structure and sentence context by both good and 

poor readers (Stanovich, 1986). “It is a complex process of understanding and 

comprehension of written content affected by reading abilities, comprehension skills, 

perceptions, linguistic contexts, thought, and reasoning skills” (Ngabut, 2015, p. 26). 

Figure 2 

Approaches to Teaching Reading and Writing  

 

Taken from https://www.goyen.io/blog/so-about-that-ala-presentationpart-2 
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Balanced Literacy 

 The term "balanced literacy" emerged in California in 1996. At the time, this 

program was identified as structured reading instruction. It was introduced in response to 

low reading scores on a national test. As a part of the demand for effective reading 

teaching, much of the discussion has dealt with exactly which area of reading and writing 

must be integrated to encourage better literacy (Frey et al., 2005). The National Reading 

Panel ([NRP], 2001) determined the best literacy instruction was balanced literacy 

instruction. Balanced literacy incorporates comprehension skills and word recognition 

skills (Beers et al., 2010). Balanced literacy is a concept related to many viewpoints: 

[1]. Some view balanced literacy to be a combination of whole language and 

skills-based instruction [2]. Others view balanced literacy as an understanding 

that reading and writing develop mutually [3]. A third perspective has shown that 

balanced literacy is a way to provide different levels of teacher support and child 

control [4]. Even though “balanced literacy” may be an elusive concept without a 

definitive consensus among literacy researchers, all can agree it is a balance of 

elements. (Shaw & Hurst, 2012, p. 1)  

This model takes place in a literacy-rich environment with authentic children's 

literature and provides opportunities for reading and writing (Beers et al., 2010). In its 

original form, balance literacy centered on delivering both skills-based teaching and 

meaning-based teaching in different literacy blocks. Today, balanced literacy includes 

school, home, library engagement, and organized instructional strategies and activities 

such as guided reading, reading aloud, shared reading, and independent reading and 

writing (Frey et al., 2005). “A successful balanced literacy program combines teacher-



49 

 

directed instruction of skills, strategies, and processes, as well as student-centered 

activities that focus on authenticity, choice, and meaning” (Frey et al., 2005. p. 21). The 

balanced approach to literacy is intended to promote the gradual release of teacher 

control of instruction to the pupils. This is done through organized learning and 

scaffolding instruction. The teacher models the targeted skill and slowly releases their 

possession as their students master the skills (Bitter et al., 2009). “This model provides a 

structure for teachers to move from assuming “all the responsibility for performing a 

task…to a situation in which the students assume all of the responsibility” (Fisher & 

Frey, 2013, p. 1). 

Proponents of balance literacy believe in incorporating explicit classroom 

instruction skills filled with meaningful literacy practice. These skills are phonemic 

awareness, word recognition, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. The time spent on 

these skills depends on the grade level and the learner's stage of development. Phonemic 

awareness may be more important in early elementary grades than in fifth grade (Beers et 

al., 2010). Phonemic awareness in kindergarten and first grade is very important. NRP 

established that early instruction utilizing phonemic awareness is a good predictor of 

reading success later. Phonemic awareness is “the awareness of the sound structure of 

words, is a metalinguistic skill important to the successful acquisition of reading and 

writing” (Ukrainetz, et al., 2000, p. 1). Phonological knowledge is essential for literacy. 

Phonemic knowledge is used to identify and control individual phonemes in words 

(Ukrainetz, et al., 2000). 

The targeted instruction is on the phonemes in syllables and words (Beers et al., 

2010). The smallest units in the spoken language are phonemes. There are 41 phonemes 
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in the English language. The ability to manipulate phonemes is phonemic awareness 

(Cyprès et al., 2007). The classroom should supply students with various activities, 

including nursery rhymes, instruction in word families, clapping the number of syllables, 

and sound boxes. The principal can encourage phonemic instruction in the primary 

grades by supplying teachers with materials (Beers et al., 2010; Stanovich, 1986).  

Reading fluency is another component of balanced literacy that NRP stated is a 

critical feature necessary for comprehension. Reading fluency is a result of two 

components: accuracy and automaticity. Fluency is based on correct encoding, which 

produces effortless and smooth reading. If the reader’s encoding skills are precise and 

instinctive, the reader's time can be expended on extracting meaning from the text 

(Leppänen et al., 2008). Fluency is often neglected in classroom instruction. Students 

who have good fluency are more likely to comprehend texts (Cyprès et al., 2007). Fluent 

readers are accurate and read with expression and appropriate speed. Students who do not 

read fluently often stumble over words and have trouble recalling the sentence parts. Less 

fluent students are “word bound.” Students who are fluent readers concentrate on large 

chunks of meaningful texts. NRP found that guided oral reading was the most effective in 

developing fluency. Repetitive reading of text builds fluency (Beers et al., 2010). 

Teachers need to read the text more than once in early grades and supply students with 

familiar books to read more than once. Other strategies that should be encouraged in 

early literacy classrooms are choral reading, student-adult reading, peer reading, tape-

assisted reading, and Readers’ Theatre. Principals should promote fluency activities as 

part of a balanced literacy program. Principals should supply teachers with repetitive text 

that encourages more fluent reading (Beers et al., 2010).  
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A vigorous and balanced literacy program should incorporate the development of 

vocabulary. Vocabulary is essential for reading comprehension. NRP stated, “that 

vocabulary should be taught directly and indirectly” (Beers et al., 2010, p. 10). 

Stanovich’s (1986) historical research examines the relationship between reading ability 

and vocabulary knowledge. Like phonological awareness, vocabulary knowledge is part 

of a collaborative relationship with the ability to read. Unlike phonological awareness, 

vocabulary literacy continues to grow throughout reading development, even in fluent 

adult readers. This indicates that the majority of vocabulary development does not occur 

by direct instruction. The more individuals can experience incidental learning through 

reading, the more their vocabulary development grows (Stanovich, 1986). Research 

shows that students who read for as little as 10 minutes daily have a greater vocabulary 

growth rate than those who do not (Beers et al., 2010).  

When children enter school, there are significant disparities in their vocabulary 

knowledge. This gap continues into the school years (Duff et al., 2015). Duff et al. (2015) 

cited Biemiller and Slomin's (2001) research, which showed a massive difference in 

student vocabulary: “in the second grade, children at the lowest quartile for vocabulary 

had approximately half the number of known words compared to students in the top 

quartile” (p. 1). In early reading development, children rarely confront words in print that 

are not in their vocabulary. As readers become more advanced and the text becomes more 

rigorous, they are confronted with unknown words to which they have not been exposed. 

More likely, this occurs around the third grade. Biemiller (2005) stated that 95% of third-

grade students can read words from the text but do not understand them (Duff et al., 

2015). Historical data from the Allington (1984) study showed that some students read as 
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little as 16 words per week in a first-grade sample, while other advanced readers read 

approximately 1,900 words during a school week (Stanovich, 1986). 

 Schools have done very little to improve vocabulary in primary schools. If 

primary school children with poor vocabulary do not have a chance to develop 

vocabulary in school, they will stay significantly behind the more advantaged students. 

Kameenui and Baumann (2012) examined three studies that showed how vocabulary 

impacts reading. The first study showed a kindergartener’s vocabulary is a significant 

predictor of reading comprehension in third grade. The second study found that oral 

vocabulary at the end of first grade predicts reading comprehension a decade later. The 

third study stated that third-grade students with poor vocabulary have declining reading 

comprehension in later elementary grades. Stanovich (1986) summarized this as “the 

effect of reading volume on vocabulary growth, combined with the large skill differences 

in reading volume, could mean that a ‘rich-get-richer’ or cumulative advantage 

phenomenon is almost inextricably embedded within the developmental course of reading 

progress” (p. 381).  

There is minimal evidence that low-vocabulary children can learn the words they 

need from classroom instruction. There is a need for vocabulary to be taught and assessed 

in primary grades (Kameenui & Baumann, 2012). Beers et al. (2010) suggested school 

literacy programs familiarize themselves with vocabulary frameworks that will aid with 

instruction. Beers et al.’s tier approach has three vocabulary tiers for the elementary 

grades. Tier 1 consists of basic words that require little consideration and instruction. 

These are words students will acquire in everyday conversation (Beers et al., 2010). Tier 

2 words are words that are found across a variety of content areas but are not specific to 
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any one discipline. Students usually learn these words between the fourth and eighth 

grades (Kameenui & Baumann, 2012). The third tier is an uncommon word specific to a 

particular discipline (Beers et al., 2010).  

Vocabulary for primary grades can be taught through oral read-alouds that have 

direct vocabulary and comprehension instruction. Reading aloud is a common component 

of primary classroom activities. It is often used as a transition activity. Books read for 

read-aloud are rarely reread and use direct vocabulary or comprehension instruction. If 

teachers are to include a read-aloud component with some deliberate instruction, student 

vocabulary will increase. Teachers should select challenging but understandable books 

for students (Kameenui & Baumann, 2012). Biemiller believed teachers should be 

teaching 20 to 25 word meanings per week. Children will usually learn three to four of 

the 10 words taught (Kameenui & Baumann, 2012). NRP stated that a mixture of reading 

strategies should be used in reading instruction rather than a single teaching method. 

Principals should supply their teachers with various useful resources filled with concrete 

activities (Beers et al., 2010). 

Word recognition is another critical skill that should be taught in Grades K-2. 

Word recognition is taught in two ways, through phonics and word families. Phonic 

knowledge, like phonemic awareness, is a strong indicator of future success in literacy. 

Word recognition is a skill that grows gradually during the early years. Ebert (2009) 

developed four stages of sight word development. According to Ebert, early readers 

remember words through visual cues in the pre-alphabetic stage. They do not rely on the 

letter-sound relationship. This strategy becomes obsolete as the learner’s vocabulary 

grows. The second phase is the partial alphabetic stage. Students begin to recognize some 
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letters and start associating them with their sounds. Learners may use both the initial and 

final sounds. The third stage is the letter-sound correspondent stage, where learners have 

developed alphabetic codes and can read similar words. The last step is the consolidated 

alphabetic phase. At this stage, students have learned to recognize letters-sounds, word 

patterns, and chunk words (Beers et al., 2010).  

Comprehension 

Reading comprehension is a multifaceted cognitive process that cannot be defined 

with a single description. Comprehension is an ongoing process that involves deliberate 

and reflective interchange with the text and the reader. The role of vocabulary 

development is a vital part of reading comprehension. Classroom instruction must 

provide students with strategies that develop reading comprehension strategies that 

support literacy success (Cyprès et al., 2007). Research reveals that many early literacy 

classrooms rely on one approach to determine the comprehension of their students. These 

comprehension strategies are questioning activities. Questioning is an important strategy 

in monitoring early learner comprehension, but it should not be the only strategy used. 

Readers need to be actively engaged as they read and should utilize several methods that 

will allow them to self-monitor their own comprehension (Beers et al., 2010).  

NRP identified seven research-based instructional strategies to support 

comprehension  

1. comprehension monitoring, during which children learn to be aware of their 

own understanding as they read 

2. cooperative learning 

3. graphic organizer 
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4. question answering 

5. generating questions 

6. story structure analysis 

7. summarizing 

(Beers et al., 2010). 

For decades, the debate between advocates of the phonics approach, in which the 

sounds that letters make are explicitly taught, and advocates of a whole-language 

approach, in which the child’s discovery of meaning is emphasized through experiences 

in a literacy-rich environment, has taken place. Based on his historical whole-language 

research, Goodman (1967) was the first to describe reading as an action rather than an 

analysis. Goodman suggested that readers participate in a “psycholinguistic guessing 

game”(Castles et al., 2018, p. 5), in which they must make accurate guesses based on 

their visual, semantic, and syntactic knowledge  
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Table 1 

 Science of Reading Versus Balanced Literacy 

Science of reading Balanced literacy 

Belief that the code-based nature of reading needs to 

be explicitly unpacked for the reading novice, so 

that we are not leaving reading to chance. 

Belief that reading is a meaning-based activity 

that is best acquired through immersion. 

Teaching decoding as a skill Teaching phonics as children make errors 

Bottom-up approach, starting with phonemes, and 

moving to graphemes to create whole words before 

moving to meaning. 

Top-down approach, starting with whole words 

and what would make sense. This approach 

begins with sight words and cueing instead of 

individual sounds and letters. 

Diagnostic assessments (PAST, decoding 

assessments, etc.) given to determine skill needs 

DRA assessment given to determine a reading 

level 

Using assessment to drive instruction Using a leveled text to drive instruction 

Sound wall as a spelling help with all 44 sounds 

represented 

Word wall as a tool for spelling focusing on the 

26 letters 

Small groups based on skill deficits Small groups based on reading level 

Teaching phonemic awareness to the advanced level 

to automaticity 

Teaching phonological awareness at a basic level, 

not recognizing phonemic awareness proficiency 

as a necessary skill 

Teaching decoding using phonemic awareness, 

letter-sound proficiency, syllable types, and syllable 

division rules 

Teaching decoding using 3 cueing system 

Systematic and explicit teaching of phonics Teaching enough phonics to read one text 

Teaching phonics with an explicit scope and 

sequence from simple to more complex with 

spiraling review 

Teaching with no pre-determined scope and 

sequence 

Practice taught skills using decodable texts Reading practice with leveled texts which provide 

insufficient practice in decoding.  

Decodable texts have a high percentage of words 

that have been taught in phonics 

Leveled texts are not decodable since they have a 

high percentage of words with phonics skills that 

have not been taught 

Increasing fluency by working on automaticity of 

the sub-skills of reading 

Attempting to build fluency with repeated 

reading. 

High frequency word instruction that uses analysis 

of the sounds rather than memorization 

High frequency word instruction using visual 

methods such as flashcards 

 

 

(continued) 
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Science of reading Balanced literacy 

Using an ABC chart for letter ID Using an ABC chart for letter ID and sounds the 

entire year of kindergarten 

Complete connections between letters seen in the 

written forms of words and phonemes detected in 

their pronunciations for orthographic mapping to 

take place so students can move from word 

identification (blending/sounding out) to instant 

word recognition (immediately recognized in 1-4 

exposures). 

Orthographic mapping is not addressed 

Teaching spelling with explicit processing of letter 

order and identity (linking graphemes to phonemes 

detected in pronunciations). 

Teaching spelling as if words are remembered by 

sight – writing the word repeatedly; rainbow 

spelling, flashcards for spelling words. 

 

Science of Reading Impactions 

The science of reading is being implemented in classrooms across the country, 

and student reading achievement is improving. Many states have implemented literacy 

mandates in order to improve teacher understanding of the science of reading. These 

requirements include specific literacy professional development and exams in order to 

demonstrate that instructors understand the science of reading. In states like Texas, 

Arkansas, Mississippi, Connecticut, Massachusetts, California, Indiana, New York, Ohio, 

North Carolina, and Wisconsin, in-service teachers have additional opportunities to learn 

about and practice research-based reading instruction (Davis, 2022). 

Third-Grade Laws 

Davis (2022) examined how the third-grade legal requirements are reshaping the 

landscape of reading instruction state by state. Davis cited the Council of Chief State 

School Officers report, Third Grade Reading Laws: Implementation and Impact, stating 

there are third-grade reading laws in at least 26 states. These laws aim to improve early 

literacy results through strategies based on prevention, intervention, and retention 

concepts. Many state reading laws and policies communicate scientifically based or 
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research-based reading instruction, interventions, and curriculum. Tennessee, Indiana, 

Nevada, and Mississippi, all of which have had rapid growth in recent years, show that 

states can learn more than simply the provisions of a statute (Council Of Chief State 

School Officers, 2019). 

Why the Science of Reading? 

For more than 200 years, reading science has been used. It is most commonly 

referred to as basic research-based word pronunciation and decoding. In public discourse, 

the term science of reading has been used to support policies and instructional practices 

based on research on basic cognitive mechanisms of reading, brain processes involved in 

reading, and computational models of learning to read (Shanahan, 2020). The science of 

reading has gained national attention due to the progress made by the state of Mississippi. 

Hard Words: Why Aren’t Kids Being Taught to Read? Was the subject of 

Hanford’s (2018) article and podcast. Hanford noted that over 60% of fourth graders 

scored below proficient on the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). 

Hanford’s findings showed that many educators (K–12 and postsecondary) in the United 

States are unaware of what constitutes evidence-based reading instruction (Peng & 

Goodrich, 2020). Mississippi is a state that lagged in student achievement; however, this 

changed with the 2019 NAEP report. Mississippi was the only state with an increase in 

reading achievement from 2017 to 2019. Mississippi students have improved their 

reading scores faster than any other state, according to NAEP (2020). This is especially 

true for fourth graders. Mississippi’s fourth grade reading results improved from 49th in 

2013 to 29th in 2019. Hanford’s report highlighted legislative actions taken in Mississippi 

to improve reading instruction in schools by providing professional requirements for 
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preservice teacher training programs to teach skills covered in Eunice Kennedy Shriver 

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development’s (2000) report. As well as 

encouraging faculty to attend professional development workshops on evidence-based 

reading, Hanford’s findings encouraged that these trainings be held at colleges and 

institutions throughout the state (Peng & Goodrich, 2020). Education observers have 

suggested several plausible factors, including implementing early literacy programs and 

professional development, strict adherence to Common Core standards, and emphasizing 

the science of reading (Collins et al., 2022). 

The Science of Reading 

During the 18th century, the term science of reading was first used to refer to text 

reading, coinciding with the beginnings of linguistics as a scientific study. The purpose of 

the science of reading, in the beginning, was to figure out how to pronounce ancient 

languages correctly. The term was used in the early 1900s to describe how to read the 

Koran or the Bible, particularly as relative to word pronunciation. Pedagogically, the 

science of reading was initially applied in the 1830s. It was used in education to address 

teaching children to sound out words properly. The term science of reading has 

traditionally been associated with the decoding process. Non-instructional research, such 

as eye movement studies and linguistic analyses of the English spelling system, has 

generally been related to the science of reading (Shanahan, 2020). The science of reading 

refers to the scientific method's accumulation of knowledge about reading, reading 

development, and best practices for reading instruction (Petscher et al., 2020). The term 

science of reading has no precise definition. The phrase is still evolving and being 

defined. The concept can be broken down into two parts: (a) instruction that emphasizes 
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phonics as a critical component of literacy development and (b) research that backs up 

this approach (Semingson & Kerns, 2021).  

Table 2 

Definitions of Science of Reading 

Sources Definitions 

The International 

Literacy Association 

(2020) 

Defines the science of reading as “a corpus of objective 

investigation and accumulation of reliable evidence about 

how humans learn to read and how reading should be taught” 

(p. 7). 

 

Graham (2020) The science of reading involves studying how reading 

operates, develops, is taught, shapes academic and cognitive 

growth, affects motivation and emotion, interacts with 

context, and impacts context in turn. It includes genetic, 

biological, environmental, contextual, social, political, 

historical, and cultural factors that influence the acquisition 

and use of reading. 

 

Alexander (2020 “As someone who has been conducting empirical studies of 

reading for 40 years, I see the science of reading as 

contributing to a vast interdisciplinary store of critical 

information about reading-related skills, processes, 

antecedents, and outcomes, representing linguistic, cognitive, 

social, cultural, neurological, and psychological dimensions” 

(p. 8). 

 

(Taken from Goodwin & Jiménez, 2020)  

The debate over the term science of reading currently influences legislation, 

dialogue, and instruction. The “Reading Wars” have always emphasized the reading 

process from the bottom up or from the top down and how much and when phonics 

should be taught. However, this is not a new debate. The term science of reading has 

deep historical roots, with decades of arguments over the importance of formal phonics 

instruction in the early grades. The term science of reading has repeatedly shown up 

throughout history, as early as the 18th and 19th centuries. Noah Webster's American 
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Spelling Book (1792) was based on code-focused instruction. Mann (1838) and Dewey 

(1933) supported the whole-word approach. McGuffey Readers' books from the 19th and 

20th centuries encouraged a decoding-focused, skills-based approach (Semingson & 

Kerns, 2021). According to Seidenberg (2017), disagreements concerning reading 

education result from a gap between science and education cultures that dates back to the 

establishment of American schools of education in the early 20th century (Seidenberg et 

al., 2020). 

Why Johnny Can't Read—and What You Can Do About It, by Rudolf Flesch, 

(1955) sparked an intense debate in the 1950s about how to address the needs of those 

who could not read properly. Flesch criticized the popular Dick and Jane series of the 

1950s, claiming that it left many students with inadequate reading skills. Phonics, 

according to Flesch, is the answer (Semingson & Kerns, 2021). 

Instead, Flesch advocated for direct and systematic instruction of phonics. In the 

1960s and 1970s, psycholinguistic Goodman (1967) and sociolinguistic Labov (1972) 

influenced reading research, leading to approaches that focused on semantics and 

meaning in language and the process of learning to read. However, the individual who 

has the most impact on the science of reading is Jeanne Chall. Chall was a forerunner of 

the science of reading. She is a critical figure in contemporary concerns about how 

students learn to read and become literate. In Learning to Read: The Great Debate, Chall 

(1967) focused on these ongoing reading debates. Previous debates about reading 

instruction and current events and circumstances influenced Chall's key text. Her work, 

Learning to Read, was based on a large-scale study of how teachers taught beginning 

reading (Semingson & Kerns, 2021). 
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Chall (1967) spent 3 years investigating hundreds of classrooms, reviewing 

textbooks, assessing research studies, and conducting interviews with instructors, reading 

specialists, and textbook authors. In her influential book, Learning to Read: The Great 

Debate, Chall did not agree with Flesch that there was only one way of teaching reading 

However, she did believe some methods for teaching beginning reading were superior to 

others. Chall discovered that early decoding improved word recognition and spelling as 

well as made it simpler for the child to read comprehension later. Chall said that the code 

emphasis method was particularly successful with children from low socioeconomic 

backgrounds who were less likely to have access to books or adults who could assist 

them in learning to read (Ravitch et al., 2001). 

Chall (1967) emphasized that practice should be guided by research and that 

literacy research and training should be evidence-based. Chall’s contribution to the 

reading research field inspired Marilyn Jager Adams's work on the reading debates and 

Louisa Moats's code- and practitioner-focused work (Semingson & Kerns, 2021). 

Brain Research 

Reading is a remarkably complicated task that utilizes nearly all mental and 

neurological abilities (Seidenberg et al., 2020). The idea that reading is a natural process, 

similar to learning to speak, is being dispelled by current reading science (Moats & 

Tolman, 2019). Unlike other models of reading, the science of reading is grounded in 

brain research. Scientists have been able to view the brain when subjects perform 

reading-related tasks using functional magnetic resonance imaging. Brain scan studies 

evaluated areas of the brain that were active while reading and revealed variations 

between adept readers and those who were not. There was a substantial difference 
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between students diagnosed as dyslexic and those who were not (Young et al., 2022).  

Various functions in the brain's left half must be completed for reading to occur. 

The brain makes connections. The phonological processing systems, including the frontal 

lobe region base, control pronunciation and articulation. The top back region of the 

temporal lobe is responsible for phoneme-grapheme and processing. The visual word 

form area houses the orthographic processing system, sometimes known as the "brain’s 

letterbox," located in the brain's occipital lobe. Language comprehension or linking 

spoken words with meaning is the responsibility of the temporal lobe areas. The parietal, 

occipital, and temporal lobes meet in the planum temporale. After seeing a printed word, 

phonological and orthographic processing systems link it (Moats & Tolman, 2019). 

In-Service and Preservice Teachers 

One common argument of American reading pedagogy, which may be found in 

empirical research and high-profile popular publications, is that teachers do not 

effectively apply reading science. For many, the science of reading is the answer of many 

educational stakeholders, from preschools to universities to communities and families, in 

making educated decisions about successfully developing literacy skills that promote 

effective readers (Petscher et al., 2020). Its current popularity and resurgence in the 

public spotlight are reflected in the national educational funding for reading research, 

institutional efforts to interpret reading research for practitioners and policymakers, and 

government policies requiring practical alignment with reading research grounded in 

cognitive sciences and neuroscience (Shanahan, 2020). These findings require greater 

training for preservice educators (Hindman et al., 2020). Some proponents call for more 

stringent teacher training programs that explicitly teach phonics. As a result, many states 
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are implementing new tests, teacher preparation standards, and in-service training for 

current teachers (Semingson & Kerns, 2021).  

Reading science is a simplified version of reading research focusing on 

legislation, in-service teacher training, and other educational changes. The alphabetic 

principle, the four-part processor, phases in reading development, and the five 

components of reading from NRP’s (2001) report make research more available to 

teachers and other parties. It is an excellent place to start, especially since the concepts 

are fundamental. However, they are not commonly understood or accepted. On the other 

hand, reading science is a continuous process rather than a collection of conclusions 

(Seidenberg et al., 2020). No road map or theory guides teachers to effectively use the 

science of reading in their classrooms. Several levels between science results and teacher 

implementation must be navigated, which is why the evidence base is not adequately 

adopted in classroom settings. Lack of communication and collaboration between basic 

science disciplines and colleges and schools of education are common in higher 

education institutions. Insufficient distribution efforts to stakeholders, state- and district-

level regulations, curricular and assessment decisions, and lack of professional 

development for in-service teachers are all factors that obstruct evidence-based reading 

instruction (Solari et al., 2020). What, how, when, and for whom should be addressed in a 

theory of how students acquire reading skills. The “what “component describes the 

different sorts of information and mental activities needed for tasks like reading aloud 

and interpreting stories. Too often, teachers do not know how to bridge theory to practice 

in the classroom. “A teacher is more likely to seek that information from Pinterest and 

Teachers Pay Teachers” (Seidenberg et al., 2020, p. S122). 
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Although high-quality reading research has been and continues to be undertaken 

in carefully controlled settings, the profession has struggled to build an acceptable 

process for translating these findings into classroom practice (Solari et al., 2020). 

Effective reading education is complex and customized, according to the science 

of reading literature. The popular press's scientific literature and discourse indicate that 

many teachers lack awareness about what constitutes an evidence-based practice (Solari 

et al., 2020). Second, because of this complexity, the majority of the learning sciences’ 

literature implies that teachers will need rigorous, intentional practice and coaching to 

learn to teach reading. Preservice teachers require more focused training using tools that 

demonstrate how to apply the science of reading concepts in real-world settings 

(Hindman et al., 2020). There is plenty of evidence that preservice and in-service 

preschool to fourth-grade teachers have a limited understanding of literacy development 

and instruction. According to Davis (2022), primary teacher knowledge of early literacy 

abilities is poor, even though these teachers believe their literacy expertise is extensive. 

These findings suggest that teachers overstate their subject matter competence in reading 

and are often oblivious to what they do and do not know. NRP’s (2001) report, which 

was discussed before, highlighted five categories that helped students improve their 

reading skills. According to research, too many teachers do not apply the recognized, 

effective techniques in one or more of these five areas with sufficient frequency or 

quality, resulting in ongoing reading difficulties among pupils. According to Moats, 

teachers will be unlikely to execute explicit literacy instruction without explicit 

knowledge of reading, reading development, and best practices for reading instruction 

(Hudson et al., 2021). 
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LETRS 

LETRS is the new state-wide mandate for this southeastern state. LETRS is 

founded on reading science and is aligned with established instructional principles such 

as the Knowledge and Practices for Teachers. LETRS is based on neuroscience, cognitive 

development psychology, and linguistic research, providing educators with reliable data 

on teaching reading to the majority of their students (Moats & Tolman, 2019).  

Implications for the Principal as a Literacy Leader  

Within the last 30 years, improving literacy in America has drawn national 

attention, yet there has been little improvement in closing the achievement gaps (Connor 

& Morrison, 2016). “Teaching reading is rocket science” (Connor & Morrison, 2016, p. 

59) as it relies heavily on so many internal cognitive processes and external factors. 

“Learning to read proficiently calls on cognitive, linguistic, social-emotional, and 

regulatory processes with synergistic and reciprocal effects on each other and with the 

instruction” (Connor & Morrison, 2016, p. 59). Connor and Morrison (2016) described 

reading as mosaic glass, where some pieces are strong and others are weak. The mosaic 

glass is shaped and strengthened by literacy instruction to get outcomes. Unlike language, 

“Reading is a human invention and not a natural process” (Connor & Morrison, 2016, p. 

55); therefore, teachers must master the essential skills to become effective literacy 

teachers.  

 As mentioned earlier, principal leadership is vital in improving schools and 

student achievement. Principals who work to develop their teachers' knowledge and skills 

see changes in their teaching attitudes (Booth & Rowsell, 2007). Literacy principals must 

be proficient in literacy education. Principals should have a clear vision to achieve 
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student growth in literacy. The vision should be understood by all within the organization 

and allow staff members to develop small focus literacy groups and be part of the literate 

community. It is very important that principals network with fellow principals in the 

district. Conversations must occur about what their district holds important relative to 

literacy, their own literacy orientation, and existing literacy pitfalls. Principals need to 

listen to teachers and not discount their literacy knowledge (Booth & Rowsell, 2007). 

 Principals should understand what students need at the various grade levels in K-2 

classrooms. Kindergarten and first-grade students need phonemic awareness. Phonemic 

awareness, as mentioned earlier, is a predictor of future reading success. Phonemic 

awareness promotes early reading success and writing skills, especially in kindergarten 

and first grade. Phonemic awareness includes five stages  

1. recognizing rhyming words 

2. detecting words that are the same or different in a set of words  

3. blending sounds to make words 

4. segmenting one-syllable words into their sounds  

5. identifying the word left when phonemes are removed or added 

Principals can ensure students get quality phonemic awareness instruction by 

supplying teachers with resources and the professional development they need (Beers et 

al., 2010). Principals should understand that teachers must provide students with a variety 

of activities that include the five stages above, from nursery rhymes, clapping and 

segmenting words, and students playing rhyming games. Principals should also recognize 

early reading comprehension is essential. How reading comprehension is taught in early 

literacy grades is important. Answering questions at the beginning and end of the story 
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can no longer be the sole instructional strategy. Principals should encourage teachers to 

use research-based comprehension strategies during reading instruction (Beers et al., 

2010). 

 Principals must ensure good literacy instruction is taught across the curriculum. 

School leaders should provide students with opportunities to read and develop written 

responses in all subject areas. Children will be more motivated to learn when they are 

actively engaged and have materials about the subject they are learning and thus produce 

a product. “Connecting literacy to all other content areas reinforces learning in all areas” 

(Beers et al., 2010, p. 24).  

 Cyprès et al. (2007) believed principals can help facilitate effective literacy 

instruction by utilizing lesson plans. When principals set up expectations for lesson plans, 

this only works when principals give constructive feedback and examples of what is 

expected. Lesson plans should be tailored to the needs of the school. Also, plans allow 

teachers to explain how they are meeting school goals. Literacy leaders must establish a 

literacy culture. The literacy culture should include four aspects, which are essential to its 

success: social environment, affective environment, academic environment, and physical 

environment. A physical environment consists of an inviting atmosphere where student 

work and books are displayed. Principals create social and affective environments by 

creating social interaction and celebration for staff and students (Cyprès et al., 2007).  

The principal plays a crucial role in establishing the academic environment. 

Principals build strong literary cultures by providing routine embedded procedures such 

as walkthroughs and interacting with students during class observations. Principals who 

encourage teacher learning attend staff development offered by the district, reward 
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students with reading a particular book instead of tangible objects and ask teachers 

questions in evaluations to deepen their understanding are more effective as literacy 

leaders (Beers et al., 2010). Good literacy leaders lead by example. The Children’s 

Literacy Initiative, along with reading experts, concluded that literacy leadership should 

provide the following (Beers et al., 2010), 

• School culture 

• Craft leaders: leaders in literacy instruction that provide fresh ideas and useful 

models 

• Children’s literature: reading quality materials for children and sharing a love 

for reading 

• Instructional models: a principal who takes the lead to ensure teachers’ 

understanding of the complexities of models 

• Curriculum: knowing district literacy curriculum 

• Options for organizing time and apace: being aware of how various uses of 

time and space affect instruction 

• Assessment/content standards using data with staff and parents in meaningful 

ways 

• Special intervention: examining how support is provided to struggling readers 

• Knowledge and research; knowing where to find information on what works 

and why 

Summary 

As evidenced earlier in the chapter, school literacy is at the forefront of education 

reform, especially with NCLB. Principal accountability is scrutinized with the mounting 
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pressures of legislation and districts that demand school improvement. School 

administrators seek to close the achievement gaps, especially in student literacy 

achievement. There is an urgency for all students to read proficiently by the third grade. 

This chapter highlighted the literature related to the principal's role, preparation, literacy, 

and collective efficacy theory. Throughout the literature, the relationship between 

collective efficacy, the school culture, climate, literacy instruction, and the principal 

knowledge of literacy leadership shows a strong correlation. By examining the literature, 

evidence revealed a connection exists between collective efficacy and effective literacy 

instruction regarding principal leadership. This chapter also explored the reading debates, 

which offered historical reading theories. The work of Jean Chall was discussed, 

crediting her as the pioneer of the science of reading. Also, the science of reading was 

defined. However, a single definition for the science of reading was not possible. The 

science of reading is a body of work that continues to evolve. This chapter attempted to 

discuss how the reading process functions in the brain. It also examined how teacher 

preservice and in-service training is needed to give educators the explicit knowledge to 

teach students to improve reading outcomes. The last part of this chapter discussed the 

implications for principals regarding their literacy leadership. The next chapter discusses 

the methodology and design of this research study. 
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Chapter 3: Methodology 

This chapter provides the research methodology for this mixed method research 

design. This design was appropriate because the researcher wanted to explain how 

elementary principals perceived themselves as literacy leaders and how collective 

efficacy and preparation influenced these roles. This mixed methods design involved both 

quantitative and qualitative data to answer the research questions. The study followed an 

explanatory sequential mixed methods design. In the first phase of the study, the 

researcher collected quantitative data from the Principal Efficacy Surveys to assist in the 

second phase of the research by building questions for the interviews. This approach 

provided qualitative data to support and clarify the quantitative data (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018). This chapter describes the qualitative and quantitative methodology 

employed to conduct this study and contains detailed data collection methods, procedures 

followed, data analysis, and instrumentation. As stated previously, this research aimed to 

examine elementary school principals' perceptions of their literacy leadership in grades 

kindergarten through second as it pertained to literacy leadership behaviors, collective 

efficacy, and preparation. This mixed methods study examined how principals in an 

urban district perceived themselves as literacy leaders and how their actions contributed 

to success in early literacy in Grades K-2. There appeared to be insufficient research on 

literacy leadership. Currently, the emphasis on literacy education research has primarily 

been focused on teaching activities in the classroom. The research body often points to 

the deficiency of teacher literacy instruction rather than leadership literacy. This study's 

objective was to answer the following research questions: 

1. How do elementary school principals perceive their role as literacy leaders?  
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2. How does the principal's leadership preparation prepare the principal to be a 

literacy leader?  

3. How does collective efficacy influence the principal's role as a literacy leader? 

This chapter also explains how the participants were selected for the study and includes 

the study's ethical concerns.  

Research Methods 

"All quantitative and qualitative research does not mean both are equally 

prominent in any single research project" (Stake, 2010, p 14). "Quantitative research 

approach provided trends, attitudes, and opinions of population or test for associations 

among variables of the population" (Creswell & Creswell, 2018, p. 147). Qualitative 

studies emphasize personal experiences and realistic situations (Stake, 2010). “Mixed 

methods research involves collecting both qualitative and quantitative data in response to 

the research questions.” (Stake, 2010, p. 14). The integration and synthesis of data are 

often associated with mixed methods research because it explains the study's procedures. 

"Professional and clinical knowledge relies heavily on qualitative inquiry" (Stake, 2010, 

p. 14). This methodology is suitable for investigating social workers, teachers, and 

nursing practitioners (Stake, 2010). The quantitative phase of the study used a survey 

design. The survey design describes a specific population's trends, attitudes, and 

opinions. For this study, the survey method was employed to elicit data on attitudes that 

would otherwise be challenging to evaluate using observational methods (Glasow, 2005). 

The mixed methods design was appropriate because, as the researcher, I wanted to 

explain how elementary principals perceive themselves as literacy leaders for 

kindergarten-second grades and how collective efficacy and preparation influence these 
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roles. The survey results were collected to present in-depth knowledge about the 

principals’ perceptions. The survey responses helped to formulate interview questions. 

The research data provided a more definitive understanding of principals' 

perceptions of how their role as literacy leaders was impacted by preparation 

(professional development and academic experiences) and collective efficacy. The 

qualitative approach allowed for a deeper understanding of how principals perceived 

themselves as literacy leaders. It also contributed to the existing research to improve 

models for preparing principals as literacy leaders in the participating school district. 

Qualitative researchers collect data in the field, where participants were in their 

natural settings. Qualitative research data in this study were first-hand accounts, up-close 

and personal, collected through face-to-face interviews, unlike quantitative data, which 

only give a small empirical understanding of a scenario (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). 

One of the unique features of qualitative research was that it focuses on a targeted 

audience, concentrates on the audience's needs and expertise, and offers insight into how 

and why the audience came to a particular situation, perception, or human interaction. 

Participants and Selection 

Before the study could begin, permission to conduct research was granted. 

Creswell (2007) described consent or permission on three levels, "from individuals who 

are in charge of sites, from people providing the data, from campus-based institutional 

review boards, and, as part of the I.R.B. process, from individuals who will offer data” (p. 

113). This study required approval from all three levels to conduct research.  

The researcher began the selective sampling process upon approval from the IRB 

and the district. The participants were full-time principals serving in administrative 
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capacities during the 2021-2022 school year. Participants in the study were elementary 

school principals in an urban school district located in the Piedmont Triad region of the 

Eastern United States. Principals were invited to participate in study. The invite letter can 

be found in Appendix A. There were no requirements on the number of years of 

experience principals have served in their roles, nor on their gender. For the first 

quantitative phase of the study, I used a convenience sample of elementary principals in 

the Piedmont Triad region of the Eastern United States. The principal participants used 

the Principal Efficacy Scale. I elicited the district’s help to secure adequate principal 

participants to ensure valid results. My goal was to represent both Title I and traditional 

schools.  

The first phase of the study consisted of a survey. The survey that was 

administered was the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, which included a request for 

demographic information; it was sent to all 44 elementary principals in the district; their 

participation was voluntary. 

The second phase of the study utilized interviews. The desired number of 

principal participants for the interview phase is six. The participants were purposefully 

selected because they were experts in their respective fields. This form of selection was 

used based on the accessibility of potential participants to be reached in a short period 

according to the research purposes. In the second phase of this study, purposeful 

sampling was used. Snowball sampling is when the researcher contacts informants using 

the contact information provided by previous informants (Noy, 2008). The snowball 

sampling method was recommended as a practical technique for recruiting various 

research populations. This method was used to discover study participants when one 
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subject identifies another, identifies a third, and so on. The sample expands using this 

technique like a snowball in motion (Cohen & Arieli, 2011). The snowball sampling 

technique often begins with one person who possesses the desired attributes and then uses 

that person's interpersonal connections to attract more people with the same 

characteristics. 

Phase I: Quantitative Research 

The first phase of the study consists of a survey. This research utilized a survey to 

gather data. The survey that was administered is the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, 

which included a request for demographic information. The survey data were anonymous 

and confidential. A permission letter to use survey can be found in Appendix B. 

Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

The Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale assessed principals' instructional 

leadership, management, and moral leadership capabilities. Each area has six questions 

totaling 18 questions in the survey. This instrument was selected because of the three 

distinct areas of leadership. The scale investigated the impact these areas have on 

building collective efficacy. "The purpose of leadership was to facilitate group goal 

attainment by establishing and maintaining an environment favorable to group 

performance" (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis 2004, p. 574). The Principals’ Sense of 

Efficacy Scale was adapted from the teacher efficacy scale developed by Tschannen-

Moran and Garies (2004). The Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale items were based on 

the ISLLC standards (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). The Principals’ Sense of 

Efficacy Scale survey can be found in Appendix C. The Principals’ Sense of Efficacy 

Scale was originally a 50-item questionnaire. It is now comprised of 18 items, as stated 
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earlier. The scale holds three subscales, which are identified as Principals' Sense of 

Efficacy for Management, Principals' Sense of Efficacy for Instructional Leadership, and 

Principals' Sense of Efficacy for Moral Leadership. Each subscale has six corresponding 

items. Items 3, 4, 11, 12, 15, and 18 relate to efficacy for management; Items 1, 2, 6, 7, 9, 

and 13 relate to efficacy for instructional leadership, and Items 5, 8, 10, 14, 16, and 17 

relate to efficacy for moral leadership. "A 9-point modified verbal frequency scale is used 

to collect participants' responses. The scale is anchored as follows: 1=not at all, 3=very 

little, 5=some degree, 7=quite a bit, and 9=a great deal" (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 

2004, p. 97). The Principal Self-Efficacy Scale Scoring can be found in Appendix D. 

Reliability and Validity (Relative to the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

Instrument) 

With their original research, Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004) performed a 

factor analysis on the question items. The three subscales' factor loadings ranged from .42 

to .82, which produced a .60 variance for the principal efficacy. Validity was also 

measured by testing the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale with other principal efficacy 

surveys. The reliability obtained was .91 using Cronbach's alpha. All 18 items were 

tested. All three of the subscales had high reliability, the Principal Senses of Efficacy. 

The finding was that principal efficacy was significantly negative in work alienation, but 

the results showed a positive correlation in trust among teachers, students, and parents. 

Data Analysis 

The survey was conducted using Survey Monkey and analyzed using the 

program's Statistical Package for the Social Sciences export feature. Each item and group 

of items was receiving sum scores from the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences. 
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By calculating the mean and variability indicated by standard deviation, these sum scores 

were utilized to determine the level of principal perceptions. A frequency distribution 

was created and displayed for each question, illustrating the degrees of value regarding 

principal perceptions. 

Phase 2: Qualitative Research 

I created a pool of interview items related to the survey responses and the 

literature on this topic. For example, if efficacy in instruction was a priority in the rating, 

a corresponding interview item would read as, "How do you motivate your teachers?" 

The interview items were reviewed and accepted by a group of experts in the field of 

research and my committee chair. The expert panel consisted of a local university's 

associate dean for academic affairs and student services, a former associate professor at 

the school of educational leadership, and a professor of curriculum and instruction. 

During the individual principal interview, the pool of the items was used. The goal was to 

use any items that impacted the focus of the study. The principals had the opportunity to 

contribute additional suggestions on increasing student literacy achievement by 

increasing collective efficacy at the end of the session. The interviews were conducted 

via virtual or face-to-face conference meetings.  

Instrument  

In qualitative research, the researcher is the instrument. Qualitative researchers 

gather data through records, behavior analysis, and participant interviews. They develop a 

procedure for conducting interviews. Qualitative researchers tend not to use surveys or 

tools that other researchers develop (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). This study used the 

interviewing methods, where both the interviewer and the interview questions are the 
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instrumentation used. Qualitative interviews were conducted face-to-face, via telephone, 

and through focus groups. The interviews were “unstructured, and the questions are open-

ended and few in number to elicit views and opinions from the participants” (Creswell & 

Creswell, 2018, p. 186).  

Procedure  

A solicitation email was sent to all elementary principals using the district 

listservs. The email included the subject, the study's purpose, the participation 

requirements, my information, and the IRB and district approval confirmations. At the 

end of the email correspondence, those who were willing to participate in the survey 

phase of the study found a link to the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale survey along 

with demographic information questions. The survey was anonymous. A link was also 

provided at the end of the survey for those interested in participating in the interview 

phase of the study. Those principals who participated filled out the interest form linked at 

the end of the survey. Principals who agreed to participate in the interview phase received 

the informed consent form; individual interviews were scheduled when they returned the 

consent forms. After completing school administrators' interviews, the participants were 

given the opportunity to add to the discussion in the areas of literacy leadership and 

collective teacher efficacy in literacy. The principal online interview was expected to last 

20-35 minutes. 

Data Collection  

During the research, continuous data analysis took place. During the interviews, I 

recorded the sessions and took notes. I recorded and categorized them using a document 

coding process. The Document Collection and Analysis Form can be found in Appendix 
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E. Major categories and subcategories were classified for all data from internet 

interviews, memorandums, and field notes. A system of numbers and letters was used to 

code results. When themes were found, these data were coded using colored pens to mark 

the margins with the necessary numbers and letters. 

Data Analysis 

Once themes were identified, I used the computer program to analyze interview 

data. Quirkos is computer software for qualitative data analysis. The Quirkos application 

utilized the raw transcript data. The application received the data from the transcripts, 

coded them, synthesized them, and did a content analysis of the data to identify any 

patterns or trends in the text. 

Setting of Research 

There was no designated location for the study. Due to the current pandemic, all 

participants took the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale online. The interviews were 

virtual. 

Ethics/Confidentiality 

I was the principal researcher in this study. I directly oversaw the collection of 

survey data and their analysis. I conducted all interviews with principals. I did not 

research the school site where I worked. This would have created a conflict as it could 

have influenced responses, especially in the interview phase of the study. The hazards of 

participating in this study were extremely minimal. Participants discussed their daily job 

experiences and personal beliefs. The survey data were anonymous. The survey was 

administered through Survey Monkey. The configurations on Survey Monkey were set to 

assure participant anonymity. This meant that I received completed surveys containing no 
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information that could be used to identify subjects. Participation in this study was 

voluntary. Participants had the right to withdraw from the research study at any time 

without penalty. Participants also had the right to refuse to answer any question(s) for any 

reason without liability. If they chose to withdraw, they could have requested that their 

data be destroyed unless it was in a de-identified state.  

The information from the interview was given a code number. A password-

protected electronic file was stored with a list connecting the participant's name to the 

code numbers. This list was destroyed once the study was finished and the data were 

analyzed. The names of participants were not revealed in any reporting. 

Summary 

The mixed methods methodology was used in this research. A mixed methods 

strategy was necessary to collect and analyze quantitative and qualitative data in this 

study. This chapter also covered the research questions. Both the quantitative and 

qualitative phases of the investigation were discussed in this chapter. Tschannen-Moran 

and Garies (2004) developed the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale measure for 

collecting quantitative data in the first part of the study. This chapter detailed the 

administration and analysis of the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale survey. Following 

the data analysis, I generated a pool of interview items connected to the survey and the 

literature on this topic. These items were vetted before being used for the principal 

interviews by an expert panel. 

This chapter defined the participant selection procedure, the research 

environment, and the data collecting for the qualitative phase of the research. 

Furthermore, I discussed the data analysis procedure. In Chapter 4, the data findings are 
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discussed. 
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Chapter 4: Results  

Introduction 

This chapter organizes the study's data by the research questions. The chapter 

briefly explains the study's objective, research questions that guided the investigation, 

and methods. The participants' demographics and summaries of the qualitative and 

quantitative analyses related to each study question are then reported. I used a mixed 

methods approach, first implementing a quantitative survey. This mixed methods study 

sought to understand how elementary administrators perceived themselves as literacy 

leaders and how preparation and collective efficacy affected these roles. The study used 

an explanatory sequential mixed method design, as was previously mentioned. I followed 

several procedural processes to finish the data gathering to provide a valid and reliable 

finding. 

This study evaluated elementary school principals' perceptions of themselves as 

literacy leaders. Using a survey design for the quantitative component of this study, the 

study's first component gave a numerical description of a particular group's trends, 

attitudes, and viewpoints (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). The survey's findings were used 

to formulate the questions for the qualitative section. 

Qualitative research requires educating readers about the purpose of qualitative 

research; mentioning specific designs; considering the researcher's role in the study; 

utilizing a variety of data sources; following particular protocols for data recording; 

conducting multiple steps of analysis; and demonstrating the methodological integrity, 

accuracy, or validity of the data collected (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). Principal 

interviews produced the qualitative data. The principal participants were asked open-
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ended questions to obtain their ideas and opinions about their experiences as literacy 

leaders. Participants were asked to elaborate on their responses or offer more information 

when necessary. This insight aided in giving a thorough understanding of the 

perspectives and experiences of literacy leaders.  

Research Questions 

1. How do elementary school principals perceive their role as literacy leaders?  

2. How does the principal’s leadership preparation prepare the principal to be a 

literacy leader?  

3. How does collective efficacy influence the principal’s role as a literacy 

leader? 

Data Collection: Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

The survey was a modified version of the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale by 

Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004). The Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale assessed 

principals' instructional leadership, management, and moral leadership capabilities. 

There were six questions in each topic area for 18 questions in the survey. The three 

distinct areas of leadership were considered when choosing this instrument. The scale 

investigated how these factors affected increasing group efficacy. It can be replicated for 

research and educational uses; the survey was administered with the author's permission. 

Demographic questions were added to the end of the survey to collect data regarding, 

education, training, and experience. Participants were sent the survey through an 

anonymous email link through the principal district newsletter. Forty elementary schools 

are in the system; only 16 principals responded to the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale 

survey. Fourteen principals answered the demographics questions. 
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Figure 3 

Facilitate Student Literacy 

Q1. Facilitate student literacy learning in your school. 

 

Fifty-six percent of the principals surveyed believe their role and responsibility is 

to facilitate student learning in their schools. The principals surveyed reflected 18.75% in 

both "quite a bit" and "strong degree."  

Figure 4 

Shared Literacy Vision 

Q2. Generate enthusiasm for a shared literacy vision for their school. 

 

As shown in Figure 4, 56.25% of the participants said that one of their 

responsibilities was to inspire a shared vision for the school among its employees, 

students, and other stakeholders. 
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Figure 5 

Job Demands 

Q3. Handle the time demands of the job. 

 

According to Figure 5, 12.50% of the principal participants in the study felt it was 

challenging to manage the time demands of the job. The remainder of the respondents felt 

they could handle the time needs of the job with different levels of confidence. 

Figure 6 

Manage Literacy Changes 

Q4. Manage literacy changes in your school. 

 

Figure 6 shows that 37.50% of the study's principal participants said it was their 

duty to oversee the transformation in their school. Fifty percent of the participants gave a 

response; they were heavily in charge of overseeing the change in their constructed 

environment. Only 12.50% of respondents disagreed that they were in charge of the 

change to their school. 
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Figure 7 

Promote School Spirit 

Q5. Promote school spirit among a large majority of the student population. 

 

Figure 7 reveals that 37.50% of the participants in the study felt it was their 

responsibility to encourage school spirit among the vast majority of the student body. In 

comparison, an additional 50% of the participants responded that they had a crucial role 

in fostering a sense of school pride among most students.  

Figure 8 

Literacy Learning Environment 

Q6. Creates a positive literacy learning environment in your school. 

 

In accordance with Figure 8, 31.25 of the study's participants thought it was their 

duty to create a positive learning environment at their school. The 56.25% of participants 

who answered "quite a bit" also felt their role was to encourage a positive learning 

environment in their school.  
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Figure 9 

Standardized Tests 

Q7. Raise student literacy achievement on standardized tests? 

 

Figure 9 shows that 31.25 of the study's participants thought improving student 

performance on standardized examinations was their duty. Another 56.25% of the 

principal participants said that raising student performance on literacy standardized tests 

was their priority.  

Figure 10 

Positive Image of Your School 

Q8. Promote a positive image of your school with the media. 

 

According to Figure 10, 25% of those who participated in the study said it was 

their responsibility to promote their school's reputation in the media. Another 31.25% of 

principal participants in the poll indicated that they agreed "quite a bit" that it is their 

responsibility to promote a clear picture of their school with the media. 



88 

 

Figure 11 

Values of the Community 

Q9. Promote the prevailing values of the community in your school. 

 

Figure 11 reveals that 18.75% of those who participated in the study felt it was 

their responsibility to support the dominant values of the community in their schools. In 

the survey of principals, 43.75% of those who responded "quite a bit" thought it was their 

duty to uphold the guiding principles of the neighborhood in their school. Twenty-five 

percent of those polled felt that very little of their focus should be on promoting the 

overall values of the community. 

Figure 12 

Daily Schedule 

Q10. Maintain control of your own daily schedule. 

 

Figure 12 shows that 25% of research participants believed it was their duty to 

maintain control over their school's daily schedule. A "good bit" (12.50%) or a "strong 
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degree" (50%) was indicated among the principal survey respondents as they concurred 

that it is their responsibility to continue to be in command of the school's daily schedule.  

Figure 13 

Literacy Policies and Procedures 

Q11. Shapes the operational policies and procedures necessary to manage literacy 

learning at your school. 

 

According to Figure 13, 31.25% of the study participants felt it was their duty to 

create the operational policies and procedures required to run their school. The "quite a 

bit" (25%) response of the principal survey respondents and "strong degree" (31.25%) 

concurred that it is their responsibility to design the operational rules and practices 

required to run their school. 
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Figure 14 

Discipline of Students  

Q12. Handle the discipline of students in your school effectively. 

 

According to Figure 14, 50% of the study participants felt strongly that it was 

their duty to successfully manage student discipline in their school. Another 18.75% of 

the principal survey respondents who responded "quite a bit" (i.e., yes) agreed that it is 

their responsibility to successfully manage student behavior in their school. Only 12.50% 

("not at all") and 6.25% ("very little") of those who responded felt this issue was not 

managed effectively.  

Figure 15 

Promote Acceptable Behavior Among Students 

Q13. I promote acceptable behavior among students. 

 

Figure 15 indicates that 87.50% of principals promote acceptable behavior among 

students. 
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Figure 16 

The Paperwork Required for the Job 

Q14. I handle the paperwork required of the job. 

 

Figure 16 indicates that 75% of principals handle the paperwork required by the 

job. 

Figure 17 

Ethical Behavior 

Q15. I promote ethical behavior among school personnel. 

 

Figure 17 indicates that 87.50% of principals promote ethical behavior among 

school personnel. 

  



92 

 

Figure 18 

Stress of the Job 

Q16. I cope with the stress of the job. 

 

Figure 18 indicates that 93.75% of principals cope with the job demands. 

Figure 19 

Demands of the Job 

Q17. I prioritize among competing demands of the jo 

 

Figure 19 indicates that 93.75% of principals prioritize the competing demands of 

the job. 
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Figure 20 

Years of Experience as Principals 

Q18. I am…

 

According to Figure 20, 35.71% of survey respondents have 7 or more years of 

experience; 35.71% have 3 to 7 years of experience, and 28.57% were new principals.  

Figure 21 

Years of Experience as an Educator 

Q19. How many years of experience do you have working as an educator?  

 

According to Figure 21, 71.43% of the participants have over 20 years of 

experience working in the education field; it also indicated that 21.43% had between 15 

and 20 years of experience in the field of education.  
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Figure 22 

Gender 

Q20. I am… 

 

The percentage of women who were surveyed was 86.71%. Only 14.29% of the 

principal participants surveyed were men. 

Figure 23 

Years of Service in This District 

Q21.How many years have you served in this district?  

 

The district's average number of years of service for principal participants was 15. 
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Figure 24 

Preparation for Becoming a Literacy Leader 

Q22.Which of the following best describes your preparation for becoming a literacy 

leader? 

 

In Figure 24, 35.71% of participants received literacy leadership training from 

graduate courses; others (35.71%) received specialized training that they initiated, and 

28.57% received district professional development. 

Figure 25 

Where Did You Receive Literacy Professional Development 

Q23. If you attended a literacy development, was it conducted by the district, state, or a 

university? 

 

According to Figure 25, a majority of the survey respondents (50%) received 

literacy instruction from their district, while 35.71% of the respondents received it from 

their state's department of education. Only 14.29% of the participants obtained 

university-level literacy training. 
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Figure 26 

Preparation for Becoming a Literacy Leader 

Q24. Which of the following best describes your preparation for becoming a literacy 

leader? 

 

In Figure 26, 14.29% of respondents claimed that district training had prepared 

them for their positions as literacy leaders; 42.86 said that they had attended specialized 

training on their own initiative, and 35.71% said that graduate courses for school 

administrators had prepared them; 7.14% claimed that their pedagogy classes in college 

had adequately prepared them. 
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Figure 27 

Knowledge and Understanding 

Q25. Please answer to the best of your knowledge and understanding. 

 

According to the research, 49% of principals agreed and strongly agreed that it is 

crucial to attend professional learning teams (PLTs). According to 84% of principals who 

agreed and strongly agreed with this statement, planning with teachers and instructional 

support personnel is important. Only 21% of the principals disagreed that decisions 

regarding literacy were not made collectively as a grade level and school. Seventy-seven 

percent of the principals agreed that decisions about literacy were made collaboratively. 

 A majority of principals (85%) agreed or strongly agreed that data were 

components of their school's culture. Only 14% were unsure. Seventy-one percent of 

principals surveyed feel their schools have a strong collective efficacy and that all 
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stakeholders know the school's goals, whereas 21% were unsure and 7% strongly 

disagreed. Seventy-one percent of principals think that their K–2 teachers give reading 

foundational standards the same amount of attention as they give reading informational 

and reading literature standards; 14% of principals are not sure, and 14% strongly 

disagree that teachers give reading foundational standards the same attention as reading 

informational and reading literature standards. According to the research, 21% of 

principals strongly disagreed, 14% were unsure, and 49% of principals believed that K-2 

teachers construct common formative evaluations that do not involve spelling tests. The 

data demonstrate that 63% of principals surveyed have clear roles for Multi-Classrooms 

Leader, literacy coaches, Multi-Tier Systems of Support, and curriculum coordinators to 

support literacy, while 21% of principals surveyed were unsure, and 14% strongly 

disagreed. 

Qualitative Data Analysis  

My goal was to interview six principals; however, people were reluctant to 

participate due to the pandemic. Snowballing was used to find participants. Interview 

participants give names of other principals who would be willing to participate. The 

interview questions were developed based on the modified survey. The director of 

elementary English language arts approved the 20 interview questions I first came up 

with. Following my first participant interview, I discarded eight questions and combined 

them. The questions that were discarded were answered due to the participants 

elaborating naturally with their responses. 

I used open-ended questions for the principal interviews to elicit the five 

participants' experiences and viewpoints. I recorded the participants' responses using the 
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Zoom platform's recording and transcript features. I transcribed the Zoom interviews by 

using the Rev.com platform. I reviewed the transcript to ensure accuracy and to get a 

general idea of the information. Initial topics that emerged from the transcript were 

recognized and documented. One of the advantages of qualitative research is validity, 

which is based on determining whether the results are accurate from the perspective of 

the researcher, the participant, or the readers (Creswell & Miller, 2000). To ensure 

validity, the Quirkos program was used. The raw data transcripts were uploaded to the 

Quirkos cloud application to complete the next step in the coding process using a cyclical 

approach to synthesize and analyze the patterns and trends within the text for content 

analysis. I identified phrases, sentences, and words that were initially related to literacy 

leadership. I did this by choosing general themes to code and allowing myself to add 

additional categories through the coding process. 

Qualitative Data Themes  

Figure 28 represents the themes that emerged from the code analysis using the 

Quirkos software. Table 3 was created after the responses were coded using the content 

analysis technique. 
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Figure 28 

Themes 
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Table 3  

Participant Responses Based on Theme 

Theme Sample of administrator responses 

Teaching But if we're teaching literacy, we don't teach Wonder or the 

stories, and I hope my colleagues will agree with me. 

 

Curriculum 

coordinator 

We all have a duty to ensure that our students realize their 

maximum potential, and I'm just going to state that because that's 

our instructional facilitator, our instructional tech facilitator, our 

MTS coordinator, and administration in the IF. And we are 

confident that our students are smarter than their test results 

indicate. 

 

PLT 

 

I must participate in the PLT, contribute to the planning, and 

examine the standards in order to ensure that it actually occurs in 

the classroom. 

 

District 

 

So, focusing on literacy. That's what I thought. Okay. So, for 

literacy, it's primarily been PD or any training from the district 

over the years, with the district model of literacy, our district 

expectations of literacy, and then, the PD that would come from 

that. 

 

Resource Despite not teaching Wonders, the unit plan organizer outlines 

what the students are supposed to be doing and working on. And 

it's crucial for us to understand that because literacy existed 

before Wonders. 

 

Principal 

preparation 

program 

Naturally, we have moved on and are placing a strong emphasis 

on reading fundamentals. Thus, phonemic awareness and 

phonics. Now, in college, I didn't understand that. My master's in 

administration or master's in education didn't prepare me for it. 

 

PD Hence, staying green and growing is something that is vital to 

me. In order to keep up with all the developments and 

innovations in the field of instruction literacy, I pursue 

professional development on my own. 

 

Note. The above statements have been paraphrased from the participants’ feedback. 

After transcribing the data and gathering qualitative information from the 

principals’ interview transcripts, I reviewed each participant's responses and developed 
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specific categories based on these responses. As can be seen, curriculum coordinator, 

resources, teachers, PLTs, and district training were the most important response 

categories that functioned as the themes that arose from this research. The responses were 

coded using the content analysis method, and Table 3 was created as a result.  

Themes of Qualitative Data 

Other themes were evident throughout the interviews. All the principals were 

seasoned educators with a minimum of 20 years of experience. Four of the five principals 

had been instructional support staff as a curriculum coordinator, PLT facilitator, or an 

instructional coach. Several agreed it was the experience and the district professional 

development that helped develop their literacy knowledge. All principals interviewed 

believed that PLT is the vehicle to collect efficacy and the best way to ensure that 

teachers have the knowledge they need to be successful. 

Conclusion 

This chapter presented the analyses’ findings, established a link between them and 

the research questions, and showed how the analysis were consistent throughout the 

investigation. During this mixed methods study, five participants were interviewed. To 

better understand the reasons that enable principals to become literacy leaders, interview 

questions were designed. All the participants were female and had a minimum of 20 

years of experience in the field of education. The participants had varying amounts of 

experience as principals. They ranged from first-year principals to more seasoned 

principals with 20 years in the position. Four of the five participants had prior experience 

as coaches or instructional facilitators. The participants all acquired their literacy 

knowledge from different sources, as indicated in this dissertation. 
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Two layers of analysis—survey data and open coding—were conducted in 

accordance with the mixed methods methodology. Out of open coding, many codes were 

produced. Qurikos software was used to perform constant comparison analysis to find 

significant selective codes that emerged into groups from the open codes. Eleven themes 

were found due to further constant comparison analysis to determine the connections 

between and within the open and selective codes. The 11themes that emerged from this 

study provided a summary of the elements that make principals effective literacy 

leaders:(a) curriculum coordinator experience, (b) PLTs, (c) teaching, (d) district training, 

(e) resource used for literacy, (f) principal preparation program, (g) professional 

development, (h) literacy, (i) years of experiences, (j) collective efficacy and (k) science 

of reading. 

The critical analysis and discussion summary are included in Chapter 5. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 

Literacy gaps are a prevalent barrier for schools across the country. Every school 

in the United States has students who have reading difficulties (Payne, 2017). Many 

students, especially in urban areas, find it challenging to learn to read, regardless of their 

social or economic background, color, or gender. Too many kids fail to reach important 

developmental milestones like reading at Level 3 by the end of third grade. According to 

policies and legislation, this problem must be eliminated in elementary schools by the end 

of the third grade. For inexperienced school administrators and more seasoned leaders, 

the inability to generate excellent readers by the end of third grade is a serious problem. 

A vital part of developing a sustainable literacy culture in elementary schools is the 

principal's responsibility. Effective leadership brings the school community together, 

which aids in achieving the objective of enhancing literacy (Ontario Principals' Council, 

2009). Principals are responsible for supervising and participating in the development of 

instruction. 

 This mixed methods study aimed to identify principal perceptions of themselves, 

their preparation, and collective efficacy among their staff as they carry out their roles as 

literacy leaders. The Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale was used in the quantitative 

phase of this research. The instrument evaluated a principal's morale, management, and 

instructional leadership capacities. Each topic has six questions, for a total of 18 

questions throughout the survey. These three different leadership spheres are why this 

instrument was chosen. The scale investigates how these factors affect increasing group 

efficacy.  

The goal of the qualitative phase of this study was to investigate how principals 
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saw their capacity to execute equitable education that fosters strong, collective efficacy 

among their teachers based on their self-efficacy and preparedness for the position of 

literacy leader. The participants' administrative preparation and teaching experience 

levels varied.  

This chapter discusses the significant findings of this research relative to the 

literature consistent with principal preparation programs, perceptions, and literacy 

leadership and the implications that may be reflective. This study also includes a 

discussion of the literature that links literacy, efficacy, and collective theory. The chapter 

finishes with a discussion of the study's shortcomings, future research directions, and a 

summary.  

This chapter contains a discussion of the data specific to these questions and any 

literature that connects the findings with previous studies cited in the literature. 

1. How do elementary school principals perceive their role as literacy leaders? 

2. How does the principal's leadership training prepare the principal to be a 

literacy leader?  

3. How does collective efficacy influence the principal's role as a literacy leader? 

The theory behind what prepares effective principals as literacy leaders—leaders 

who have a high sense of self-efficacy and create sustainable collective efficacy in 

literacy among stakeholders and staff—is multifaceted and made up of a variety of 

themes: (a) curriculum coordinator experience, (b) PLTs, (c) teaching, (d) district 

training, (e) resource used for literacy, (f) principal preparation program, (g) professional 

development, (h) literacy, (i) years of experiences, (j) collective efficacy, and (k) science 

of reading. 
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Certain variables strongly connect to the people involved, while others are more 

closely related to the district's influence and protocols. These elements support the 

development of literacy leaders who constantly aspire to grow and seek to build a strong 

sense of collective efficacy among stakeholders. 

Interpretation of the Findings 

The survey results from the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale show that 

participants had many different types of educational experiences. Seventy-one percent of 

the participants had more than 20 years of work experience in the education sector. 

According to 56% of those surveyed, principals believe supporting students' learning in 

their schools is their responsibility. Most participants agreed that one of their duties was 

to encourage collective efficacy for the school among its staff, students, and other 

stakeholders. The survey results found that graduate courses provided literacy leadership 

training to 35.71% of participants; additional participants (35.71%) had customized 

training, and 28.57% received district professional development.  

The participants interviewed discussed their capacity to practice literacy skills and 

expressed confidence in their ability to do so. They provided examples of how they 

prioritized literacy instructional techniques when making decisions for their teachers. The 

participants also talked about how their approaches complimented the district's policies. 

Interpretation of Findings Related to the Framework 

This study's framework was the collective efficacy theory of Goddard et al. 

(2004). This theory is the presumption that educators will collaborate to organize and 

carry out the necessary procedures to improve student outcomes significantly. This theory 

is concerned with the concept of human agency. According to the literature, the social 
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cognitive paradigm, teachers' self- and organizational expectations influence their 

behavior. Individuals shape the culture of their workplace both alone and jointly. The 

value structures of the faculty generate a culture that can either motivate or demoralize 

the school's social system (Schechter & Tschannen-Moran, 2006). 

 Collective efficacy influences how individuals feel, understand, behave, and are 

motivated. The efficacy belief that develops when school members interact influences 

participants' well-being and what they can achieve (Schechter & Tschannen-Moran, 

2006). The research revealed principals' perceptions of their capacity to implement 

sustainable practices, and this study connected those perceptions to the framework. 

Interpretation of Findings Related to the Research Question 

The findings from this study aligned with existing research on literacy leadership. 

The participants gave various instances of leadership behaviors that, in their opinion, 

helped them become effective leaders in literacy. The participants also discussed how 

their preparations and experiences helped them become more effective literacy leaders. 

These findings aligned with Hoewing's (2011) and Lewis-Spector and Jay's (2011) 

research, which stated that the principal must know as much as possible about literacy 

and how to help teachers be successful. According to the data, principals must have 

extensive reading education and growth knowledge. Since teaching pupils to read is a key 

priority, principals must identify their responsibilities as school administrators regarding 

the reading program.  

 The results also supported previous research showing existing principal 

preparation programs do not significantly contribute to developing effective literacy 

leaders. Traditional principal programs trained principals to be managers. School law, 
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finance, educational theory, and an internship were all typically covered in principal 

preparation programs. The internship includes time spent observing a cooperative 

principal (White et al., 2016). A large majority of principals think that their coursework 

in educational leadership did not effectively equip them for their current positions. Many 

principals consider the internship to be the most important component of their training 

(Johnson, 2016). Insufficient training makes it harder for a principal to adjust to the 

responsibilities of the leadership role. There must be a correlation between leadership and 

academic achievement (Bush, 2016). 

The relationship between literacy knowledge and literacy proficiency is suggested 

by other findings that support the research questions and the body of literature. To 

achieve goals, a principal must have confidence in their ability to manage the systematic 

structures in their school through effective behavioral and communication functions 

(Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). Leithwood and Jantzi (2008) found the principal's 

effectiveness to be more dependent on situational circumstances than the principal's 

background, gender, and demographics. 

Principal Perceptions of Their Roles as Literacy Leaders 

Data from the Principals’ Sense of Efficacy Scale survey indicated how principals 

perceived their roles as instructional/literacy leaders. The principals surveyed believe 

their roles and obligations are to facilitate student literacy learning in their schools. As 

stated in the literature review, principals in effective schools are great instructional 

leaders. One viewpoint on instructional leadership that has emerged from the research is 

that principals must know academic disciplines and best practices to provide effective 

instruction programs. Principals are responsible for creating a positive learning and 
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teaching environment (Sebastian et al., 2016). The survey participants thought improving 

student performance on literacy standardized examinations was their duty. Principals 

prioritizing instructional leadership behaviors have a stronger impact on student 

achievement than those focusing on other leadership traits (Boyce & Bowers, 2018). All 

the principals who participated in the study said they needed to be knowledgeable about 

literacy to establish a strong literacy culture.  

The literature supports that principals indirectly affect student learning through 

teachers (Urick & Bowers, 2013). Principal leadership influences student learning by 

establishing an academic climate with clear teacher expectations and student learning 

objectives. A significant number of those surveyed said it was their responsibility to 

create the operational policies and procedures necessary to manage literacy achievement. 

Respondent 1 stated her teachers have discussions on how to use the district Unit Plan 

Organizer in the district along with other mandated resources and other supplementary 

materials for K-3 students. She wants to ensure teachers intentionally meet all children's 

literacy needs, whether in small groups or through their first-tier instruction.  

The survey data also showed principals thought it was their responsibility to 

create a positive learning environment for literacy at their school. Moreover, 50% of 

survey participants responded that they were heavily responsible for overseeing the 

development of literacy in their building environment. Educational leaders are considered 

culture builders (Hallinger, 2005). These leaders cultivate an academic climate that 

fosters high pupil and instructor expectations and standards (Hallinger, 2005).  

Preparing Literacy Leaders 

Interview Question 3 primarily addressed principal preparation relative to the 
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survey data. The literature states that the general belief is that school administrators know 

how to solve every issue (Darling-Hammond et al., 2012). Improved student 

performance, particularly in schools with the most needs, depends on the competence of 

the administrators as leaders (Shaked & Schechter, 2018). This is why principal 

preparation is so significant, especially in literacy. Most interviewed respondents agreed 

that their principal preparation program contributed very little to them becoming literacy 

leaders.  

The literature supports that the needs of principals today are not being met by 

principal preparation programs, which are reportedly out-of-date. Advocates for school 

administrators have made extensive criticisms that principal preparation programs should 

reflect current educational demands (Sanzo et al., 2011). Most interview participants 

agreed they were trained through their district's professional development programs and 

professional development opportunities outside the district. This factor has implications 

for increased attention in the university preparation program. All but one of the six 

interview participants had worked as PLT facilitators, curriculum coordinators, coaches, 

or representatives for a major textbook company specializing in reading textbooks. Many 

believed the specialized training they received in these positions before becoming a 

principal was valuable. A principal's performance is strongly influenced by how well they 

are prepared (Shaked & Schechter, 2018). 

Most interviewees received specialized training in their coaching roles, which was 

made possible by the Reading First Initiative (U.S. Department of Education, 2002), 

which stated that all school districts that used federal funding must provide teacher 

professional development in literacy and stressed the need for literacy coaches. The 
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literacy advocates support linking literacy theory to classroom activities; this is viewed as 

the responsibility of the literacy coordinator. Literacy coaches oversee student literacy 

data and provide teachers with literacy resources. Additionally, they collaborate closely 

with educators to offer intervention support to struggling readers (Ontario Principals' 

Council, 2009). They all believe that this role as a literacy coach/coordinator has 

influenced their decision-making process in their focus on literacy development and how 

they build a literacy culture and make literacy decisions.  

Participant 1 (interview respondent) believes her experiences as a curriculum 

coordinator allow her to coach teachers and know what to look for when she observes 

teachers. Another interview respondent, Participant 2, believes that her background and 

training as a curriculum coordinator prepared her for her current role as a literacy leader. 

Participant 3 believes working as an instructional coach was a privilege. She received a 

substantial amount of her background and foundation in literacy in this position and, 

subsequently, did literacy-related work for a major publishing company. She believes that 

having an experience in literacy education before becoming an administrator made her a 

more decisive instructional leader. Respondent 4 stated in her interview that the 

curriculum coordinator position widened her perspective to include the K-5 curriculum, 

which was beyond her scope at the time. As a curriculum coordinator, she could attend 

many literacy training opportunities outside the district that prepared her to be a literacy 

leader. Respondent 5 did not align with other participants for Question 3; she felt that her 

graduate program prepared her to be an instructional leader, and the focus was on 

curriculum and teaching; thus, she was able to prepare for a position as a literacy leader. 

Most participants pursued professional development in literacy outside of the 
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district. The survey data were similar to interview data, showing that 14.29% of 

respondents claimed that district training adequately prepared them for their positions as 

literacy leaders. Forty-two percent said they had attended specialized training 

independently; 35.71% said that graduate courses for school administrators adequately 

prepared them; and 7.14% said that their college pedagogy classes adequately prepared 

them. According to the data, 50% of those surveyed received professional literacy 

development in the district, while 35% received state training and 14% at a university. 

Despite having a high sense of efficacy in one area, principals may not have an increased 

sense of efficacy in other areas. Most participants have sought training outside the district 

and professional resources such as The Reading League. Principals must regularly assess 

their effectiveness (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). High self-efficacy principals are 

more likely to withstand the demands of educational transitions and positively impact 

teachers' and students' learning (Versland & Erickson, 2017). 

Collective Efficacy 

The interviews revealed that most principals feel responsible for ensuring 

collective literacy efficacy among their K-2 teachers by attending professional learning 

communities. Team meetings and working collaboratively with literacy support personnel 

are essential to building a strong culture that fosters student success. The survey data 

showed that over 84% of principals often plan with the literacy coaches and instructional 

facilitators for literacy PLT meetings. Most principals indicated that they participate in 

grade-level meetings; the principals utilize a portion of these meetings to educate and 

guide teachers relative to literacy expectations. Many principals surveyed agreed that 

they delegate literacy responsibilities by having clear-cut, defined roles for curriculum 
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coordinators, multi-tier system of support coordinators, and literacy coaches. The 

information for this study question indicates an urgent need for knowledgeable, highly 

skilled individuals who can guide stakeholders and educators and provide them with 

immediate literacy assistance. The data from the survey show the principal builds 

collective efficacy in literacy by making collective decisions about literacy as a grade 

level and a school. The survey also showed that principals used data discussions to create 

collective efficacy in their schools. According to the survey data, the principal followed 

district PLT protocol when unpacking Reading Foundational standards. Respondent 5 

stated that teacher feedback is essential. She believes that teacher collaboration and PLTs 

are enormously important because they discuss teaching from various perspectives and 

can build collective efficacy. 

Respondent 3 believed that being in the classrooms and observing a teacher in 

action is essential in promoting collective efficacy. She attends all the school's PLT 

meetings when literacy is discussed. The meetings typically concentrate on academics, 

but she gives special attention to the meetings that focus on reading. Respondent 2 stated 

that she believes using data to inform your decisions is crucial. Based each year on the 

prior year's data, her school holds discussions at the beginning of the school year; they 

then develop a plan to address the needs and objectives reflected in the data. They 

collectively decide on activities they wish to continue. Much of the shared vision mirrors 

the district's goals. Respondent 5 stated her school shared literacy goal is the one that the 

district has, which is that 90% of all students in third grade will be proficient and reading 

on grade level by 2025. The data also showed that resources are crucial in promoting 

collective efficacy. Most principals surveyed use resources supporting the district's 
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shared vision supporting the mandated science of reading. 

The literature review is aligned with the study results; when high and low schools 

were examined in regard to collective efficacy, it was discovered that teachers 

consistently believed that principal leadership was closely associated with the collective 

efficacy that distinguishes their schools. In schools with a high level of collective 

efficacy, instructors believed they were empowered by collaborating and worked to 

enhance instruction. 

Limitations of the Study 

There were several restrictions within this study. First, there may be some 

prejudice because I work for the district where the research was conducted. The study 

was carried out in a single district during the pandemic. I had no control over the 

principals who returned the survey. I could not guarantee a certain percentage of surveys 

returned or a specific turnaround time. Fewer survey participants responded than 

expected, and fewer volunteered for the principal interviews. I emailed the principals of 

more than 40 elementary schools requesting their participation in the study. The HR 

director sent out the survey twice in the principals' online newsletter to generate more 

interest, but the response rate remained low.  

Delimitations 

The study was confined to one diversified group of highly qualified principals 

from a region in the southeast United States. The study focused on traditional elementary 

principals and did not include assistant principals. The participants were all employed in 

the same urban public school system.  



115 

 

Implications for Practice 

This study examined how principals perceive their leadership positions 

concerning literacy and preparation programs that build collective literacy efficacy. 

Based on the study's strengths and limitations, I would like to offer the following 

suggestions for future research. 

Recommendation 1: Examine the Principal Preparation Programs 

Most participants did not feel that principal preparation programs gave them what 

they needed to become effective literacy learners. It would be beneficial if universities 

and school districts collaborated to create programs that would give principals and 

assistant principals meaningful literacy coursework they could use immediately. Many 

participants stated they receive most of their training through their district or outside 

professional development they sought.  

Recommendation 2: Ensuring Principal Efficacy and Building Collective Efficacy  

Principal efficacy and collective efficacy go hand in hand in establishing a culture 

conducive to student success in literacy and all other subjects. One of the interview 

participants believes she must continue seeking literacy education to equip her teachers 

better. The data show that the district has done a good job of supplying the teachers and 

principals with literacy training, especially when the state has made it mandatory that the 

public school districts be trained in LETRS. However, not all schools have the same 

needs. Before a principal can effectively be a literacy leader among teachers and students, 

they must undergo training tailored to the student body's demographics and the teachers' 

needs. 

According to the survey results, the principal promotes collective efficacy in 
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literacy by mandating grade-level and school-wide literacy decisions. When teachers are 

involved in the decision-making process, they feel vested in the outcome. The survey also 

indicated that principals used data dialogues to promote a collective sense of efficacy in 

their schools. These meetings encourage teachers to examine, reflect, and celebrate 

teacher and student growth over time. These meetings enable teachers and administrators 

to develop a needs assessment plan, one that identifies effective strategies currently being 

utilized as well as ineffective strategies which need to be modified. This approach allows 

educators to work collaboratively in developing a plan that addresses the needs of the 

program. 

According to the survey results, collective efficacy is enhanced when Reading 

Foundational standards are unpacked following district PTL protocol. When embedded 

practices and routines are adopted in a school's culture, teachers engage in a repetitive, 

low-stakes practice of communicating about what their pupils are learning, mainly 

focusing on moments of uncertainty, perplexity, or doubt. Interview data revealed that 

teacher collaboration and PLTs are of the utmost importance because they foster 

collective efficacy by discussing instruction from several perspectives. 

According to the findings of this study, there is an immediate demand for 

informed, highly qualified personnel who can guide stakeholders and educators and offer 

them responsive literacy support. Principals depend on qualified specialists, such as 

coaches, curriculum coordinators, and Multi-Tier Systems of Support coordinators. These 

individuals have received specific training in literacy and offer support and feedback to 

K-3 teachers as they implement new practices and implement instruction and 

intervention. The results of the survey indicated that principals believe classroom 
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observations and providing feedback to teachers are essential for fostering a cohesive 

school culture. Principals feel that feedback enhances teacher confidence, motivates them 

to learn, and guides them in their efforts to achieve their learning goals. 

Recommendation 3: For Further Study: Increase the Sample Participant Size 

This study initially invited more than 44 eligible elementary administrators 

responsible for their students' reading performance; however, only 14 completed the 

survey, and six were interviewed. Therefore, the sample may not accurately represent the 

population. This sample size may not provide conclusive evidence for future 

implementation. Expanding the sample size to include additional participants within the 

district or broadening the study to include participants outside the district could aid in 

more reliable data relative to this study. 

Recommendation 4: Study of Additional School Principals’ Backgrounds and the 

Performance of Schools From Various Regions in the State 

Prior to becoming principals, it can be beneficial to examine the teaching 

backgrounds of prospective administrators. This can aid districts in matching 

administrators with school needs. Analyzing a principal's teaching experience allows 

districts to create individualized professional development to assist principals in 

achieving success. Investigating principals at other schools in the district and across the 

state and the country in terms of performance and how their duties differ might assist in 

creating models for success.  

Conclusions 

This study's findings indicate that principals are crucial to student performance, 

especially in the area of literacy development. Principals with a solid literacy background 
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are more likely to purport the trait of high self-efficacy and can instill a strong feeling of 

collective efficacy in their teachers and other stakeholders. Successful principals utilize 

district protocols, PLTs, and mandated resources to guarantee and enhance teachers' 

collective efficacy. Principals who are well-versed in literacy can support teachers in 

making instructional decisions that foster student success. Knowledgeable principals are 

more likely to establish the proper utilization of mandated resources with the inclusion of 

literacy development in a comprehensive educational program. 

 Principal preparation and ongoing professional development are critical in 

creating strong literacy leaders. Districts must develop training programs that tailor 

home-grown literacy leaders to meet high-need populations. This responsibility must be 

shared through university preparation programs. 
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Appendix A 

 

Principal Invite Letter 

  



139 

 

Gardner-Webb University I.R.B. 

 Principal's Informed Consent Form for Online Survey 

 ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL PERCEPTIONS OF THEIR ROLES IN LITERACY 

LEADERSHIP: COLLECTIVE EFFICACY, PREPARATION, AND LITERACY 

ORIENTATION 

 

Dear Principal, 

 

As an elementary principal you are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose 

of this research is to examine primary principals' perceptions of their literacy leadership 

in kindergarten through second grade as it pertains to literacy leadership behaviors, 

collective efficacy, and preparation. As a participant in the study, you will be asked to 

complete a survey and indicate your interest in participating in an interview session  

The first phase of the study consists of a survey. The survey is the Principal Sense of 

Efficacy Scale, along with some demographic information. The survey data are 

anonymous which means that your name will not be collected or linked to the data. 

It is anticipated that the survey will require about 5-10 minutes of your time. Participation 

in this study is voluntary. You have the right to withdraw from the research study at any 

time without penalty by exiting the survey. There are no anticipated risks in this study. 

You will receive no payment for participating in the study. Data from this study will not 

be used or distributed for future research studies. 

If you have questions about the study, contact: 

Researcher: Monique Marie Jones  

Primary Researcher: ED. D Candidate  

College of Education, Gardner-Webb University 

 Researcher telephone number :XXXXX 

 Researcher email address: mjones23@gardner-webb.edu 

 

Dr. Philip Rapp College of Education,  

Gardner-Webb University Email: prapp@gardner-webb.edu 

Phone: XXXXX 

  

mailto:mjones23@gardner-webb.edu
mailto:prapp@gardner-webb.edu
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Appendix C 

 

Principal Self-Efficacy Scale 
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Appendix D 

 

Principal Self-Efficacy Scale Scoring 
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Appendix E 

 

Document Collection and Analysis Form 
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Document Collection and Analysis Form 

 
Name and 

Type of 
Document 

Reference 
and 

Purpose 

How does the 
document relate 
to the research 

questions? 

What questions 
do I have about 
the document? 

Does the 
document help to 
generate follow up 

interview 
questions? 

1.     

2.     

3.     

4.     

5     

6.     

7.     
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