ABSTRACT
D. Ashley Cooper, PRINCIPALS USING THE TRANSFORMATIONAL FEEDBACK
MODEL TO SUPPORT STUDENT PERFORMANCE (Under the direction or Dr. Harold
Holloman). Department of Educational Leadership, March 2018.

Teachers need support from school leaders to improve instructional practices and student
performance. This problem of practice study examines the role individualized feedback from
principals to teachers in one-on-one conferences after receiving student benchmark assessment
results can support instructional changes for improved student performance. To address this
problem, the mixed-method study examined the feedback principals provided to teachers using
the Transformational Feedback Model developed based on the literature. Using principals and
teachers at two middle schools, individualized feedback was provided to the teachers by
principals after each round of student benchmark assessment results. Data was collected from
student benchmark results, participant surveys, participant interviews and results from state
assessment results prior and after the study took place. The findings of the study illustrated how
individualized feedback to teachers using the Transformational Feedback Model positively
affected student performance results on student benchmark assessments and state assessment
results. The findings supported the use of the Transformational Feedback Model by school
leaders in how they lead within a school through feedback conferences to establish an
environment that strengthens relationships teachers. Strong relationships between school leaders

and teachers allow the teacher to use the feedback provided to make the necessary instructional

changes to improve their instructional delivery which lead to improved student performance.
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CHAPTER 1: LEADERSHIP CONTEXT AND PURPOSE OF ACTION

Another round of student benchmark assessments was given to students at the school and
results were printed and placed in the teacher’s mailboxes. As teachers received their results they
find a note attached from the principal that reads, “Please review your data and be ready to
discuss how you will improve your results on the next benchmark at the grade level PLC meeting
next week.” An assortment of teacher reactions occurred as teachers read the note; from one
teacher throwing their hands up in the air with frustration because no direction was given, to
another teacher going back to their classroom and writing a list of specific actions they hope
would improve their student’s performance. In each case, the teachers were not sure if they knew
what the principal wanted or if the principal could even provide specific advice on how to
change the current outcomes on the student benchmarks. Stiggins (2002) wrote that schools have
failed to connect assessments to school improvement and that school leaders do not know how to
address the problem. Many school leaders do not know how to provide helpful feedback to
teachers as it relates to student assessment data.

The central North Carolina school district that is the focus of this study began using
student benchmark assessments in all North Carolina End-of-Grade and End-of-Course
assessment grades and subjects to improve student performance at the start of the 2015-16 school
year. The implementation of student benchmark assessments was in direct response to seven of
the sixteen schools in the school district being designated as low performing schools as described
by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (2015a). As the district began using
student benchmark data to improve student performance, a pattern began to appear in responses
from principals during district-wide data meetings after each round of student benchmark

assessments. Principals were not sitting down one-on-one with teachers to discuss the student



benchmark data or providing specific feedback to support instructional improvement in the
classroom. Many teachers did not understand the importance of the student benchmark
assessments, how to interpret the student benchmark data, how to make instructional
improvements based student benchmark performance, or how to ensure alignment between the
North Carolina Standard Course of Study and their instruction.

Bryk, Sebring, Kerbow, Rollow, and Easton (1998) described the role principals play as
critical in the quality of a school’s academic program. Therefore, principals must establish the
quality of a school’s academic program by building the culture and expectations when it comes
to the use of student benchmark data. Supovitz and Klein (2003) found “the fingerprints of
strong leadership are all over the data activities” (p. 36) in schools that effectively use and
discuss data. Leadership is critical in providing student success by establishing a strong school
climate with the expectations for data use with teachers to promote learning with the goal of
instructional improvement (Fullan, 2006; Leithwood, Seashore, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004;
Levin & Datnow, 2012).

To model appropriate feedback with teachers that may improve student benchmark
assessment performance, the principal should demonstrate the characteristics of transformational
leadership in their feedback communication through specific behaviors. Transformational
leadership is made up of four characteristics; idealized influence, inspirational motivation,
intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration (Bass, 1984). Each characteristic of
transformational leadership exhibits two different behaviors.

Based on the literature that will be discussed further in chapter two, behaviors related to
feedback model each of the four transformational leadership characteristics. Those behaviors

demonstrated in each transformational leadership characteristic are: (1) idealized influence-goal



setting and creating meaning; (2) inspirational motivation-vitality and connections; (3)
intellectual stimulation-self-esteem and reflection; and (4) idealized influence-building trust and
personalized.

From the behaviors of transformational leadership, feedback is shared through the four
practices of feedback that comes out of the literature focused on feedback: (1) using assessments
for learning, (2) data-based decision making, (3) instructional improvement, and (4) curriculum
and instructional alignment. The practices of feedback structure the communication during the
feedback conference through a feedback protocol developed specifically for this study. Further
discuss of the protocol will be given in chapter three.

The transformational leadership characteristics and the associated behaviors work in
conjunction with the four practices of feedback by the principal to convey the actions of
feedback. The actions that come out of feedback based on the research are: (1) relationship for
change, (2) effective communication, (3) shared vision, and (4) establish expectations and school
culture. These actions of feedback demonstrate to the teacher what the principal is expecting and
striving to accomplish within the school.

Problem of Practice

Student benchmark assessments give schools much needed student performance data to
support the enhanced student learning necessary to improve student performance on state
assessments. During the district-wide principal benchmark data meetings that took place after
each round of student benchmarks as mentioned above, the data indicated that individual grade
levels where exhibiting improvement in their student benchmark performance from one student
benchmark to another. However, this improvement was not consistent for each teacher, across

an entire school, or across the district. This lack of consistent improvement on the student



benchmark results was especially evident from principals who were not as comfortable
understanding the student benchmark performance data or discussing the student benchmark
results with their teachers. Many principals were not communicating with their teachers the
purpose of the student benchmark assessments or how to use the benchmark data to improve
instructional practices.
Benchmark Usage and State Assessment Correlation

The Case 21 benchmarks created by the vendor TE-21 began production in 2010 and
focuses their student benchmark assessments on providing districts and schools with data to
inform instruction and a tool for teachers. Case 21 benchmarks are used in four states and are
used by 25% of school districts in North Carolina as of this study (TE-21, 2016). At the end of
the first year of using the student benchmark assessments the district conducted their own
correlation study reviewing how each student’s projected achievement level on the third
benchmark related to the achievement level they received on the North Carolina End-of-Grade or
End-of-Course Assessment. Student data was broken down into two categories for the Case 21
results and two categories for the State Assessment results. Those two categories were Not
Proficient which included Level 1 and 2 achievement levels and Proficient which included Level
3, 4, and 5 achievement levels. Table 1 shows the number and percentage of students who were
projected to be not proficient and proficient after the third benchmark compared to the students
who were not proficient and proficient on the North Carolina End-of-Grade and End-of-Course
Assessments. Table 1 also shows the correlation between the student results on Case 21 student
benchmark assessments and the North Carolina End-of-Grade Assessment. As a district, the

average percentage of students who were projected to be proficient based on the Case 21 third



Table 1

Case 21 Benchmark and North Carolina End-of-Grade Assessment Student Performance Correlation

ELA/Reading Math
Not Proficient Students  Proficient Students Not Proficient Students Proficient Students

Grade EOG # % # % # % # %
Not Proficient 224 80.0 65 18.0 166 78.0 47 11.0
3 Proficient 56 20.0 299 82.0 47 22.0 378 89.0
Not Proficient 235 76.0 53 16.0 203 84.0 85 21.0
4 Proficient 73 24.0 283 84.0 40 16.0 314 79.0
Not Proficient 219 87.0 75 22.0 223 85.0 53 16.0
S Proficient 34 13.0 263 78.0 39 15.0 276 84.0
Not Proficient 233 81.0 45 16.0 266 90.0 46 18.0
6 Proficient 54 19.0 232 84.0 31 10.0 212 82.0
Not Proficient 221 81.0 65 19.0 352 85.0 22 11.0
7 Proficient 52 19.0 277 81.0 60 15.0 177 89.0
8 Not Proficient 285 80.0 60 20.0 402 88.0 42 22.0
Proficient 71 20.0 237 80.0 56 12.0 153 78.0

Note. Correlation was completed using Case 21 student benchmark data and North Carolina End-of-Grade Assessment data from the
2015-16 school year from the Central North Carolina School District (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a)



benchmark and the North Carolina End-of-Grade Assessment was 81% in reading and 83% in
mathematics.
Lessons Learned

When student benchmark results were first made available to principals in the central
North Carolina school district, no direction was provided to them on how they should distribute
the student benchmark results or interact with teachers to review the student benchmark data. In
addition, principals were not given a timeframe of when they should meet with teachers and what
they should be discussing when they provided the teachers with their student benchmark
performance data. When the district met as a team to discuss the results in principal benchmark
data meetings, many principals had difficulty discussing what was occurring or needed to be
addressed in the instructional practices of the teachers to improve student performance.

This lack of guidance on the part of the district and the principals, lead to confusion on
the part of the teachers because they did not understand the purpose behind the student
benchmark assessments. Principals and teachers did not set specific performance goals for the
benchmarks so, when results were given both principals and teachers had no way to judge if the
results were positive or negative. The lack of specific goals led to negative feelings towards the
student benchmark results on the part of the principals and teachers. The negative feelings
expressed by the teachers was a direct result of principals not understanding the purpose of how
to use the student benchmark data to provide effective feedback and support teachers to manage
multiple sources of feedback to initiate improvement in their instruction and in student

performance.



Defining the Problem of Practice

If the central North Carolina school district participating in this study is going to
accomplish the established goals of the superintendent and the board of education, then an
intervention needs to be implemented with principals to continue the student performance
improvement that began during the 2015-16 school year. For student benchmark data to improve
instruction and student performance, the principal needs to communicate the change needed for
improvement, a vision of what instruction and curriculum alignment looks like, effectively
discuss how to accomplish the goals of the teacher and the school, and what the culture and
expectations of a school that focuses on improving teacher instruction and student performance.
To accomplish these actions, the principal must demonstrate transformational leadership.
Recent Performance Gap in the District

The overall student performance composite in the central North Carolina school district
over the past three school years prior to 2015-16 was stagnant or loss ground to the North
Carolina state average (see Table 2). The achievement gap between the district and the state
widened over the school years of 2012-13 through 2014-15. The achievement gap between the
school district and North Carolina reduced by 42% at the end of the 2015-16 school year. The
district ranking of the overall student performance composite on the North Carolina End-of-
Grade and End-of-Course assessments in relation to the 115 school districts in North Carolina
prior to 2015-16 was either stagnant or dropped. With the increase performance for the 2015-16
school year, the districts ranking increase by nineteen places and placed the school district’s
overall composite ranking at sixty-third in the state of North Carolina (North Carolina

Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a).



Table 2

Comparison Data between North Carolina and the Central North Carolina School District

School Year
District 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16
North Carolina 44.7 56.3 56.6 58.3
School District 37.4 49.7 48.8 55.0

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2012-13 through the 2015-16 school year.
Performance results are based on the Grade Level Proficiency (GLP). GLP refers to students
whose performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade or End-of-Course attained an
achievement level of three or higher (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a).



Need for the Study

Student benchmark assessment data must be used to facilitate the diagnoses of gaps in
student learning, so teachers can make instructional improvement. Previous research has found
that to use effective assessment data, the feedback process must provide guidance on how to
improve instruction (Black & William, 2010; Blanc et al., 2010). Baadte and Schnotz (2014)
noted in their feedback research on educational performance, that feedback has been viewed as a
way to promote the process of learning. The fore mention study will help principals guide
teachers in managing multiple points of data through feedback to improve instruction and
increase student performance on student benchmark assessments. These learning gaps were a
contributing factor in the district potentially being listed as a low performing school district
under the current North Carolina General Statue G.S. 115C-105.37 (see Appendix C).

The North Carolina General Assembly has defined low performing schools as schools
“that receive a school performance grade of D or F and a school growth score of “met expected
growth” or “not met expected growth” as defined by G.S. 115C-83.15” (North Carolina General
Assembly, 2013c). The designation as a low performing school is determined on an annual basis
after school performance and growth results are released by the North Carolina State Board of
Education. A low performing school district is defined by the North Carolina General Assembly
as a district where a majority of the schools in the district received a school performance grade of
D or F and a school growth score of “met expected growth” or “not met expected growth” as
defined by G. S. 115C-83.15 and G.S. 115C-105.37 (North Carolina General Assembly, 2013b).
Low Performing School Districts are identified on an annual basis at the same time as low

performing schools (see Appendix D).



School Performance Grades (G.S. 115C-83.15) were passed by the North Carolina
General Assembly to grade schools based on student achievement and student growth. The
formula is broken down into eighty percent of the school performance score is the student
achievement on the designated performance indicators as defined in G. S. 115C-83.15 (see
Appendix E) at the school and twenty percent on the school growth using the EVAAS model
(North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2015b) The school performance score is then
placed on a 15-point scale to determine the school’s School Performance Grade (see Appendix
F). Figure 1 illustrates the School Performance breakdown. The indicator that will be pertinent to
this study is the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessments at grades three through eight in
mathematics.

The EVAAS model to determine school growth uses current and previous student North
Carolina End-of-Grade and End-of-Course performance results to determine whether schools are
not meeting, meeting, or exceeding student achievement growth on the North Carolina End-of-
Grade and End-of-Course assessments using gain-based and predictive-based models (North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2015c). A school’s growth is designated in one of
three categories; ‘Did Not Meet Expected Growth”, “Meets Growth”, or “Exceeds Expected
Growth”. The school’s growth is converted to a fifty to one-hundred-point scale to determine the
point value of the twenty percent that makes up part of the school performance grade a school
receives (see Figure 2).

In the central North Carolina school district during the 2014-15 school year, one school
received a school performance grade of'a “D”, but exceeded growth which meant the school did
not meet low performing status as established by the North Carolina General Assembly

Legislation G. S. 115C-105.37. By exceeding growth, the school was not labeled as a low
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School
Achievement
Score:

80 %

School Performance Grade

Growth:
20 %

Note. Adapted from North Carolina Department of Public Instruction Webinar presentation:
School Performance Grades Update (see Appendix E).

Figure 1. North Carolina School Performance Grade Formula.
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Note. Conversion Chart is estimated point scale conversion of point value earned by a school.
Adapted from North Carolina Department of Public Instruction Webinar presentation: School
Performance Grades Update (see Appendix E).

Figure 2. EVAAS Growth Conversion Scale.
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performing school. Another school in the district had a school performance score that was
rounded up from 54.6 points to 55 points which placed the school’s performance score in the
range for a “C” letter grade. If the school’s performance score was two tenths of a point lower
the school would have received a school performance grade of “D” which would have designated
the school as low performing and resulted in the school district being named a low performing
school district.

Under North Carolina Legislation G. S. 115C-105.37 currently being followed, school
districts in North Carolina are labeled as a low performing school district when fifty percent or
more of the schools in the district receive a school performance grade of “D” or “F” whose
school growth index is at or below expected growth as measured by EVAAS data. The central
North Carolina school district in this study had fifty percent of its schools receive a “D” or “F”,
but the district did not meet the description of low performing because one of the schools
exceeded growth as stated earlier.

Student Learning Gaps

Student learning gaps for students occur for many reasons such as poverty, lack of
educational programs, poor quality schools, unprepared teachers, and low teacher expectations
(National Education Association, 2015a). The learning gaps found in the central North Carolina
school district as compared to the North Carolina state results are in reading at grade five and in
mathematics in grades six and seven as it relates to cohort results on the North Carolina End-of-
Grade assessment as of the 2015-16 school year. These gaps in learning especially in
mathematics is negatively impacting the district’s ability to perform above the North Carolina

state average and prepare students going forward in their academic careers.
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Addressing Student Learning Gaps

To reduce the student learning gap, actions by principals and teachers must take place.
The National Education Association (2015b) suggests that principals need to support teaching
and learning by setting the priorities and actions of the school and recommends teachers to use
effective strategies, maintain high standards, and set expectations that are appropriate for
individual students. The Council of Chief State School Officers (1996) published the six
standards that address teaching and learning that have been found to close gaps in learning for
students. Those six standards are: (1) the vision of learning, (2) the culture of teaching and
learning, (3) the management of learning, (4) relationships with the broader community to foster
learning, (5) integrity, fairness, and ethics in learning, and (6) the political, social, economic,
legal, and cultural context of learning. Many of these standards focus on the instruction of the
teacher and the well-being of the students in the classroom.

Roscigno (1998) explained that in his view the gaps in learning is predicated on the
expectations and quality of the teacher and the characteristics of the school. Bloom’s (1971)
instructional strategy labeled mastery learning was developed to support student learning by
focusing on teacher instruction. The essence of mastery learning is: (1) students need corrective
and enriching feedback and (2) instruction must be consistent.

Differentiated instruction (Bloom, 1956; Bruner, 1966; Taba, 1962) is another way to
close the learning gaps in the classroom. By differentiating instruction, teachers are rigorous,
relevant, flexible, and varied with the intent to meet the individual needs of the students
(Tomlinson & Allan, 2000).

Many students fear that teachers will show bias towards them and treat them unfairly

(Yeager, Walton, & Cohen, 2013). Students need to have trust in their teacher that they want
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them to succeed (Cohen, Steele, & Ross, 1999). To raise student performance, schools must
improve the student’s experience (Yeager et al., 2013) and teachers must be motivated to
improve the student’s experience (Ford, 1992). To improve the student’s experience, teacher’s
need professional development that allows the teacher to improve their craft in a school culture
that encourages change (Ford, 1992).

Learning gaps can occur for many reasons as demonstrated. How learning gaps occur is
important for the principal to understand and address through their leadership. As the principal, it
is their job to lead the reduction of learning gaps between groups of students in their building by
addressing the gaps in teacher instruction and teacher interaction as it relates to students in the
teacher’s classroom. To do this, the principal must be active in their pursuit of reducing learning
gaps to improve student performance.

Purpose of the Study

After the first year of student benchmark assessment implementation during the 2015-16
school year, the central North Carolina school district as mentioned previously demonstrated
tremendous improvement in results. The school district went from having seven low performing
schools to three low performing schools. As a district, a six-point improvement in its overall
Grade Level Proficiency (GLP) composite was accomplished which closed the achievement gap
with North Carolina from over seven points to just over three points (see Table 3). Even with
these positive results in student performance, the school district still had schools whose overall
student performance decreased or did not meet expected growth. In addition, the school district’s
superintendent set a district goal for each school to have a school performance score of sixty or

higher for the 2016-17 school year.
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For all schools in the central North Carolina school district to reach the superintendent’s
school performance score goal of sixty or higher, four of the sixteen schools would have to reach
sixty for the first time under the current school performance grade model and four schools would
need to maintain their current school performance grade score and show positive student
performance growth to continue to stay above the superintendent’s goal. The school performance
goal of sixty or higher would support the district’s overall performance rising above the North
Carolina achievement performance score average that was 58.3 at the end of the 2015-16 school
year (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2016e).

Having an increased school performance goal set forth by the superintendent, the
principals need to develop the skill of providing direct feedback to teachers to continue the
improvement in student performance to surpass the North Carolina state average, compete with
North Carolina school districts regionally who are of similar demographics, and most
importantly, avoid school performance regression towards low performing status. Principals
must build teacher capacity and understand the student performance gaps that exist in their
school.

Building Teacher Capacity with Feedback

Teachers receive feedback data whenever they receive any type of assessment results
given to their students. This data feedback informs the teacher if students understand what they
have been assessed. Providing principal feedback to teachers bridges the gap between the data
results teachers receive on student performance and the actions of feedback to improve
instruction and student performance in the classroom. These actions of feedback by the principal
involves building relationships for change, developing a shared vision, effective communication,

and establishing expectations and a culture with each teacher.
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Table 3

Comparison of Composite Results between School District and North Carolina

School Year School District North Carolina Achievement Gap
2014-15 48.8 56.6 7.8
2015-16 55.0 58.3 3.3

Note. Adapted from results of district and state data from the 2014-15 and 2015-16 school years
(North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a)
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The purpose of this study is to build capacity in the teacher to use multiple sources of
feedback to improve student performance and instruction in the classroom through principal
feedback. Teachers who can take the principal feedback and use it to understand the student
assessment results on their own will become transformational leaders in the classroom.

Student Performance Gap

In looking at the school district’s performance specifically by student cohorts, a
downward trend can be seen in the student cohort performances for students in grades six and
seven for mathematics over the past three school years in the district starting with the 2013-14
school year through the 2015-16 school year. These two student cohorts are the only student
cohorts to see downward student performance in mathematics over a two and three-year span in
the district, respectfully. This student performance concern not only affects the middle schools in
the school district, but also the three traditional high schools located in the school district when
these students participate in the North Carolina high school mathematics End-of-Course
assessment required for the current North Carolina Accountability Model (see Appendix E).

The North Carolina End-of-Grade assessments have designated five performance levels
of achievement when data is reported to the public. Students who attain an achievement level of
three, four, or five are considered Grade Level Proficient (GLP). Each achievement level covers
a range of scale scores to inform how high or low a student’s performance was in that particular
achievement level. The five achievement levels as they are currently constructed were introduced
starting with the 2013-14 school year (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2014a).
A full description of each achievement level and the scale score ranges for End-of-Grade

Mathematics can be found in Appendix G.
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Both student cohorts’ performance in mathematics dropped each of the past two school
years. The grade six student cohort demonstrated a negative six and one tenth performance drop
between the 2014-15 school and the 2015-16 school year. The student performance from 2013-
14 to 2014-15 was a negative two and eight tenth point drop. Similarly, the grade seven student
cohort saw a negative three and one tenth point decrease over the last two years and a negative
twelve and two tenth point drop over the three-year span (see Table 4).

If we review the student performance results on the North Carolina End-of-Grade
assessment for the grade six and grade seven student cohorts as it relates to the two-year span
from grade five to grade six, the student cohort demonstrated a student performance difference in
mathematics from 2013-14 to 2014-15 school years of negative nine and one tenth point. The
grade six student cohort as stated earlier saw a negative six and one tenth point difference in
mathematics between 2014-15 and 2015-16. This decline in mathematics performance for
students in grade six needs to be addressed (see Table 5).

The decrease student performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment in
mathematics as a school district for the grade six and grade seven cohorts is concerning when
compared to the grade six and grade seven student performance results statewide over the same
time span from 2013-14 through 2015-16. The current grade six cohort performance for North
Carolina dropped by negative five and nine tenths while the grade seven cohort performance in
North Carolina dropped by negative seven and nine tenths from fifth to grade six (see Table 6).

The student cohorts in North Carolina and in the school district that is the focus of this
study demonstrated negative student performance drops from grade five to grade six in
mathematics. The central North Carolina school district saw a slightly larger decrease by the

grade six student cohort and a larger drop in performance by the grade seven student cohort
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Table 4

School District Cohort Performance for School Years 2013-14 through 2015-16

School Year Difference
Cohort 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2 yr. 3yr.
Sixth 45.8 49.1 43.0 -6.1 -2.8
Seventh 49.9 40.8 37.7 -3.1 -12.2

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2013-14 through the 2015-16 school year.
Performance data is based on the GLP of the cohort (North Carolina Department of Public
Instruction, n.d.a).
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Table 5

School District Cohort Performance from Grade Five to Grade Six

Grade Level
Cohort Grade Five Grade Six Difference
Sixth 49.1 43.0 -6.1
Seventh 49.9 40.8 9.1

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2013-14 through the 2015-16 school years.
Performance data is based on the GLP of the cohort (North Carolina Department of Public
Instruction, n.d.a).
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Table 6

State Cohort Performance from Grade Five to Grade Six

Grade Level
Cohort Grade Five Grade Six Difference
Sixth 57.5 51.6 -5.9
Seventh 56.4 48.5 -7.9

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2013-14 through the 2015-16 school years.
Performance data is based on the GLP of the cohort (North Carolina Department of Public
Instruction, n.d.a).
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when they were administered the grade six North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment. These
differences do not seem enormous, but if you review the overall student performance from the
school district as compared to the overall student performance of North Carolina, the difference
in student performance at grade six is a large portion of what is causing the overall student
performance achievement gap between North Carolina and the central North Carolina school
district. For two of the three years from 2013-14 through 2015-16 the student achievement gap in
grade six mathematics between the school district and North Carolina was at six and four tenths
of a point with one of those years being the most current school year (North Carolina Department
of Public Instruction, n.d.a). Addressing the student performance in grade six mathematics
through principal feedback to teachers on student benchmark results will hopefully lead to
student performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment making
positive gains as related to the student cohort performance in grade five mathematics.

Table 7 shows each of the school districts three high school feeder patterns. Comparing
the three feeder patterns is necessary to determine where the problem in student performance in
grade six mathematics lies within the four middle schools in the school district. The high school
feeder patterns “East” and “West” both show negative performance over two and three years
since the 2013-14 school year respectfully.

At the “East” high school feeder pattern, the grade six and grade seven student cohorts
demonstrated the largest negative student performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade
assessment in mathematics of the three middle school student cohorts as it relates to the
difference in student performance from the students North Carolina End-of-Grade performance
from grade five to their grade six year. The “West” high school feeder patterns show negative

student performance on the same North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment in mathematics over
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Table 7

School District Cohort Performance for School Years 2013-14 through 2015-16

School Year Difference

Feeder Pattern  Cohort  2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2 yr. 3yr.
East Sixth 47.7 57.9 37.5 -20.4 -10.2

Seventh 62.4 38.6 37.3 -1.3 -25.1
West Sixth 54.3 55.2 41.1 -14.1 -13.2

Seventh 43.7 37.1 30.3 -6.8 -13.4
Central Sixth 334 36.6 39.4 2.8 6.0

Seventh 46.4 37.7 41.3 3.6 -5.1

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2013-14 through the 2015-16 school years.
Performance data is based on the GLP of the cohort. Feeder pattern West includes two middle
schools while the other two feeder high schools each only have one middle school (North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a).
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the same two grade span. The exception to the student performance were the grade six student
cohort in the “Central” feeder pattern (see Table 8).
Significance of the Study

Examining the role of the principals’ behavior in using student assessment data is
valuable for the central North Carolina school district for a multitude of reasons. First, the central
North Carolina school district as stated previously was very close to being designated as a low
performing district after the 2014-15 school year and the district still had three schools
designated as low performing after the 2015-16 school year. Students in these schools deserve
the opportunity to get sound instruction from their teachers (Darling-Hammond & Baratz-
Snowden, 2007).

Second, as part of the school performance grades required by the North Carolina General
Assembly, principals can be removed if a school is designated as low performing by the
superintendent (North Carolina General Assembly, 2013b). Schools that continue to be
designated as low performing could cause leadership upheaval instead of leadership stability.
With leadership upheaval, teachers are influx which can lead to teacher turnover that hurts the
continuity in the child’s educational career at the school and is harmful to the student’s
achievement (Ronfeldt, Loeb, & Wyckoff, 2013). The central North Carolina school district’s
teacher turnover rate has been higher than the North Carolina state average for the past three
schools reported from 2012-13 through 2014-15. Currently the teacher turnover rate for the
school district is 18.31% compared to 14.84% for the state of North Carolina (North Carolina
Department of Public Instruction, 2015d).

Third, the central North Carolina school district’s overall performance is still below the

North Carolina state average and to compete against other school districts in North Carolina for
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Table 8

School District Feeder Pattern Cohort Performance from Grade Five to Grade Six

Grade Level
Feeder Pattern Cohort Grade Five Grade Six Difference
Sixth 57.9 375 -20.4
East Seventh 62.4 38.6 -23.8
Sixth 55.2 41.1 -14.1
West Seventh 43.7 37.1 6.6
Central Sixth 36.6 394 2.8
Seventh 46.4 37.7 -8.7

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2013-14 through the 2015-16 school years.
Performance data is based on the GLP of the cohort (North Carolina Department of Public
Instruction, n.d.a).
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not only recognition, but to demonstrate to potential families that the school district is one worth
enrolling their child(ren) in, the central North Carolina school district must continue to enhance
instruction to promote student success. The central North Carolina county the school district is
located has seen an overall population growth of 4.47% and is the twenty-sixth fastest growing
county in North Carolina based on county population changes between 2010 and 2014 (North
Carolina Budget and Management, 2014a). The county is currently described as having a
medium growth rate within the state (North Carolina Budget and Management, 2014b). The
town located in the southwest part of the county that the “West” high school feeder pattern is
located is the 54" fastest growing municipality between 2010 and 2014. The neighboring
municipality that crosses into the southwest portion of the county is 40" on that same rankings
list (North Carolina Budget and Management, 2014c). In addition to the increase growth in the
central North Carolina county the school district is also facing an increase in students leaving the
school district to attend public charter schools. As of the 2015-16 school year, 9.5% of the
students living in the county attend public charter schools. This was an increase of almost 1.5%
from the previous school year (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2016b). This
means families are deciding to move into the county because of its proximity to a major North
Carolina city and want their child(ren) to have the best possible educational experience.

Fourth, the current student performance on North Carolina’s End-of-Grade assessment
demonstrates that results in mathematics has improved a small amount in the past three years
(North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a). This deficit in student mathematics
performance is detrimental to students having future opportunities to be successful in school and
beyond high school graduation (Allensworth & Easton, 2005). Students who continue to have

academic difficulties early on in their educational career leads to the development of behavior
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problems (Mclntosh, Flannery, Sugai, Braun, & Cochrane, 2008). In the central North Carolina
school district, the behavior problems at the high schools has increased over the last two school
years. The short-term suspension rates of students increased by two students per one hundred
between 2013-14 and 2014-15 in grades nine through thirteen (North Carolina Department of
Public Instruction, n.d.b).

Data Coaching to Improve Student Performance

Today’s schools are expected to raise student test scores which is driving schools to
renovate school instruction (Honey et al., 2005, Sharkey & Murnane, 2006; Wayman, 2005;
Yeh, 2005). Schools cannot rely on just student test scores at the end of the year to make
instructional changes (Halverson, 2010). Schools must have the capacity to use data throughout
the school year to improve student learning.

Instructional practices in the classroom have not caught up to the rigor of assessments
being given to students (Marzano & Toth, 2014). Teachers need feedback on the student
benchmark results to help improve instructional practices and fill in the gaps between current
student performance and the student performance necessary to demonstrate proficiency on

student benchmark assessments and on the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment.

Principals as Data Coaches

Supporting principals on how to coach and support teachers as they manage multiple
sources of feedback is an important endeavor for the study to implement. First, understanding the
significance of principal feedback and the effective use of student assessment data for learning is
essential. The principal must understand why their feedback to teachers is imperative when
teachers receive student benchmark data results. Second, the development of a feedback protocol

for principals to utilize with teachers when teachers are analyzing student benchmark assessment
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results enables the principal to consistently reinforce the highest priority instructional activities.
The feedback protocol will give structure to the feedback session using the work of Sadler
(1989) and Hattie and Timperley (2007). Sadler’s work found three elements of effective
feedback by collaboratively developing: (a) a goal for the teacher to reach, (b) an understanding
of where his or her class is currently performing on the data, and (c) how the teacher can move
from his or her current performance to his or her desired goal. Hattie and Timperley’s work
focused on how feedback can be used to enhance learning. Finally, teachers can use the principal
feedback to improve upon their instructional practices in the classroom. The ability to provide
meaningful feedback that has an impact on student performance is very important for principals
as they move their schools forward and prepare students to meet the college and career ready
standards established (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.c).

The current use of student benchmarks has increased the need for a better understanding
of student performance data and how to analyze it. Principals must be interacting with their
teachers to discuss and analyze student assessment data to increase student performance.
Principal feedback and the use of a protocol when discussing student performance results with
teachers becomes essential as more districts set out to improve principal leadership that is
transformative, especially in regard to utilizing student performance data to improve teacher
instruction and student performance.

Research Questions

The essential question that will guide the research in addressing the role principals’ play
in providing feedback to teachers to improve student performance is, do structured principal
feedback sessions with teachers on student benchmark data improve overall student assessment

performance? My research will attempt to answer the following questions:
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1. Did individual student performance on student benchmarks improve with teachers

who received structured principal feedback?

a.

Did individual student projected achievement levels improve between
benchmark 1 and benchmark 2?
Did individual student projected achievement levels improve between

benchmark 2 and benchmark 3?

2. Did the overall student performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade

Mathematics assessment at grade six improve for schools whose teachers received

structured principal feedback?

a. Did the overall student achievement level performance on the North

Carolina End-of-Grade Mathematics assessment improve from the
projected achievement level on benchmark 3?

Did the overall student achievement level performance on the North
Carolina End-of-Grade Mathematics assessment at grade six improve from
the overall student achievement level performance on the North Carolina
End-of-Grade Mathematics assessment achievement level performance at

grade five?

3. Did individual student performance in mathematics at grade six demonstrate greater

improvement from teachers who received structured principal feedback (RSF) over

teachers who did not receive structured principal feedback (NRSF)?

a. Did individual student projected achievement levels demonstrate greater

improvement from teachers RSF compared to teachers NRSF between

benchmark 1 and benchmark 2?

30



b. Did individual student projected achievement levels demonstrate greater
improvement from teachers RSF compared to teachers NRSF between
benchmark 2 and benchmark 3?
4. Did the behaviors of the Transformational Feedback Model have an impact on the
principal and teacher?
a. Did the level of trust between the principal and teacher improve?
b. Did feedback from the principal become more personalized for the
teacher?
c. Did the relationship between the principal and teacher improve?
d. Did teacher self-esteem about their student’s performance improve after
feedback conferences?
e. Are teachers able to adjust their instruction based on the principal
feedback?
f. Did teachers receive feedback from the principals that supported their
established goals for the student benchmark?
g. What do teachers learn from the principal feedback sessions that support
instructional improvement?
Study Design
The design of this study will use Creswell’s (2003) mixed method design approach using
a concurrent triangulation strategy where both quantitative and qualitative data collection is
integrated for analysis and compared to determine the results. The study will include two middle
school principals from the central North Carolina school district. The principals will work with

their two grade six mathematics teachers to provide feedback on student benchmark results. Each
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school is from one of the two feeder patterns “East” and “West” described earlier in this chapter.
The two principals will be given student benchmark data reports focused on each teacher’s
results in grade six mathematics. The student benchmark data provided will be a combination of
reports developed by the student benchmark vendor TE-21 and by the researcher.

The central North Carolina school district is administering student benchmarks provided
by the third-party vendor, TE-21 named Case 21. The school district provides TE-21 the district
pacing guide for each grade level and subject. TE-21 develops three Case 21 student benchmark
assessments for each subject and grade level with a North Carolina End-of-Grade or End of
Course state assessment for the school district based on the times during the school year the
school district requests to administer the assessments. The student benchmarks are based on the
same technical specifications found on the North Carolina End-of-Grade and End-of-Course
tests. Each student benchmark increases in length and number of questions. The first student
benchmark is based solely on the curriculum taught from the first day of school until the end of
the first nine weeks. The first student benchmark is administered the week after the first nine
weeks grading period for the school. The second student benchmark is administered after the end
of the second nine weeks grading period and covers the curriculum taught to that point in the
school year. TE-21 gives the Case 21 benchmarks more emphasis on questions on the curriculum
from the district pacing guide taught to students during the second nine weeks grading period.
Seventy percent of the student benchmark questions are on curriculum objectives covered by the
district curriculum pacing guide from the second nine weeks grading period and thirty percent
covers the curriculum objectives on the district pacing guide from the first nine weeks grading

period. The final student benchmark is given within a month of the North Carolina state testing
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window that occurs in the last ten days of the school year (North Carolina General Assembly,
2016) and covers the entire North Carolina curriculum for the subject/grade level.

The student benchmark reports included in the teacher feedback conferences will be class
performance reports for the current benchmark, comparison data to previous student benchmark
performance, item analysis on each student benchmark assessment question, and item analysis on
the curriculum objectives covered on the student benchmark assessment. Each principal will use
a feedback protocol designed for this study to guide the feedback conversation with the teacher
using the data reported on the student benchmark. As aforementioned, the protocol is modeled
after Sadler’s (1989) and Hattie and Timperley (2007) work respectfully. Copies of the principal
feedback protocol with the notes from the principal will be provided to the teacher at the end of
the principal feedback session. These principal feedback sessions will take place within a week
of the student benchmark data being received by the principal. After each principal feedback
session, both the principal and teacher will complete a survey reflecting on the feedback
conference. At the end of the school year the teachers and principals will be interviewed
separately to find out what they thought of the feedback and its impact on the instruction in the
classroom and on student performance.

Data collected from the student benchmark performance reports, the feedback protocol
used in each conference, surveys completed afterwards by the principal and teacher and exit
interviews after the study will be analyzed and compared to answer the research questions of this
study. Figure 3 outlines the study design.

Improvement Outcomes
The outcomes of this research study are to show the impact of effective principal

feedback on student performance using student benchmark assessments in grade six
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mathematics. Understanding the role principal feedback has on the use of student benchmark
assessment results will be valuable in developing a culture of continuous improvement using
student performance data within the central North Carolina school district. The five outcomes of
the research study will be:

(a) Principals in the participating school district will have a structured feedback protocol
that facilitates effective conversations between principals and teachers when
reviewing student assessment performance.

(b) Improve the student’s projected achievement level on each benchmark.

(c) Improve student achievement level performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade
assessment from grade five to grade six in mathematics.

(d) Improve teacher understanding of how to use student benchmark assessment data to
improve the instruction in their classroom.

(e) Improve communication between the principal and teacher that promotes:

a. personalized feedback

b. emotional exhilaration in the teacher

c. accomplishments made by the teacher in the classroom

Expected Findings
Principals using student benchmark data with teachers to promote student achievement is

very important in the central North Carolina school district being researched in this study. The
school district has invested an estimated $88,000 to support student achievement through student
benchmark assessments (see Appendix H). Principals need to understand how to be able to use

the student assessment data collected on student performance to have structured, timely
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conversations with teachers to discuss the student assessment data and to develop a road map to
improve student performance results on the next student benchmark assessment.

This research study is expected to yield improved student performance on student
benchmark assessments in a student’s projected achievement level and a student’s performance
achievement level on the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment. In addition, the study should
bring to light how the overall feelings the principal and teacher each express individually after
the feedback conference improved the teacher’s overall well-being as it relates to job
satisfaction.

Definition of Terms

Feedback. To guide and tutor teachers towards the realization of the established learning
goals, motivate and foster self-explanation, self-regulations, and self-evaluation (Chi, deLeeuw,
Chiu, & Lavancher, 1994) regarding their performance or understanding (Hattie & Timperley,
2007).

Student Benchmarks. Assessments given throughout the school year to give teachers
feedback on how students are performing as it relates to the standards established in the content
area and/or grade level (Coffey, 2009).

Summary

When student benchmarks were implemented during the 2015-16 school year, principals
in the participating school district were not provided direction by the school district on how to
specifically use student benchmark data results with teachers effectively. Benchmark
conversations that did take place between principals and teachers lacked guidance, structure, and

focus necessary for effective feedback. Providing direction to principals on effective use of
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student benchmark data results that gives guidance, structure, and focus through feedback is vital
to improvement in student performance and in teacher instruction.

Principals play a critical role in the quality of a school’s academic program (Bryk et al.,
1998). The need to study the area of principal feedback as it relates to student benchmark
assessment results is valuable to the school district because after the success in year one on the
North Carolina End-of-Grade and End-of-Course assessment using the student benchmark
assessments, the school district is still three points below the North Carolina state average. The
school district is not competitive with similar districts as it relates to demographics and socio-
economic status. The superintendent has established a goal for the 2016-17 school year that all
schools in the district will have a performance score of sixty or higher on the current school
performance model (G.S. 115C-83.15) used by North Carolina’s General Assembly to grade
schools in the state of North Carolina.

Two of the four schools in the school district which have never reached a performance
score of sixty under the current School Performance Grade model are the two middle schools
that will participate in the study which will focus on grade six mathematics. The last two student
cohorts to complete grade six mathematics demonstrated a decrease in performance at both the
state and district level. If the district is to be competitive with similar districts and perform above
the overall state average, the behavior of the principal interacting with student benchmark data as
it pertains to teacher instruction must be addressed.

The literature review in chapter two will illustrate the importance of the principal
delivering feedback to teachers using the transformational leadership characteristics. Two
theoretical frameworks are used to anchor the literature review and are at the core of the study.

These two frameworks are the formative feedback system (Halverson, Prichett, & Watson, 2007)
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and transformational leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1995). Blending the characteristics of
transformational leadership with feedback on benchmark results will hopefully yield improved
student performance.

These two frameworks along with a mixed method study collecting and analyzing both
quantitative and qualitative data will be used to answer the established research questions and
outcomes of the study. Data collection will take place over the 2016-17 school year using three
student benchmark assessments given by the schools in the district. Final analysis will include
data collected on the grade six North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment to determine the impact

principal feedback has on student performance.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF SUPPORTING SCHOLARSHIP

Chapter one discussed the need to support principals as they conference with teachers on
how to effectively use student benchmark assessment data to increase student performance.
Chapter two will describe the literature behind the frameworks of transformational leadership
and formative feedback and how they relate to the context of the study. The literature review will
summarize, the theoretical frameworks on feedback including the work of Halverson, Prichett,
and Watson’s (2007) formative feedback system, and the transformational leadership framework
by Bass and Avolio (1995). These frameworks will inform and anchor the methodology that will
be used to conduct the research. Utilizing the two frameworks to anchor the literature has
allowed the development of the Transformational Leadership Model (TLM). A further
explanation of the TLM is found at the end of the chapter.

Other theoretical perspectives are discussed and borrowed from within the literature and
have relevance to the overall body of work. These perspectives include, but are not limited to,
Feedback Intervention Theory (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), Goal Setting Theory (Locke and
Latham, 1990), Hierarchy of Human Needs (Manslow, 1943), Self-Determination Theory (Deci
& Ryan, 2000), and the Teacher Performance-Motivation Theory (Blase, 1982).

Testing and Accountability in North Carolina

Testing has been a part of the public-school system since the nineteenth century, but the
use of accountability to hold students, teachers, principals, and school accountable has only
become a recent phenomenon (Ravitch, 2002). The concept of testing and accountability comes
from the work by Edward L. Thorndike who wanted education to be measured based on the

principles of science to improve the professional practice of teaching (Ravitch, 2002)



In the state of North Carolina, Governor James B. Hunt in 1977 turned to testing and
accountability to promote equality in schools using minimum competency tests like the
California Achievement Test (Baker, Myers, & Vasquez, 2014). During the 1980s North
Carolina raised graduation requirements, began administering North Carolina end-of-course tests
in core subject areas in high school, and writing assessments. North Carolina stopped
administering the California Achievement Test in 1992 and started administering the North
Carolina End-of-Grade tests in reading and mathematics to all students in grades three through
eight (Baker et al., 2014).

By 1995, the North Carolina General Assembly requested from the State Board of
Education a plan for public schools that included higher accountability standards. Out of the plan
came the ABCs of Public Education where schools would be held accountable for student
performance (Blue Ribbon Commission on Testing and Accountability, 2008). In 2012, the
READY Accountability Model was introduced in North Carolina. The new model followed the
implementation of the new Standard Course of Study that included the Common Core State
Standards for English Language Arts and Mathematics. In the fall of 2014, brought the North
Carolina General Assembly’s A-F School Letter Grades to the public to communicate the
performance of each school in North Carolina (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction,
2012).

The Principalship

The origins of the principalship began in the early 1800s. As schools became larger a new
position was created, the “principal teacher” (Kafka, 2009). In the beginning, the principalship
involved taking attendance, having authority over the other teachers, and maintaining the school

grounds (Pierce, 1935). In Pierce’s research on the history of the principalship, he noted the
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principal’s importance going back to 1884, when the superintendent of the Chicago school
district declared the principal as “the prime factor in the success of an individual school” (p. 39).
The superintendent of the St. Louis schools in 1930 who echoed similar thoughts of the Chicago
superintendent when he declared:

The principal is regarded as the executive head of his school. He stands in the line of

authority, and every element of local school control is exercised through him. Corollary

to this fact the principal is the responsible agent in the school for all phases of
management and instruction. It is the business of the principal to secure the best possible

educational results and to do this with the utmost efficiency (Pierce, p. 56).

Research on the principalship began in the 1930s with only a few scholars as it related to
its origins (Kafka, 2009). Today, literature is abundant as it relates to the principalship (Bryk et
al., 1998; Fullan, 2006; Leithwood et al., 2004; Levin & Datnow, 2012; Supovitz & Klein,
2003). Shin, Slater, and Backhoff (2012) discussed the importance of principals today, when
they noted that school leadership is responsible for improving student performance results.
Researchers previously determined the principal has an important role in improving student
performance indirectly within a school (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2005; Scheerens, 2012).
Leithwood, Harris, and Hopkins (2008) said “there is not a single documented case of a school
successfully turning around its pupil achievement trajectory in the absence of talented
leadership” (p. 29).

Leadership is essential as it relates to student performance. Davis and Darling-Hammond
(2012) found principals are second only to teachers in their effect on student learning. Quin,
Deris, Bischoff, and Johnson (2015) noted the importance of principals in the era of
accountability when they concluded that achievement and growth of students is an expectation.

In schools today, principals are expected to use student data to justify their decisions and inform

decision making (Ladd, 1996). The principal, to meet these expectations, must be a
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transformational leader who builds relationships for change, communicates effectively, creates a
shared vision, and establishes expectations of their staff to improve instruction which will lead to
improved student success.

Supervision within the Principalship

School improvement and effective schools cannot happen without strong leadership
(Edmonds, 1979). Supervision of instruction by the principal can be found in the literature from
the early twentieth century (Power, 1919) that detailed a plan for principals to use when
observing teachers and giving feedback. The principalship includes a variety of tasks that must
be accomplished. Those tasks include setting the direction for the school, securing resources,
observing teachers (Griffith, 2004), and improving instruction on the curriculum (Leithwood,
2005).

Supervision by the principal at its core is working with teachers on specific ways to
improve instruction and student performance which has been defined as “supervision of
instruction” (Glanz & Behar-Horenstein, 2000). Glanz, Shulman, and Sullivan (2007) concluded
in their study with regards to supervision that it is “purposeful, targeted, and central to school
wide instructional initiatives” (p. 23). The Wallace Foundation (2012) determined through their
research, five practices that are vital to effective school leadership: (1) setting the vision, (2)
creating a healthy school climate, (3) building leadership capacity, (4) improving instruction, and
(5) managing the school environment to nurture school improvement.

Principals who practice effective supervision must understand the characteristics and
skills quality teachers must exhibit along with knowing the instructional strategies and practices

proven to work to promote student achievement (DiPaola & Hoy, 2008). This is important
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because Leithwood et al. (2004) noted that “successful leadership can play a highly significant-
and frequently underestimated-role in improving student learning” (p. 3).
The Principal as a Change Agent

Effective principals must establish a vision and have the leadership knowledge and skills
necessary to lead change and innovation (Thompson & McKelvy, 2007). The principal as the
instructional leader of the school must make the quality of instruction the priority. The quality of
instruction should reveal itself in the vision the principal has for the school (Ozdemir & Sezgin,
2002). If the principal is going to be successful at leading change, they must understand the
ability to change involves learning. The principal must encourage teachers to take risks and be
willing to adventure into the unknown as it relates to their instruction. Without this
encouragement from the principal, change will not take place in the school (Evans, 2001,
Buchanan, 2007). Understanding how change takes place is not going to lead to change. The
principal must understand the relationship between vision, creativity, and connection to ensure
that continuous growth will lead to change (Land & Jarman, 1992).

An effective leader “catalyzes commitment to a compelling vision and higher
performance standards” (Collins, 2001, p. 20). Fullan (2001) called the principal of the future
“the Cultural Change Principal” who must see the big picture as it relates to transforming an
organization. Lunenburg and Ornstein (2004) stated, “the school principal has been cited as the
most influential person in promoting school reform, change, and innovation” (p. 375). Fullan
(2002) noted that having innovative ideas and having knowledge of the change process is not the
same. For the principal to understand change, Fullan established the following guidelines: (1)
innovate selectively, (2) leaders help others assess and find meaning and commitment, (3)

leaders can’t avoid the early difficulties of trying something new, (4) successful leaders don’t
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worry about people being resistant to the change, (5) transforming a culture means changing
what people value and how they work together in the organization, and (6) it takes hard work
every day to change the organization. This follows along with Leithwood et al. (2004) three
basics of successful leadership: (1) setting directions, (2) developing people, and (3) redesigning
the organization.
Establishing Relationships for Change

Principals initiating change understand the difficulty of building relationships (Hay
Management Consultants, 2000). The focus on relationships builds a foundation for year two and
beyond (Fullan, 2002). Fullan went further in the importance of relationship building when he
suggested that leaders who can motivate and energize teachers can make a lasting effect on the
overall outlook of the organization.

Change has cither a positive or negative effect on people’s feelings (Armenakis, Harris,
& Mossholder, 1993; Lines, 2005) and the attitudes that come from those feelings play a vital
role in the ability of goals in the organization being accomplished (Faghihi & Allameh, 2012).
The principal’s behavior holds influence over a teacher’s attitude when change is taking place
(Pidert, 2000) and is vital during the implementation of change (Fullan, 1996). This means the
principal must fill the role of facilitator and supporter (Hoy & Miskel, 2001). This supportive
relationship is most likely going to lead teachers to accept the change (Boomer, Rich, & Rubin,
2005; Park & Jeong, 2013).
Establishing a Shared Vision for Change

The vision must be clear, so it can be understood, effective, and accepted (Locke et al.,
1991; Nanus, 1992). Shared vision contains two essential components that lead to a shared

direction for the organization. Those components of a shared vision are: attributes and content
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(Kantabutra, 2012). The attributes of a shared vision are inspiring, strategic, and focus on the
future. Kantabuta (2012) summarized the research on the characteristics of a shared vision.
Those characteristics are “brevity, clarity, future orientation, stability, abstractness, and
desirability or ability to inspire” (p. 1,162). The shared vision’s content must provide an image.
Kotter (2012) described vision as creating a picture of what the future could become. Kotter
further described the vision as key to the transformation of the organization.

Developing a shared vision between the leader and follower is significant for an
organizations improvement (Kantabuta, 2009; Senge, 1990). Principals must have a long-term
vision of the school because it gives them direction and a greater outlook of the organization
(Farrell, 2015). Farrell (2015) elaborated on the benefits of the long-term vision saying it enables
them “to deal with day to day operations as he/she knows what is important so that minor
situations do not deter or frustrate the leader” (p. 122). Leaders can influence student learning by
promoting a vision that supports teachers and focuses on the best instruction possible as it relates
to teaching and learning (Leithwood & Reihl, 2003).

Establishing Communication for Change

Communication is critical for planning change (Lewis, Schmisseur, Stephens, & Weir,
2006; Marques, 2010) and the foundation for leadership that is successful (Tyson, 2006). Change
fails when there is poor communication within the organization (Elving, 2005; Kavanagh &
Ashkanasy, 2006). When an organizations communication is effective the desired actions from
the people inside the organization occurs (Elving, 2005; Schweiger & DeNisi, 1991).

Communication to stakeholders about change is important because change is participative
(Barbour, Jacocks, & Wesner, 2013). When the principal is leading change, they must ensure

readiness in the organization (Holt, Armenakis, Field, & Harris, 2007; Stevens, 2013).
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“Readiness focuses on the purpose and content of communication between change agents and
organizational members” (Campbell, Carmichael, & Naidoo, 2015). Campbell, Carmichael, and
Naidoo organized effective communication by change agents into three areas. Effective
communication must be ongoing, have dialogue between all parties, and be credible. Van Dam,
Oreg, and Schyns (2008) added the dialogue regarding change efforts needs to be communicated
in a timely manner. This reduces the uncertainty and anxiety and increases trust with the leader
(Tucker, Yeow, & Viki, 2012).

Establishing School Expectations and Culture for Change

The key to increasing student performance is to establish expectations that are clear
(Rosenholtz, 1985; Supovitz & Poglinco, 2001). These clear expectations come from
establishing a vision and academic goals that are clear (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Katterfield,
2013; Murphy, 1990; Supovitz, Sirindes, & May, 2009). Those clear goals by the principal
provide teachers with “a tangible representation of what effective instructional planning and
delivery looks like...an instructional portrait they can work toward” (Supovitz & Poglinco, 2001,
p. 4).

Change cannot happen without the obligation of the followers (Bennis, 2000). Employees
must be committed (Neubert & Cady, 2001; Robinson & Griffiths, 2005) for change to occur.
Committed employees must come to the realization that the organizational change will improve
their work and that their own professional goals align with the organization’s goals (Coatsee,
1999; Fedor, Caldwell, & Herold, 2006).

The obligation for change happens because of the important role norms play in the
interactions within an organization. Norms reduce doubt, set standards, and establish suitable

behaviors (Leo & Wickenberg, 2013). Leo and Wickenberg noted the research of Hechter and
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Opp (2001) regarding how change agents must challenge old norms and transmit new norms for
the organization to move forward.
Feedback

The purpose of feedback is to provide direction to achieve or maintain a high level of
performance (Dean, Hubbell, & Pitler 2012). Narciss et al. (2014) research explained the
importance of feedback when they concluded that feedback provides information about the
current state of knowledge to improve learning. The information provided in feedback must
address the direction to improve learning and gives specific guidance on strengths and
weaknesses (Black & Wiliam, 2010). If feedback is going to be given in the way Black and
Wiliam describe, the receiver of the feedback must be able to interpret and be responsive. Their
interpretation and responsiveness is based on their own personal attributes, tensions, fear,
confidence, and reasoning processes (Eva et al., 2012; Mann et al., 2011; Sargeant et al., 2010;
van der Leeuw, Slootweg, Maas, & Lombarts, 2013).

Feedback is crucial in facilitating improvement (Sargeant et al., 2010). If left to oneself to
improve, the teacher will judge themselves as achieving proficiency while learning from
experiences declines (Eva, 2009; Eva et al., 2012). Feedback guides and tutor learners, in this
case teachers, towards the realization of the established learning goals, motivate and foster self-
explanation, self-regulations, and self-evaluation (Chi et al., 1994). Feedback to teachers
supports the growth of effective educators (Mielke & Frontier, 2012). When principals provide
feedback to teachers on student assessment results, the feedback must focus around the practices
of assessments for learning, data-driven decision-making, improving instructional performance

of the teacher, and alignment of the curriculum and instruction. Feedback must make the student
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assessment and the student assessment data meaningful to the teacher because feedback is found
to be fundamental for expertise to be gained (Ericsson, 2004).

Feedback is not uniform in how it is used or in its concept. When it comes to feedback it
is when, how, and who is giving the feedback that matters the most (Kluger & van Dijk, 2010;
Shute, 2008). The reason for its importance is that any feedback given is interpreted through the
receiver’s filters that include their views on instructional practices, the feedback provider, and
the receiver’s own abilities, along with what motivates the receiver individually, their fears, and
their own expectations (Kennedy, Regehr, Baker, & Lingard, 2009; Stewart, 2008). Eva et al.
(2012) suggested that based on Kruger and Dunning’s (1999) work that feedback is necessary,
but does not have to be part of the receiver’s self-concept to influence change in their behavior.

Hattie and Timperley (2007) developed four levels of feedback. Those four levels are;
task, process, self-regulation, and self. The most powerful of the four levels is feedback about the
task. Hattie and Timperley state that for feedback to be most effective, it needs to move from
task feedback to processing feedback, and then from processing to self-regulating feedback.

Principal feedback given to teachers must maintain confidence in the teacher based on the
study by Eva et al. (2012) and previous work done by Bandura (1997) and Teunissen et al.
(2007) focusing on self-efficacy and value of positive feedback. Eva et al. concluded that for
better or worse, it is important to consider how feedback is received and the data is interpreted.
Eva et al. (2012) noted in their research that feedback is an emotional experience for the receiver
and the conflict they must balance between is wanting to improve and the fear of “looking
stupid” (p. 23).

Principals must understand when giving feedback, the teacher may desire feedback, but at

the same time not wanting the feedback by avoiding or discounting the feedback as valuable
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(Gilbert & Wilson, 2000). There are two ongoing internal battles within a person concerning
feedback as defined by Mann et al. (2011): (a) wanting the feedback, but fearing disconfirming
information, and (b) understanding the need for feedback, but struggling to do so because it goes
against one’s self-appraisal. Mann et al. (2011) also found that even feedback that was of value
to the receiver was difficult for them to hear, accept, and use to improve. If the feedback is
disconfirming, Mann’s team found the receiver had to move past the emotional reaction of the
feedback before they could accept the feedback. The principal must understand this dynamic
before they begin giving feedback to the teacher. For feedback to be trustworthy, the principal
must give feedback that is “interpretable and palatable” (Eva et al., 2012, p. 25) through the lens
of the teacher’s perceptions and allows them to maintain their self-concept (Eva et al., 2012).

Brookhart and Moss (2015) discussed the three lenses with which feedback should be
viewed. Those lenses are: (1) the micro view, (2) the snapshot view, (3) the long view. These
three lenses allow the principal to take a step back before they provide the feedback to the
teacher. The micro view describes if the feedback will be beneficial in supporting the teacher’s
learning. The principal needs to ask themselves a few questions when they look at the feedback
from the micro view: Is the feedback descriptive? Is it timely? Does it contain the right amount
of information? Does it compare to an established criteria? Is the feedback positive and clear?
and Is the feedback specific? The snapshot view focuses on how does the feedback foster
learning for both the principal and teacher. The long view helps decide what the next steps will
be for the teacher. At the end of a feedback conference the teacher should have a clear

understanding of what they should be doing to improve their instruction.
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Feedback Challenges

Kluger and DeNisi (1996) argue that it is not just negative feedback that could cause no
improvement to occur in performance. They call feedback interventions a “double-edged sword”
(p. 275) because it is not consistent in its ability to increase performance. Their research led to
the development of their Feedback Intervention Theory. As highlighted in other research, if
feedback is threatening to one’s self-esteem the chances of it improving instruction diminishes.
Kluger and DeNisi also acknowledged in their research that if feedback includes the correct
solution then feedback has a positive effect on the outcome.

This “double-edged sword” as described by Kluger and DeNisi (1996) about feedback is
valuable and something principals should pay close attention to when they provide feedback to
their teachers in one-on-one conferences. Feedback that threatens or appears to threaten will be
lost on the teacher. Effective feedback gives details on how to improve, not just that the teacher
is doing good or bad in the classroom (Pridemore & Klein, 1995).

Feedback Systems

Halverson et al. (2007) developed a formative feedback system for educators to use to
engage with the student performance data. This feedback system links the efforts of the teacher
to the expectations in the classroom. The feedback system Halverson et al. developed is one of
the two theoretical frameworks being utilized in the methodology to guide this research study.
Instituting a feedback system, the teacher is given “accurate, incremental, and actionable
measures of student learning and behavior directly linked to the units of practice most
meaningful to classroom teaching and learning” (Halverson, 2010, p. 131).

In schools, the formative feedback system (see Figure 4) facilitates the understandings

from the classroom to the school as a whole by providing information about teaching and
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Intervention ‘

Note. Feedback Framework System is one of the two frameworks anchoring the literature
review. Formative feedback system model Adapted from Halverson (2010).

Figure 4. Formative Feedback System.
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learning with three distinct functions; (a) information signals that measure student performance
in terms of an intervention, (b) develops sensor and processing functions to assess information
signals, and (c) identify controllers that could actuate the new information in order to adjust the
instruction (Halverson, 2010).

Interventions is the method principals and teachers use to guide student learning. This
includes curriculum materials that support teachers in the classroom to promote learning.
Assessments are the sensor in the system that helps understand which information is received
from the student. Actuation is how the principal and teacher come to understand and react to the
intervention established for student leaning (Halverson, 2010).

Blanc et al. (2010) used the work previously discussed by Halverson et al. (2007) in their
own study with regards to a feedback system by focusing on smaller tasks when engaging in data
to provide feedback. These smaller tasks are called “microtasks”. These tasks include displaying
data and formulating questions. Their model of the feedback system with regards to assessment
for learning includes (a) accessing and organizing data, (b) sense-making to identify problems
and solutions, (c) trying solutions, and (d) modifying and assessing solutions (see Figure 5).

This enhanced framework by Blanc et al. (2010) that built upon the framework first
developed by Halverson et al (2007) demonstrates how important the understanding of the
concept of assessment for learning is for both the principal and the teacher prior to student
benchmark testing.

The Practices of Feedback
Feedback is made up of four practices as mentioned in chapter one. Those practices are

assessments for learning, data driven decision making, instructional improvement, and
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Note. Microtask Feedback system for engaging with data. Adapted from Blanc et al., (2010).

Figure 5. Microtasks of the Formative Feedback System.
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curriculum and instructional alignment. The four practices are the anchor to the feedback
protocol principals will use to deliver the feedback to teachers.
Assessments for Learning

The purpose of formative assessments in schools should determine what students should
know to improve instruction and support reteaching (Stiggens & Defour, 2009). Christman et al.
(2009) noted that to get greater use of the core curriculum, more work from schools was needed
to respond instructionally to benchmark results.

Blanc et al. (2010) found that assessments will contribute to improved student
performance if leaders use the assessments to “promote data-driven decision making within a
school culture focused on strengthening instruction, professional learning, and collective
responsibility for student success” (p. 206). The qualitative analysis of the study by Blanc et al.
determined that benchmark data was most likely to improve instruction when principals focused
on developing structures for teachers to be able to interpret the student benchmark results. To
strengthen a teacher’s ability to improve student performance, the teacher must be a part of the
process to change how they go about instruction.

Feedback is only effective when it is given during the process of analyzing student
performance data. Providing teachers with feedback after each student benchmark allows the
assessment to be used to improve instruction (Popham, 2008). Feedback helps to modify the
learner’s understanding and purpose of assessments, which is to improve learning (Shute, 2007).
Data-Driven Decisions

The use of data in giving feedback is valuable. The principal must understand how

influential the teacher’s own interpretation has on the data. Noted in their research, both Earl and
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Fullan (2003) and Saunders (2000) discussed that principals lack the knowledge necessary to
have a clear view of how data feedback can influence the improvement of student performance.
Saunders suggested that principals must be able to combine enthusiasm and the ability to put
things in perspective when it relates to data.

A school leader must have the capacity to enable conversations based on data (Earl &
Katz, 2006). Visscher and Coe (2003) made the argument that only schools that possess the
capacity can use data and the feedback given to facilitate improvement. Earl and Katz (2002,
2006) determined three capacities for leaders using data: (1) development of an inquiry habit of
mind, (2) being data literate, and (3) creating a culture of inquiry. These three capacities are
necessary to use the data from student assessments to give teacher feedback. Van Petegem and
Vanhoof's (2004) research determined six ways principals can better use data: (1) information
has to be perceived as relevant by teachers, (2) data has to be understood, (3) teachers need to
able to make comparisons, (4) teachers need to know how to use the data, (5) teachers need to
feel non-threatening when working on improvement, and (6) data needs to be gathered for the
purpose of feedback. These findings align with the data-driven decision-making discussed over
thirty years ago by Popham, Cruse, Rankin, Sandifer, and Williams (1985) which demonstrated
that when instructional plans from the teacher are aligned with student needs, because of student
assessment data, then the probability is there for the desired learning goals to be reached.

This data-driven decision-making model (DDDM) is made up of six tasks and comes out
of the Easton’s (2008) Cycle of Inquiry. The tasks that make up the DDDM are: conduct the
assessment, obtain the data, analyze the data, determine conclusions, plan instruction, and

implement instruction (see Figure 6).
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1. Conduct
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2. Obtain
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6. Implement
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Instruction
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from the
Data

Note. The six tasks making up the Data-Driven Decision-Making Model. Adapted from Easton’s
(2008) Cycle of Inquiry.

Figure 6. Data-Driven Decision-Making Model.
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Data has been found to create a “culture of inquiry” as stated by Earl and Katz (2002).
The problem many educators face when using data is the lack of time to analyze, engage with the
data (Ingram, Louis, & Schroeder, 2004), and the results being of quality (Lachat & Smith,
2005).

In addition to time, based on the research done by Lochmiller (2016) there has not been
much research completed with regards to feedback from data as it pertains to student assessments
from subject content. Currently most research has used data collected by principals during
observations to determine what instructional decisions need to be made.

For student performance data to be used to make data driven decisions, researchers have
found that principals must have the decision-making authority to make decisions for the school
based on the data (Datnow, Park, & Kennedy, 2008; Wohlstetter, Datnow, & Park, 2008). This
authority is seen in the ability of the principal to work with the teacher to make the instructional
improvements as they see necessary during and after the feedback session.

Instructional Improvement

The primary responsibility of a principal is to improve student performance by improving
teachers’ instructional practices (Heck & Moriyama, 2010; Robinson et al., 2008). Research has
shown that principal leadership has a significant impact on a teacher’s instructional performance
(Coldren & Spillane, 2007; Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1998;
Leithwood et al., 2004; Marks & Printy, 2003; Supovitz, Sirinides, & May, 2009). The feedback
given by the principal with regards to instructional improvement must include modeling, inquiry,
and praise (Lochmiller, 2016). Feedback assists in instructional improvement in the classroom. If
given correctly by the principal, feedback should help teachers make determinations on their

delivery of the content they are teaching (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007).
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If teachers are knowledgeable about their content area, the better they are at supporting
student understanding (Sanders, Borko, & Lockard, 1993). The content knowledge of the student
is directly affected by the content knowledge of the teacher (Han, Cetin, & Matteson, 2016).
Therefore, feedback from the principal must be timely, focused, and directly on the subject
content taught by the teacher.

If a principal neglect to give meaningful feedback to improve instruction, teachers do not
value the communication which causes disconnect as it relates to student learning (Feeney,
2007). A communication breakdown when feedback is being given will lead to a continued
misalignment between curriculum, instruction, and the assessment. For principals to foster
instructional improvement, an effective way to achieve this is to empower the teacher to make
instructional decisions they believe will benefit the student (Blasé & Blase, 1999).

Curriculum and Instructional Alignment

The quality of instruction by the teacher is the best predictor of student learning (The
National Research Council and the Institute of Medicine, 2004). Alignment to the curriculum
ensures that instruction is following the content that is covered on assessments (Squires, 2012).
Instructional alignment is one of the three vital signs of high-quality instruction according to
Early, Rogge, and Deci (2014), who defined instructional alignment as the teacher providing the
students content on time and on target for what they need as stated by the state standards and
student assessments. Polikoff (2012) noted “instructional alignment is the mediating variable
between the policy of SBR [standards-based reform] and the outcome of improved student
learning” (p. 341).

In the current state of school accountability, the current standards are the instructional

targets for teachers. If one of the purposes of assessments is to reinforce the content that is to be
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taught, then instructional alignment to the assessment should have a high correlation. The
content signals the importance of what must be taught (Polikoff, 2012). When both are aligned
then an agreement (Squires, 2012) has taken place. Schools where support is given regarding
curriculum materials was found to reduce teacher stress while energizing and making the
teachers satisfied with their jobs. (House, 1981; Singer, Marx, Krajcik, & Chambers, 2000).

There are three components of curriculum in English’s (1992) alignment matrix. These
components are the written, the taught, and the tested (see Figure 7). The written is the
curriculum published by the state, the taught is the instruction provided by the teacher, and the
tested is the assessments provided locally or by the state.

Squire’s (2012) research outlined what a district needs to establish to maximize
alignment. Regarding aligning to the curriculum, the recommendation was that activities
performed in a classroom should align to multiple standards. The structure of the curriculum
should be viewed as “tasks” that make up the objective and that only the important ones are
listed to help guide teaching. Next, Squire recommended that a management system should be in
place to make sure the curriculum is taught. The final part to maximize alignment is to use a
standardized common assessment.

The Four Actions of Feedback

Four actions are demonstrated when feedback is given by the principal. These four
actions are: relationship for change, communicate effectively, create a shared vision, and
establish expectations/school culture. The actions of feedback are what sets the overall direction

and goal the principal is establishing for the school.
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Note. Aligning the assessment to the curriculum and to instruction in the classroom. Adapted
from Squire (2012) version of English’s (1992) Alignment Matrix

Figure 7. Curriculum Alignment Matrix.
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Relationships for Change

Even though leadership behaviors have an indirect effect on student achievement, Boberg
and Bourgeois (2016) cited Bandura’s (1993) research on social cognitive theory of motivation
when they stated that leadership behaviors do have a direct effect on teacher motivation and
behaviors. Although student performance is indirectly affected by principals, Bandura’s research
found that leaders can directly influence teacher’s goal-directed actions.

When school leaders create a supportive environment, Bandura (1993) determined that
teachers are more often going to act, innovate and try to reach specific goals when they believe
in themselves. Leithwood and Jantzi (2006) found teacher’s willingness to commit to
improvement and trying new teaching strategies are correlated with the school leader’s ability to
demonstrate transformational leadership behaviors.

For a principal to provide feedback to change outcomes, they must understand they
cannot overlook the attitudes teachers have regarding change (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Clegg &
Walsh, 2004). Fullan (2007) made the point in saying that for change to occur in teachers, their
involvement in the process is critical. Principals must understand the attitudes teachers will have
towards the change taking place (Robbins & Judge, 2012). These attitudes will play a significant
role in whether the goals established are reached (Faghihi & Allameh, 2012).

Principals must provide facilitative and supportive roles when they are coaching teachers
with feedback. Hoy and Miskel (2001) determined this issue of coaching teachers to be a vital
role played by principals. Receiving the support of the principal will allow the teacher to accept

the change (Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005; Park & Jeong, 2013).
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Communicate Effectively

Wong and Nicotera (2007) stated “educational leaders are critical to the process of
improving student performance with educational accountability by preparing themselves to
provide teachers with the necessary knowledge and skills to make significant improvements” (p.
39). Marques (2010) went further by saying communication within the organization is critical as
it relates to the success of the organization. For principals to provide teachers with the necessary
knowledge and skills they must have the ability to communicate to teachers. Stated by Cherian
and Daniel (2008) and echoed by Aslanargun and Bozkurt (2012), communication by principals
to teachers is important when creating a successful educational environment. Schulte, Slate, and
Onwuegbuzie (2010) found communication as one of its major themes in surveys collected on
teachers regarding the characteristics that make an effective school principal.

As stated earlier in this review, building a relationship between the principal and teacher
is vital. Tyson (2006) concluded that communication is at the heart of successful leadership.
Effective leadership must include both the relationship and the development of a “collective
goal” (Chemers, 2008, p. 376) for work to progress (Chemers, 2008; Robinson, 2001).
Communication by principals has been found to be one of the best exhibited behaviors when it
comes to motivating teachers (Leithwood, Steinbach, & Jantzi, 2002).

Communication between a principal and teacher can be done in many ways (Young &
Castetter, 2004). One of those is through one-on-one feedback conferences that ensure clarity,
intent, and do not allow for any part of the communication to be misconstrued (Sarbaugh-
Thompson & Feldman, 1998). This is vital, based on literature brought to light earlier in this
chapter. The principal must share feedback that is direct and provides the teacher a task to

perform (Pridemore & Klein, 1995). Helmer, Holt, and Thompson (2015) concluded that
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principal communication effects campus morale as it relates to teacher perceptions. The method
the principal chooses to communicate to teachers along with the teachers’ perceptions of student
academic success are of great importance.

In the feedback conferences with teachers, principals must understand that each teacher
comes with their own perspectives. It is the job of the principal to effectively communicate to
ensure the teacher understands what they need to do to improve student outcomes through their
instruction and what they as the principal can provide as additional support because of the
student benchmark data (Burns, 1978).

Create Shared Vision

“The principal is tasked with the responsibility to set the vision and effectively
communicate why it is important and establish a direction for the future” is how Helmer et al.
(2015, p. 18) described the importance of establishing a vision for the school. Lievens, Van Geit,
and Coetsier (1997) addressed the importance of a transparent vision by saying that it is the
priority of a leader to inspire people to pursue the vision. A principal’s ability to affect
performance outcomes is tied to the school’s vision and goals (Hallinger & Heck, 1998;
Katterfield, 2013; Murphy, 1990; Supovitz et al., 2009). This is the reason Tracey and Hinkin
(1998) noted that one of the things that makes up the four components of transformative
leadership is inspiring a shared vision of the future. Power by the leader is displayed and impacts
followers through the vision (Bass, 1984).

A vision that is transformative has the potential to be very important for an organization
(Kose, 2011). It promotes new possibilities and a compelling vision for the future (Tucker &
Russell, 2004). Kose (2008) stated that effective principals can leverage a school’s vision to

improve hiring practices, curriculum development, professional learning, and school
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improvement. The development of the shared vision allows transformational leaders to achieve
extraordinary results as stated by Abu-Tineh, Khasawneh, & Al-Omari (2009).

If teachers are going to change and align with the principal’s vision they need to know
how it will benefit themselves and students (Kose, 2011). Teachers must be inspired along with
the encouraging of their heart by the leader in their building (Kouzes & Posner, 2009). In turn,
followers are empowered by the signals the leader sends regarding their capacity to achieve that
vision (Eden, 1992). Therefore, providing effective feedback to the teacher will assist principals
as they communicate their vision of the school.

Kouzes and Posner (2009) built upon their earlier work when they stated that a shared
vision motivates teachers to make informed decisions regarding instructional practices. Quin et
al. (2015) research supported the findings of Senge (2008) that found a joint vision will
encourage acceptance with regards to change efforts from the principal.

Establish Expectations and School Culture

Once teachers know and understand the vision of the principal they must understand the
principal’s expectations. A leader accomplishes this task by providing them the encouragement
and inspiration needed to attain the goals of the organization (Quin et al., 2015). This sentiment
was echoed in research conducted by Supovitz and Klein (2003) concerning the benefits when
school’s breakdown the goals into quarterly expectations that guide the school as the teachers
reached their goals.

Blanc et al. (2010) noted in their research that principal expectations made some staff feel
uncomfortable, but acknowledged and respected the principal’s commitment to students.
Establishing clear expectations about instruction is considered key to increasing student learning

(Rosenholtz, 1985; Supovitz & Poglinco, 2001).
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Katterfield’s (2013) research organized expectations established by principals into three
areas; supervision of instructional practice, instructional expectations, and conceptual
framework. Principals must discuss challenges with the teacher’s instructional practices, provide
teachers information to improve instruction, and encourage teachers to use different instructional
strategies (Bamburg & Andrews, 1991; Fink & Resnick, 2001; Katterfield, 2013; Leithwood &
Montgomery, 1982). When principals establish instructional expectations that are clear, they are
giving teachers what Supovitz and Poglinco (2001) called “a tangible representation of what
effective instructional planning and delivery looks like...an instructional portrait they can work
toward” (p. 4).

The culture of the school must be purpose driven for sustained vitality to be reached
(Holloman, Rouse, & Farrington, 2007). Principals influence performance by determining the
school’s learning-focused mission, structures, and culture to serve the mission (Hallinger, 2005).
The role of the principal as the school leader is to “nurture and sustain a culture of collaboration,
trust, learning, and high expectations” (Council of Chief State School Officers, 2008, p. 14).

If principals and teachers are going to work to improve student performance they both
have a crucial role to perform. Prior research shows that feedback is an important aspect when it
comes to improving student performance, but how exactly does a principal go about providing
the feedback to teachers in a way that promotes student performance. The feedback needs to
improve teacher understanding of how the assessments are used for learning, support data-based
decision making, ensure the alignment of instruction to the curriculum, and help teachers know
how their instruction in the classroom must improve. The transformational leadership model can

help accomplish these tasks.
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Transformational Leadership

Transformational leadership is an effort that meets the needs and helps lead followers to
an advanced level of work performance and organizational involvement by displaying respect
and encouraging participation (Burns, 1978). Bass (1985) determined that transformational
leadership is made up of four categories. The four categories are idealized influence,
inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. The work on
transformational leadership first began with Burns, continued with Bass and Avolio, and has
been expanded upon by other researchers most notably Leithwood. Transformational leadership
is the second framework being utilized to drive the methodology of this research (see Figure 8).

The principal must be a transformational leader who provides feedback that is influential,
motivating, stimulating, and individualized. A transformational leader motivates teachers to
change, improve, and be led (Balyer, 2012; Northhouse, 2001). Transformational leadership has
also been defined as the ability to increase commitment, capacity, and engage in meeting goals
(Bass & Avolio, 1997; Balyer, 2012; Chew & Chan, 2008; Den Hartog, House, Hanges, Ruiz-
Quintanilla, & Dorfman, 1997; Geijsel, Sleegers, Stoel & Kruger, 2009; Jung & Avolio, 2000;
Kreitner & Kinicki, 1998; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006; Marks & Printy, 2003; Yammarino,
Spangler & Bass, 1993).

Leithwood (1992) summarized transformational principals as having three fundamental
goals: (a) helping staff members develop and maintain a collaborative, professional school
culture; (b) foster teacher development; and (c) assisting the staff in solving problems together
more effectively. This leadership model influences the teacher’s commitment to change,

expectations, goal setting, intellectual stimulation, communication, supportive leadership, and
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Characteristics of Transformational
Leadership

Idealized Influence

+ Goals

Inspirational Motivation Build Culture

+

Intellectual Stimulation

Foster Development

Address Problems

+

Individualized Considerations

Note. The four characteristics of the transformational leadership framework. Adapted from the
works of Bass (1985), Bass and Avolio (1995), and Leithwood (1992)

Figure 8. Transformational Leadership Framework.
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personal recognition (Balyer, 2012; Chew & Chan, 2008; Gronn, 1995; Leithwood & Jantzi,
2006; Leithwood et al., 2004; Nemanich & Keller, 2007).

Boberg and Bourgeois (2016) built upon the research previously done by Silins, Mulford,
and Zarins (2002) and ten Bruggencate, Luyten, Scheerens and Sleegers (2012) that
transformational leadership influences student performance through the behaviors of the teacher
and the engagement of students. Griffith (2004) found that transformational leadership behaviors
have a positive, indirect effect on student achievement and engagement.

Transformational leadership is closely linked to positive organizational outcomes
(Avolio, Waldman & Yammarino, 1991). Leaders who engage in transformational leadership
have employees who are happier (Bono & Judge, 2003; Judge & Bono, 2000) and more
committed to their organization (Podsakoff, MacKenzie & Bommer, 1996).

The Four Characteristics and Behaviors of Transformational Leadership

A transformational leader possesses four characteristics; idealized influence, inspirational
motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration (Bass, 1984). A leader
influences staff by motivating and inspiring them to achieve the goals of an organization (Bass &
Avolio, 1995). Each characteristic should be identifiable when feedback is provided to the
teacher by the principal.

Idealized Influence

Transformational leaders influence followers to transcend self-interest for the greater
good to achieve higher performance and achieve more than they thought possible (Arnold,
Turner, Barling, Kelloway & McKee, 2007; Bass, 1984; Bass, 1999; Bono & Judge, 2003). The
influence a transformational leader has on an organization’s culture can be seen in the employees

who work in the organization (Tucker & Russell, 2004). Antonakis, Avolio, and
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Sivasubramaniam (2003) characterized idealized influence as the degree to which the leader is
admired, respected, and trusted that appeals to followers on an emotional level and actions that
are consistent with ethics, principles, and values.

There is a connection between the influences a transformational leader exhibits and a
leader who demonstrates servant leadership. Like the idealized influence of a transformational
leader, servant leadership is built on the leader putting their own self-interests to the side to
improve and build-up the people in the organization (McCuddy & Cavin, 2008). Collins (2001)
described a level five leader as one who is a servant leader. In Collins view, the servant leader
has a transformative power that lifts an organization to greatness. Greenleaf (2002) determined
that a servant leader must ask the following question to determine their own success as a leader,
“Do those who are served grow as persons; do they, while being served, become healthier, wiser,
freer, more autonomous, more likely themselves to become servants?” (p. 27).

Boberg and Bourgeois (2016) noted that transformational leaders who prioritize
instructional improvement can improve student learning. Their study questioned how a
transformational leader’s behaviors could influence student achievement. In their findings,
Boberg and Bourgeois confirmed that transformational leaders have an influence on student
achievement. Their results revealed considerable improvements over earlier student achievement
in transformational leadership models (Marks & Printy, 2003; Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008;
Scheerens, 2012). Boberg and Bourgeois (2016) state “principals can influence student
emotional engagement and achievement by fostering their teachers’ collective capabilities and
optimism about their roles in their students’ lives” (p. 370).

Students who do not feel teachers have the support of their principal will become

emotionally disengaged (ten Bruggencate et al., 2012; Boberg & Bourgeois, 2016). They go
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further to say that principals must give more attention to the engagement of their teachers both
emotionally and cognitively if they hope to influence student performance. Influence from
leaders has a positive affect when it is promoted by honesty, loyalty, and fairness (Bass &
Steidlmeier, 1999). These values strongly influence the affective, attitudinal, and behavioral
responses of individuals (Meglino & Ravlin, 1998; Rokeach, 1973). By stating the most
important values and beliefs; the leader can emphasize the importance of the moral and ethical
consequences of key decisions, in their own beliefs to influence the stakeholder’s values
(Groves, 2013). According to Sosik (2005), as expressed in Groves research, transformational
leaders build shared values with their followers through “displaying behaviors that reflect the
cherished values of the followers,” as well as by ‘shifting followers’ values into alignment with
the leader’s personal values” (p. 224)

The influence a principal has on a teacher through feedback can be divided into two
distinct areas within the area of idealized influence as a part of the overall idea of
transformational leadership and principal feedback. Those two areas are goal setting and create
meaning.

Idealized Influence and Goal Setting

Transformational leaders influence followers by motivating and inspire them to achieve
organizational goals (Bass & Avolio, 1995). Bandura’s (1993) study as stated earlier in this
literature review found leaders can influence goal-directed actions. If these goals are supportive
to the environment, then teachers are more likely to act, innovate, and persevere toward those
goals that have been set. Goal setting is an important strategy for building a culture of shared
leadership (Newman, 2012). Goal setting that is challenging and difficult rather than “do your

best” has a significant impact on employee motivation and results in higher performance
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(Latham & Yukl, 1975; Locke, 1968). Marsh and Farrell’s (2015) work found the goal-setting
process prevalent in the schools they studied showing how school leaders can support teachers
with data-driven decision-making.

Goal setting to improve student performance is an essential step in the feedback process.
Principals must build unity around these goals and make it the responsibility of all teachers to
build a culture in the school where all teachers are engaged and ensure collective ownership for
success or setbacks (Spillane, Diamond, & Jita, 2003; Spillane, Halverson, & Diamond, 2004).
When principals and teachers are goal setting they are focused on teaching and determining the
learning priorities (Newman, 2012). The ownership of the goal otherwise known as goal
commitment must be present to increase student performance. Commitment to the established
goal can only be present if the goal is difficult, but attainable (Hollenbeck, Klein, O’Leary, &
Wright, 1989). Hollenbeck et al. (1989) found in additional studies that with a higher level of
commitment to the established goals, individuals identify strongly with the work they are
performing. Spillane, Halverson, and Diamond (2004) pointed out that ensuring the ownership of
the goal(s) by the teacher allows the leader to practice more effectively and efficiently. Locke
and Latham (2002) stated that goals are directive and focus attention on the behaviors necessary
to reach the intended goals. The increase attention allows the teacher to keep the goal in mind as
they plan lessons and work directly with students (Locke & Bryan, 1969).

Idealized Influence and Creating Meaning.

To help with goal setting and motivation the leader must demonstrate the ability to help
teachers create meaning behind the data. Teachers need to be able to imagine the future
outcomes by being motivated and inspired by the transformational leader (Bass & Avolio, 1995).

Motivation by an individual is the primary focus of Locke and Latham’s (2002) Theory of Goal
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Setting. Earl and Fullan (2003) found that schools who gather and summarize relevant data can
use it to make decisions. It will also allow these schools to be more at ease with interpreting and
applying the data. If school leaders are going to be comfortable with interpreting data so teachers
can create meaning from the data, teachers must be given as many opportunities as possible to
interact with it (Murray, 2013). Holloman et al. (2007), quoted Fullan (1991, p. 48) as saying that
“meaning fuels motivation; know-how feeds on itself to produce ongoing problem solving.”

Setting goals and creating meaning for what a teacher is doing in the classroom because
of feedback provides teacher motivation and reduces unnecessary stress for the teacher. Two of
the three areas of a stressed teacher are emotional exhaustion and a reduction in a sense of
accomplishment. When teachers become emotionally exhausted they no longer experience
positive feelings about their work which leads to a deterioration of their practice in the classroom
(Maslach, 1978). A principal who understands the idea of motivation in their approach in giving
feedback to a teacher promotes vitality within the teacher and energizes their work (Malik &
Macintosh, 2015).

Inspirational Motivation

Idealized influence and inspirational motivation are key to a leader’s ability to formulate
and articulate the shared vision of the leader (Dionne, Yammarino, Atwater, & Spangler, 2004).
Burns (1978) referred to motivation as one of the three main domains of a follower’s
development. Recent studies have shown a connection between transformational leadership and
employee motivation (Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Hersey and Blanchard (1996) said
transformational leaders manifest passionate inspiration which empowers followers and

intensifies motivation (Masi & Cooke, 2000).
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Followers of transformational leaders show a level of energy not found in non-
transformational leaders (Congor & Kanungo, 1988) and selectively increase motivation that
leads to increase commitment to the vision and mission (Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993).
Leaders who demonstrate this practice of increase motivation are leaning on the self-
determination theory work of Deci and Ryan (2000) that focuses on human motivation and the
desire of people to grow and realize their own potential. Dutton (2003) found that positive
relationships can have an energizing effect on individuals, boost moral (Dutton & Heaphy,
2003), and facilitate learning and growth (Dutton & Ragin, 2006). This commitment leads to an
increase in internal motivation that replaces infrequent extrinsic incentives (Srithongrung, 2011).
For an employee to be motivated by their work, the mission they are undertaking must be
meaningful (Rainey & Steinbauer, 1999). This idea of the importance behind the mission was
also backed in the work by Goodsell (2012) who noted the importance as it pertained to
recruiting, retaining, and motivating employees. Two areas in which transformational leaders
should be promoting inspirational motivation is through the idea of vitality and energizing
connections.

Inspirational Motivation and Vitality

Vitality is a central source for life in all living organisms (Malik & Macintosh, 2015).
Clark, Boyer, and Concoran (1985) described vitality as “essential yet intangible positive
qualities of individuals and institutions that enable purposeful production” (p. 3). More recent
research has defined vitality in the workplace as a spirited behavior as it relates to life both
mental and physical (Kark & Carmeli, 2009), the possession of enthusiasm, compassion,
dedication, vigor, creativity, and regeneration (Baldwin, 1990). Ryan and Bernstein (2004)

concluded vitality as “a dynamic phenomenon, pertinent to both mental and physical aspects of
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functioning and thus refers to a person who is vital as; energetic, feeling alive, and fully
functioning” (p. 274). If a school is to have sustained vitality, it is the responsibility of the
principal to set the tone. If the principal has not formulated the purpose of the school, failed to
maintain integrity, and lack personal character, then teacher burnout increases which undermines
the entire school’s vitality (Holloman et al., 2007).
Inspirational Motivation and Energizing Connections

For employees to experience vitality in the workplace they must experience a heightened
feeling of energy that is called Energizing Connections (Dutton, 2003). This experience is
developed through professional relationships. In a study, Gersick, Bartunek and Dutton (2000)
found these professional relationships are more important in the lives of educators than in other
professions. Malik and Macintosh’s (2015) study confirmed that the development of energizing
connections has an important value in creating a sense of vitality which in turn supports a higher
level of goal commitment. Malik and Macintosh (2015) went further to say that “by cultivating a
socially energizing culture, managers may be able to counter the effects of an increasingly
demanding work place” (p. 72). Gorton (1982) described job satisfaction as a person’s ability to
meet their needs both personally and professionally as the employee. Littrell, Billingsley, and
Cross (1994) found a connection in their study between high job satisfaction and principals
offering both emotional and informational support. That support reduced teacher stress and
improved teacher commitment.

People, in general, have a desire to want to become all that they can be in life (Maslow,
1943). Teachers need an environment that motivates them. Education, in general, is emotionally
and physically taxing on teachers (Kokkinos, 2007). The principal’s responsibility is to establish

a culture that provides opportunity whether it is through connections between the teacher and the
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principal (Habegger, 2008) or in the teachers’ satisfaction about the job they are doing in the
classroom with students (Song & Alpaslan, 2015). Teachers can be motivated in their jobs if the
environment created by the principal stimulates them professionally through reflective practices
and their own self-esteem.
Intellectual Stimulation

When teachers are involved with a variety of professional activities within the school
they begin to stimulate their own professional development and the overall development of the
school which leads to improvement of the entire school (Smylie & Hart, 1999). Robinson et al.
(2008) found that principals of high performing schools have clear standards and give regular
feedback to teachers. When done effectively, feedback stimulates reflection and has a positive
impact on teachers, which leads to innovative teaching. (Blasé & Blasé, 1999). Teachers who are
intellectually stimulated are willing to question old assumptions (Geijsel et al., 2009). Previous
research has focused on the professional activities that stimulate teacher learning including
reflection and collaboration among others (Kwakan, 2003; Meirink, Meijer, Verloop, & Bergen,
2009). Teachers can receive stimulation in their work through peer interactions in the exchange
of feedback (Kohler & Ezell, 1999). When teachers ask for or receive feedback, they receive
information that is looking critically at themselves to motivate performance (van Woerkom,
2004). If teachers are going to be stimulated within their jobs, they need the knowledge of how
to teach well and how to improve themselves (Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 1999).
Intellectual Stimulation and Reflection

Runhaar, Sanders, and Yang (2010) made the logical connection that if a leader is
transformational, they can stimulate teachers to be reflective and to seek feedback. Principals

who are instructional leaders provide teachers the opportunity to reflect upon and improve their
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teaching that facilitates teacher growth and continuous learning which leads teachers to new
insights about their teaching practices (Murphy, 1990; Supovitz & Poglinco, 2001) and decisions
(Farrell, 2007, 2013, 2015; Farrell & Jacobs, 2016) through questioning and investigating
(Smyth, 1992). Van Manen (1995) defined the process of reflection for teachers as self-
examination and continuous learning.

Loughran (2002) concluded that reflection is important and valuable to the cognitive
process and has been backed by other researchers (Bode, 1940; Boud, Keogh, & Walker, 1985;
Dewey, 1933; Hullfish & Smith, 1961; Russell & Munby, 1992). A school atmosphere that is
focused is one that allows for “relentless reflection” (Holloman et al., 2007, p. 438). Farrell and
Jacobs (2016) drew on Dewey’s (1933) research revolving around the three most important
attitudes a learner must display: being open-minded, responsible, and wholehearted. They stated
that effective reflection must be accompanied by a set of attitudes with regards to teachers using
reflection.

Marcos, Miguel, and Tillema (2009) summarized and broke down teacher reflection from
previous works on the topic as two components that are interwoven: action and thought. This
concept is exemplified when the principal comes in to assist the feedback process in the feedback
sessions. Strong leaders understand that they must interact with teachers, provide feedback, and
stimulate reflection (Colby, Bradshaw, & Joyner, 2002). This idea was echoed in Tuytens and
Devos (2010) research where they found feedback during a teacher evaluation stimulated teacher
reflection.

Intellectual Stimulation and Self-Esteem
The transformational leader must embrace the role self-esteem plays in using feedback

with teachers to insure a positive impact on student performance. Self-esteem is the way a person
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perceives and evaluates oneself (Miller & Moran, 2012) and their beliefs about themselves
(Myers, 2007). Esteem is one of the five motivations Maslow (1943) described in his hierarchy
of needs. Maslow described esteem as two parts; desire for achievement and desire for
recognition. In Lohan and King’s (2016) review of the literature on self-esteem, they noted
Gutman and Schoon’s (2013) work on the three variables of non-cognitive learning attributes.
Those variables are: self-efficacy defined as the belief in one’s ability to succeed, global self-
concept which reflects one’s perceptions of past achievements, and domain specific self-concept
that focuses on one’s achievements in an area(s).

Self-efficacy creates a foundation for motivation and commitment (Trentham, Silern, &
Brogdon, 1985; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) and is a predictor of effectiveness (Reilly,
Dhingra, & Boduszek, 2014). Researchers have found that self-efficacy improves job satisfaction
(Caprara, Barbaranelli, Steca, & Malone, 2003; Chen, Goddard, & Casper, 2004; Skaalvik &
Skaalvik, 2007) for teachers, who are then more likely to feel confident in their ability to reach
established goals (Skaalyik & Skaalvik, 2007; Vaezi & Fallah, 2011). The topic of teacher self-
efficacy is an important area that has been addressed by the research (Duffin, French, & Patrick,
2012; Woolfolk-Hoy, Davis, & Pape, 2006). High self-esteem is directly related to a person’s
well-being and happiness (Brown, 1998; Diener, 2000). This confidence in a teacher’s own
ability leads to happier and more effective teaching in the classroom (Crane, 1974; Schultz &
Hausafus, 1982), which leads to teachers having the ability to accurately evaluate themselves
(Vukovich & Pfeiffer, 1979).

A teacher’s self-efficacy is closely aligned to broad instructional areas, motivation, and
performance of students (Caprara et al., 2006; Hoy & Woolfolk, 1993). Teachers with a high

sense of self-efficacy will view a student’s difficulties as something that can be resolved (Garcia-
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Ros, Fuentes, & Fernandez, 2015). This belief in being able to address and accomplish student
difficulties was described by Tschannen-Moran, Woolfolk-Hoy, and Hoy (1998) as teacher
efficacy. To maximize teacher satisfaction, principals need to support teachers in becoming more
effective (Song & Alpaslan, 2015).

Runhaar, Sanders, and Yang (2010) found teachers who believed in their ability could
deal with the difficulties in their job because of their self-efficacy to be reflective and seek
feedback. In addition, their study found a positive relationship between being able to reflect and
occupational self-efficacy. The relationship between the principal and teacher is what promotes
the effectiveness of reflection on improving instruction (Schon, 1983; McAlpine, Weston,
Beauchamp, Wiseman, & Beauchamp, 1999) and the self-efficacy necessary to work through
tough times when instruction is not promoting improved performance (Bandura, 1994). Song and
Alpaslan (2015) suggested three things to increase teacher satisfaction; (a) providing more
curriculum materials, (b) build cooperative relationships, and (c) more professional development
opportunities. This relationship between the principal and teacher must be individualized where
trust is built and the attention the teacher is receiving is personalized.

Individualized Consideration

Individualizing leadership for teachers is an important aspect to their success in the
classroom. A principal’s leadership includes impacting instructional practices through
individualized efforts to improve instruction and student achievement (May & Supovitz, 2011).
The individual learner is paramount in the learning process. In this case, the teacher is the focus
of the learner-instructor transaction and is adapted to the individual’s characteristics (Gogoulou,
Gouli, Grigoriadou, Samarakou, & Chinou, 2007). When individualizing, the transformational

leader is using motivational theories that discuss the importance of learner control. This control
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gives the learner the ability to make choices, affect outcomes, and experience competence, and
evoke sustained and intense effort (Lepper, 1985). Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2015) noted
May’s and Supovitz’s work when discussing principals individualizing teacher efforts to
improve instruction which leads to student performance. A transformational leader must
individualize feedback to teachers, so it is personalized and assists in building trust between the
principal and the teacher.
Individualized Consideration and Building Trust

Trust is a core component of leadership (Handford & Leithwood, 2013) and the
development of trust at work is built by the organization’s leader (Creed & Miles, 1996;
Fairholm, 1994; Shaw, 1997). Handford and Leithwood (2013) called trust the “lubricant” for
most organizational interactions based on the findings of Fukuyama (1995) and Luhmann
(1979). Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2015) noted that trust is increasingly being recognized as
an essential element in “vibrant, well-performing schools” (p. 257). Trust is composed of
multiple components and dimensions which change based on the nature and importance
according to the context, relationship, tasks, situations, and people concerned (Hardy & Magrath,
1989). Building trust takes patience and time (Hoy & Tschannen-Moren, 1999). Although trust
does not have one defined definition (Givens, 2008) a common focus has been on interpersonal
relationships and the ability to allow oneself to be vulnerable (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman,
1995). Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (1998) defined trust as “one party’s willingness to be
vulnerable to another party based on the confidence that the latter party is (a) benevolent, (b)
reliable, (c) competent, (d) honest, and (e) open” (p. 334). The transformational leader’s ability
to build trust is essential in the relationships between themselves and each employee (Butler,

Cantrell, & Flick, 1999; Gillespie & Mann, 2000; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter,
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1990; Podsakoff et al., 1996; Simon, 1995). Geijsel, Kruger, and Sleeger’s (2010) research
concluded that building trust and “creating a joint focus on discovering the relevance of the data”
(p. 73) in feedback are two of the learning functions in school improvement.

Trust reduces social complexity (Handford & Leithwood, 2013) and “Schools are
fundamentally social institutions that depend daily on the quality of the interpersonal relations
with which they are imbued” (Goddard, Salloum, & Berebitsky, 2009, p. 293). Teachers must be
a part of the social arena within a school because it is an aspect of the job, are reliant on and must
trust other teachers to be effective and reach the goals they have set (Bryk & Schneider, 2002;
Forsyth, Adams, & Hoy, 2011; Van Maele & Van Houltte, 2014).

Trust within a school’s collaborative culture affects the effectiveness the learning
community has on student performance (Byrk & Schneider, 2002; Forsyth, Barnes, & Adams,
2006). Teachers’ trust in leaders can be found in student achievement (Bryk & Schneider, 2002),
leader-follower relationships (Podsakoff et al., 1990), and citizenship behaviors in the
organization (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; McAllister, 1995). When trust between the principal and
teacher occurs, the conditions lead to inspired teachers who produce more effort and
achievement (Chugtai & Buckley, 2009; Forsyth & Adams, 2014; Handford & Leithwood, 2013;
Notman & Henry, 2011; Salfi, 2011; Tschannen-Moran, 2003, 2009; Zeinabadi, 2014). As trust
builds the job satisfaction of the teacher will increase (Braun, Peus, Weisweiler, & Frey, 2013).
Researchers have defined job satisfaction as a person’s positive and/or negative thoughts and
feelings to their profession (House, 1981; Sunal, Sunal, & Yasin, 2011).

High quality teaching cannot take place in the school environment that lacks trust (Byrk
& Schneider, 2002). If the trust between the leader and the employee declines, then hesitation

begins to affect the employees drive to take risks which causes them to put up a greater defense
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against betrayal and only look out for their own interests (Kramer & Tyler, 1996). Teachers will
lose trust in their principal when they think the principal is not competent or reliable when they
need resources to improve instruction was how Van Maele and Van Houtte (2014) used to
describe the fragileness of trust in the leader-follower relationship. If trust within the
organization is not high, the ability to help improve teacher knowledge and skills is diminished
(Louis, 2006; Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Tschannen-Moran (2004) found teachers who
experience distrust will begin to minimize their vulnerability to the principal which will result in
an increase in disengagement.

When trust is present, cooperative behaviors; personal engagement, information sharing,
and relying on others are most likely to be present in the organization (Costa & Anderson, 2011;
Louis, 2007). Trust is valuable when data is shared because teachers will have a sense of
vulnerability (Hallam, Smith, Hite, Hite, & Wilcox, 2015). Without that high degree of trust,
teachers may not share valuable information, thus limiting their growth professionally (Cosner,
2011; Goddard, Gooddard, & Tschannen-Moran, 2007; Harris & Jones, 2010; Tschannen-
Moran, 2001).
Individualized Consideration and Personalization

A leader who builds trust with their teachers is one who is personalizing their
interactions. This idea of personalization is the third factor as it pertains to addressing burnout
and eliminating unnecessary stress for teachers. When leaders are using individualized
consideration, they are treating their employees according to their individual needs and abilities
(Bolkan & Goodboy, 2009). As discussed earlier, the other two factors related to preventing
burnout; emotional exhaustion and reduction of personal accomplishments are addressed in

inspirational motivation. When a teacher begins to no longer care about students or their own
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performance in the classroom they begin to develop the components of a stressed teacher
(Maslach, 1978).

A transformational leader personalizes their relationship with the teacher to demonstrate
the care and respect they have for the teacher in their school. Karapinar (2015) connected his
findings to previous research that found the principal and teacher establishing a relationship that
is personalized is needed so they can work together to improve (Hampden-Turner &
Trompenaars, 1993; Wasti, Tan, & Erdil, 2011). Learners who experience personalization in
their own learning are found to experience greater outcomes and satisfaction from their work
(Waldeck, 2007). Teachers who can experience an environment in the feedback session that
provides personalization may lead to a stronger focus on improvement (Frymier & Houser,
2000). In addition, having the personal needs of the teacher fulfilled will likely lead the teacher
to experience positive results in their classroom instruction (Brann, Edwards, & Myers, 2005;
Myers & Bryant, 2004).

Transformational Feedback Model

As mentioned at the beginning of this chapter a new theoretical framework was
developed based on the literature review related to the importance of feedback and
transformational leadership. This concept is called the Transformational Feedback Model (TFM).
Based on the research related to both professional feedback and transformational leadership, this
model provides a foundation for principals to use with teachers to give feedback that promotes
formative feedback and the transformational leadership characteristics. The TFM can result in
supportive relationships between the principals and teachers, improved instruction in the
classroom, increases in student performance, and an enhanced culture of transformational

leadership among teachers.
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The TFM (see Appendix 1) allows principals to exhibit those transformational leadership
characteristics (individualized consideration, idealized influence, inspirational motivation, and
intellectual stimulation) through the four practices of feedback (assessment for learning, data
driven decisions, instructional improvement, and instructional alignment) to drive the four
actions of feedback (relationships for change, effective communication, shared vision, and
establishing expectations and culture to promote improvement in teacher instruction, the
principal-teacher relationship, and increased student performance.

This theoretical model is circular because the characteristics, behaviors, practices, and
actions circulate around each other. The entire model is anchored by the four characteristics of
transformational leadership which is why they are place outside the circle. The transformational
leadership characteristics are initially placed outside the circle because all four transformational
leadership characteristics encompass all aspects of the TFM. The outside ring of the TFM are the
behaviors associated with the transformational leadership characteristics. Two behaviors are
associated with each transformational leadership characteristic. The characteristic and behaviors
are as followed: (1) Idealized Influence-goal setting and create meaning; (2) Inspirational
Motivation-vitality and energizing connections; (3) Intellectual Stimulation-reflection and self-
esteem; (4) Individualized Consideration-building trust and personalization. The
transformational leadership behaviors are what the principals should exhibit to the teacher in the
feedback conferences. The eight behaviors identified by the literature serve as the foundation to
the feedback being given. Principals must model these eight behaviors in their communication
with the teachers both verbally and in writing.

The inner ring contains the four practices of feedback. These practices provide specific

information to the teacher when feedback is provided by the principal. The four practices are not
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specific to any one behavior. Each practice is used when giving feedback to demonstrate the
transformational leadership characteristic behaviors. The four practices allow the feedback from
the principal to be specific and support the principals’ ability to foster understanding with the
teacher about what they know, want to know, and need to know.

Located in the four quadrants in the center of the TFM are the four actions addressed in
feedback from the principal to the teacher. These four actions are the results created when
principals provide feedback to teachers that is transformational. For principals to move a school
forward and get the results expected, the teacher needs to know the purpose of the feedback.
Feedback begins the process of change in the classroom, allows a shared vision to inform the
teacher the direction in which the school is going, communicating effectively with the teacher
exactly what needs to take place instructionally in their classroom, and establishing the
expectations and culture that supports instructional improvement and student performance.

The TFM is not limited solely to educational leadership. The TFM can be used by leaders
and supervisors in any profession to provide feedback to an employee to improve performance.
The TFM is adapted for use outside the educational setting. The only difference between the two
models are the terms used for the practices of feedback. Appendix J demonstrates the flexibility
of the TFM to cross occupational lines and support transformational feedback to improve
performance in an organization.

Summary

The principal must provide feedback to teachers for student performance to improve. The
principal must exhibit those transformational leadership characteristics of: idealized influence,
inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration as outlined in

the literature. Feedback by a principal must be given to support teachers’ understanding that
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assessments are for learning, results from the benchmark drive data decision making, lead to
instructional improvement, and align the curriculum and instruction being taught. A
transformational leader understands the role effective feedback practices has on the instructional
supervision of the principalship that is conveyed through the feedback actions of building
relationships for change, effective communication, a shared vision, and establishing expectations
and culture of a school.

Since the late 1800s schools have been expected and held accountable for student
performance in some way, shape, or form. At the same time schools became accountable, the
principalship rose to prominence and the principal became the central figure around improving
instruction and student performance (Pierce, 1935). This expectation of principals to lead schools
that promotes teaching and learning still exists today in the high-stakes area of school
accountability at the national and state level (National Association of Elementary School
Principals & National Association of Secondary Principals, 2013).

Two theoretical frameworks are the backbone of this literature review. These frameworks
are the formative feedback system (Halverson et al., 2007) and the transformational leadership
model (Bass & Avolio, 1995). The work of Halverson et al. showed what feedback does when
given from one person and received by another. Bass and Avolio broke down the characteristics
that are necessary for leaders to lead change and move an organization forward. The aspects of
both frameworks give light to the new theoretical model developed for this research study titled
the Transformational Feedback Model.

Chapter two introduced the concepts of feedback and transformational leadership and

how the two are intertwined as they relate to improving teacher instruction and student
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performance. Chapter Three will discuss the mixed method design of the study that will be used

to implement the Transformational Feedback Model.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

Chapter Two provided the theoretical frameworks and the literature addressing both
formative feedback and transformational leadership. The research of both frameworks supports
the researchers study design to improve student performance through principal feedback to
teachers on student benchmark assessments. This chapter will provide a description of the study
as it relates to the purpose, setting, participants, and the innovation called the Transformational
Feedback Model (TFM). A logic map is found in this chapter to help the organization of the
study followed by the instruments, data collection, and the timeline of the study.

Defining the Purpose of the Study

This mixed method study will address the role principals play in improving student
performance through student benchmark data feedback sessions with teachers. An embedded
mixed method design will be used for this study, and it is a design in which one data set provides
a supportive and secondary role in a study based primarily on the other data set. The primary
purpose of this study will be to use student performance data on student benchmark assessments
to test the theory of the TFM. Utilizing the four characteristics found in Transformational
Leadership, and its corresponding behaviors the principals will influence positive student
performance results by giving feedback to teachers focused on the feedback practices:
assessments for learning, data driven decision making, instructional improvement, and
curriculum and instructional alignment in order to promote the actions of feedback: relationships
for change, effective communication, a shared vision between the principal and teacher, and
establish expectations and a culture in the school. A secondary purpose of the study will be to
gather qualitative data from feedback conferences through surveys given to principals and

teachers afterwards that will explore the effects of the TFM on student benchmark performance.



The reason for collecting the secondary database is to determine if the behaviors of the TFM
yields improved student performance on benchmarks.
Setting and Participants

This study will take place in a central North Carolina school district. The school district
serves nearly 9,000 students and has a total of sixteen schools; eight elementary, four middle
school, and four high schools. The demographics of the school district are 31% African-
American, 48% Caucasian, 17% Hispanic, 3% Two or More Races, and 1% Other (North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2016c). As a district, the percentage of economically
disadvantaged students is 57% (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2015a).

For this study, two of the four middle schools in the school district will participate. The
two middle schools in this study are located on opposite ends of the school district. A table has
been provided showing the enrollment, demographic, and economically disadvantage breakdown
of each middle school (see Table 9). The participants of the study will involve the two grade six
mathematics teachers at each middle school along with the principal of each middle school.

The grade six mathematics teachers selected at the two middle schools were chosen based
on data from the middle schools previous two cohort performances and the regression in
mathematics performance as it relates to the cohort’s performance in grade five mathematics
compared to grade six mathematics. In addition, these two middle schools are a part of the two
high school feeder patterns described in chapter one for demonstrating the largest performance
regression in the district. Middle School A located in the “East” high school feeder pattern is the
only middle school that feeds into the high school in that area of the district. Middle School B

located in the “West” high school feeder pattern is one of two middle schools that students can
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Table 9

Participating Middle School Breakdown

Demographics (%)

Location School  Enrollment  African American Caucasian Hispanic Two or More Other EDS
East A 659 25 51 19 3 2 61
West B 569 29 56 11 3 1 44

Note. Adapted from data reported by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (2016c). EDS stands for Economically
Disadvantage.



attend that feeds into the high school. The researcher chose Middle School B because the other
middle school in the high school feeder pattern has only one teacher at the grade level teaching
the subject content.

Innovation

The innovation for this research study is to use the TFM that has been developed from the
literature in chapter two to support principals in their work to improve teacher instruction and
student performance. The TFM is derived from the theoretical ideas of the formative feedback
system (Halverson et al., 2007) and the transformational leadership model (Bass & Avolio,
1995). The other theoretical frameworks the influenced the TFM were the Feedback Intervention
Theory (Kluger & DeNisi, 1996), Goal Setting Theory (Locke & Latham, 1990), Hierarchy of
Human Needs (Manslow, 1943), Self-Determination Theory (Deci & Ryan, 2000), and the
Teacher Performance-Motivation Theory (Blase, 1982).

The TFM’s four practices of feedback; assessments for learning, data decision making,
instructional improvement, and curriculum and instructional alignment are influenced by the
three functions of Halverson et al.’s (2007) formative feedback system. The functions of the
formative feedback system are: (a) informational signals that measure student performance in
terms of interventions, (b) the development of sensors and processing functions to assess
information signals, and (c) identifying controllers that could actuate the new information to
adjust the instruction.

As the principal addresses the practices of the TFM to teachers, they must demonstrate
the eight behaviors which derive from the four characteristics of Bass and Avolio’s (1995)
transformational leadership framework: idealized influence, inspirational motivation, intellectual

stimulation, and individualized consideration.
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These characteristics and behaviors are displayed in the feedback by the principal through
the actions of: relationship for change, effective communication, developing a shared vision, and
established expectations and culture with the teacher. Addressing these four actions in their
feedback, principals will foster stronger relationships with their teachers that will open
communication that is focused on improvement in the instructional abilities of the teacher and
reducing teacher stress.

Logic Model

The logic model for this study will provide a description of the process that will take
place during this study. Included in each of the elements is information as it relates to the
instruments and data collection procedures. A detailed description of the instruments and data
collection procedures for the study are located after the elements on the logic model. The nature
of the instruments being used and the collection of data will address the research questions. This
study is framed with the hypothesis; principal feedback to teachers on benchmark performance
will improve student performance. The research questions for this study are as followed;

1. Did individual student performance on student benchmarks improve with teachers

who received structured principal feedback?
a. Did individual student projected achievement levels improve between
benchmark 1 and benchmark 2?
b. Did individual student projected achievement levels improve between
benchmark 2 and benchmark 3?
2. Did the overall student performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade
Mathematics assessment at grade six improve for schools whose teachers received

structured principal feedback?
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a. Did the overall student achievement level performance on the North Carolina
End-of-Grade Mathematics assessment improve from the projected
achievement level on benchmark 3?

b. Did the overall student achievement level performance on the North Carolina
End-of-Grade Mathematics assessment at grade six improve from the overall
student achievement level performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade
Mathematics assessment achievement level performance at grade five?

3. Did individual student performance in mathematics at grade six demonstrate greater
improvement from teachers who received structured principal feedback (RSF) over
teachers who did not receive structured principal feedback (NRSF)?

a. Did individual student projected achievement levels demonstrate greater
improvement from teachers RSF compared to teachers NRSF between
benchmark 1 and benchmark 2?

b. Did individual student projected achievement levels demonstrate greater
improvement from teachers RSF compared to teachers NRSF between
benchmark 2 and benchmark 3?

4. Did the behaviors of the Transformational Feedback Model have an impact on the
principal and teacher?

a. Did the level of trust between the principal and teacher improve?
b. Did feedback from the principal become more personalized for the
teacher?

c. Did the relationship between the principal and teacher improve?
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d. Did teacher self-esteem about their student’s performance improve after
feedback conferences?

e. Are teachers able to adjust their instruction based on the principal
feedback?

f. Did teachers receive feedback from the principals that supported their
established goals for the student benchmark?

g. What do teachers learn from the principal feedback sessions that support
instructional improvement?

A logic model has been developed for this study. The conventional elements of a logic
model (resources, input, output, and outcomes) are provided. Additional details about the
elements of the logic model including how the instruments and data collection fit into the model
are found after Figure 9.

Resources

This study will involve resources that will assist in providing quantitative and qualitative
data. These resources will consist of human capital, student benchmark assessments,
performance data from the district student benchmarks and the North Carolina End-of-Grade
assessments, the feedback protocol, and principal and teacher surveys.

The human capital in this study will include the two principals and four grade six
mathematics teachers at the two middle schools. Principals and teachers will generate data that
will be collected through the feedback protocol developed for the study titled the Principal and
Teacher Conference Handout (PATCH) during the feedback conferences and surveys completed
by both following the feedback conferences. The teachers involved will have multiple class

sections whose student benchmark data will be provided individually and consolidated. The
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Resources

¢ Principals and Teachers

o Student Benchmark Assessments

o Student performance data

e Principal Feedback Protocol Worksheet

e Survey Forms from Principals and Teachers
o Interviews with Principals and Teachers

Outcomes

¥

Activities

e Trainings on TFM with Principals

e Administration of the student benchmarks

o Feedback sessions between principal and teacher

¢ Principal and teacher surveys after feedback
sessions

o Interviews with Principals and Teachers at the
end of the study

Short-Term Long-Term

e Increase self-esteem of
teachers from feedback on
student benchmark e Teachers personalize
performance instruction for individual

e Improve teacher students
understanding of how to use e Teachers become
data to inform instructional transformational leaders in
changes the classroom

e Improve principal/teacher
relationships

¥

Impact

A 4

Outputs

e Increase in student proficiency

¢ Increase projected proficient student’s projected
proficiency

o Behaviors observed in feedback conferences yield
student improvement

e Determine the perceptions of the feedback
conference from principal/teacher

e Determine the effect of the teacher’s self-esteem

e Increase school performance of the sixth-grade mathematics
cohort in the study
e Establish a feedback protocol (PATCH)
e Improve teacher instruction and understanding of data
e Communication improves between the principal and teacher that
promotes:
o Personalized feedback
o Emotional Exhilaration in the teacher
o Accomplishments made by the teacher in the classroom

Figure 9. Principal Feedback Logic Model.




feedback given by the principal will address the overall benchmark performance data for all
students instructed by the teacher.

Student benchmark assessments will be created by the vendor TE-21 that the district has
contracted. A student benchmark assessment is given each nine weeks and is based on the
district’s pacing guide. Curriculum specialists for the district submit to TE-21 which curriculum
objectives will be taught using the district pacing guide that was developed within the school
district. The first student benchmark assessment assesses only the curriculum taught during the
first nine weeks of school. The second student benchmark will be made up of the curriculum
taught since the administration of the first student benchmark assessment and will include major
concepts taught during the first nine weeks. The technical breakdown on the second student
benchmark assessment after the second nine weeks is 70% of the questions are from the second
nine weeks and 30% of the questions are from the first nine weeks. For the final student
benchmark given within the last month of school, eleven weeks after the second student
benchmark assessment, will assess the entire curriculum of the subject/grade level. The technical
specifications of all three student benchmark assessments is similar to the test specifications for
the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction,
2016a).

During the teacher feedback conference, each principal will use the feedback protocol,
PATCH (see Appendix K). The principal will complete the PATCH to use during the feedback
conference with the teacher and the teacher will receive a copy at the end of the conference. The
principal will also provide the researcher a copy to use in the analysis of the study. A copy will
also be kept by the principal to use as needed for any follow-up conversations or observations

they have with the teacher.
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The surveys principals and teachers will complete after each feedback conference will
measure the eight behaviors of the TFM: vitality, connection, self-esteem, reflection, goal
setting, create meaning, build trust, and personalized and the four practices of feedback:
assessment for learning, data driven decision making, instructional improvement, and curriculum
and instructional alignment on a rating scale.

After the three benchmark assessments and teacher feedback sessions are complete, both
the principals and teachers in the study will be interviewed about their experience. The
interviews will be a follow up to the questions asked on the surveys.

Activities

The activities in this study will include the quantitative data collected through the student
benchmark and state assessments. The qualitative data collected from the PATCH used during
the feedback conferences, surveys completed after the feedback conference, and exit interviews
conducted at the end of the study. The data collected from the student benchmark assessment
will be displayed using reports developed by the student benchmark vendor TE-21 and the
researcher of the study. All data reports provided to the principal and the teacher are the same
reports that all other principals and teachers receive in the district after each student benchmark
assessment.

Each principal will attend a one-on-one training conducted by the researcher on how to
use the PATCH effectively and demonstrate feedback to teachers using the TFM. The trainings
will last between forty-five and sixty minutes and will take place prior to the first feedback
conference. During the training, the principal will be exposed to the research behind the TFM.
This will include information on the formative feedback framework and the transformational

leadership model framework. Following the frameworks, the professional development will
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focus on the areas of the TFM and how to use the PATCH. Attention will be given to how to
demonstrate the TFM behaviors in the feedback conversation, how the practices of feedback are
communicated using the PATCH, and how the behaviors and practices communicate the actions
a leader is communicating in their leadership. During the training, the principal will have the
opportunity to practice completing the PATCH and provide a miniature version of the feedback
conference using beta data reports provided by the researcher for training purposes only. The
training materials used with the principals can be viewed in Appendix L.

Within one week of the student benchmark assessment or North Carolina End-of-Grade
assessment data being received by the principal, a feedback conference between the principal and
teacher will take place in a location agreed upon by both individuals. During the feedback
conference, the principal will use the PATCH to provide feedback to the teacher. The feedback
conference should be scheduled to last between twenty and thirty minutes. During the feedback
conference, the teacher is encouraged to ask questions for clarity and to discuss their own
thoughts about the student performance data. The teacher should also share how they are wanting
to adjust their own instruction and performance goals they have for the class or themselves.

A survey will be given to both the principal and teacher following each feedback
conference. This will need to be completed within twenty-four hours of the feedback conference.
The survey will focus on the perceptions the principal and teacher had of the feedback, the
conference, and their thoughts going forward.

At the end of the study after all three rounds of teacher feedback sessions have been
completed and results have been provided from the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment the
researcher will complete an interview with each participant. The interview questions will be on

the same topics as the surveys the participants will be completing throughout the study.
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Outputs

The outputs of this study will relate to the stated goal, which is to determine if student
performance on benchmark assessments is positively affected by principal feedback given to
teachers related to the student benchmark assessment results using the TFM. This study will
determine if the number of students projected to be proficient from one student benchmark to the
next student benchmark increases, if students already projected to be proficient on the previous
student benchmark increase their projected proficient achievement level, and the perceptions of
how the teacher feedback conference from both the principal and teacher point of view impacts
the student performance on the next student benchmark assessment.

Outcomes

The outcomes of this study are separated into short- and long-term outcomes. The
outcomes are reflective of the eight behaviors of the TFM. The reason for the distinction of short
and long-term goals is directly related to the scope of this study. The overall goal of the study is
to see student performance increase in the first year of the implementation and if the principal
and teacher are going to develop the partnership necessary for improvement to take place in the
future.

The short-term outcomes will focus on the teacher’s self-esteem as the result of the
principal’s feedback on student benchmark performance and improve the teacher’s ability to
reflect on the data to initiate instructional changes. These two short-term goals are important for
the study because they will build the foundation for the long-term outcomes. The short-term
outcomes focus is on the teacher’s mind set as it relates to their self-efficacy and ability to use
the data on their own. These goals will support the long-term outcome of establishing teachers

who are transformational leaders in the classroom. Teachers must have strong positive feelings
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about their ability to teach students and how to analyze the data feedback from student
benchmarks or other data collected, reflect on the results of the data, and engage in adjusting
their teaching in response to the student outcomes. This will allow for additional adjustments
between student benchmark results leading to the long-term outcome of the study to personalize
learning for students.

As for the long-term outcomes of the study, the outcomes are to improve the relationship
between principal feedback and teacher instruction, so student learning is personalized, and
teachers begin exhibiting the characteristics of transformational leadership in their classroom.
For meaningful conversations about data and what is best for students, the principal and teacher
need an established relationship that is built on trust and respect. The feedback conference
provides the conduit for the relationship between the principal and teacher to establish a
connection, establish goals, create meaning behind what they are doing, and support teacher
vitality. Teachers will then be empowered in their own ability to support each student to
personalize learning which will enable them to be transformative leaders in the classroom.
Impact

The impact of this study will be on student performance that can be measured in
quantitative data methods using results on student benchmark assessments and the North
Carolina End-of-Grade assessment in grade six mathematics. Impact will also be measured using
qualitative data from the analysis of the PATCH used during the teacher feedback conferences,
and surveys given after the feedback conferences to the principals and teachers. This study will
focus on two middle schools at grade six mathematics, but in the future, the researcher wants the
TFM implemented district-wide to support all principals and teachers to improve instructional

practices and student performance.
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For the principals and teachers involved in this study, the impact will be to increase
school benchmark performance on the grade six mathematics cohort, establish the feedback
protocol called PATCH to facilitate effective conversations between the principal and the teacher
through direct feedback, improving teacher instruction and teacher understanding of how to use
data to improve their own instructional practices in the classroom, and improve communication
between the principal and teacher through personalized feedback, emotional exhilaration within
the teacher, and the recognition of accomplishments made by the teacher.

Instruments and Data Collection

This mixed method design approach using a concurrent triangulation strategy will consist
of both quantitative and qualitative data. Data collection will include student benchmark
assessments administrated by the school district and the North Carolina End-of-Grade
assessment performance results in grade six mathematics, teacher feedback conference
communication from the PATCH, and individual surveys completed by the principal and teacher.
Each type of data collected will be analyzed to answer the questions in the study along with
determining if the goals of the study are attained.

Quantitative Data

The quantitative data will consist of two types of data on student performance; student
benchmark assessment performance results from all three student benchmarks in grade six
mathematics and student performance results from the grade six North Carolina End-of-Grade
assessment in mathematics. Student performance data will be collected by TE-21 and the North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) and reported using reports developed by the

student benchmark vendor TE-21, NCDPI, and the researcher.
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Student Benchmark Performance Data and Reports

The student benchmark performance data will provide teachers with specific data per
student in the teacher’s class. The data provided to the researcher by the vendor is shared through
a File Transfer Protocol (FTP) using Citrix ShareFile software. The only people with access to
this site and data is the vendor TE-21 and the researcher.

The student benchmark data Class Report (see Figure 10) from the vendor TE-21 will
give teachers data on the overall assessment results for each student. This includes the
percentage of questions a student correctly answered, the projected achievement level that is
provided by TE-21 based on the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment achievement level
scales for the grade level and subject. Included with the projected achievement level is a “+” or
“-” indicating the projection is at the top or bottom of the achievement level. If the projected
achievement level does not include a “+” or “-” then the projection is found in the middle of the
achievement level. Each Class Report includes the projected achievement level achieved by each
student as it relates to the Depth of Knowledge and curriculum standard of each question. A
handout on how to use the Class Report has been created by the researcher for the principal and
teacher to use in case there are any questions regarding the report during the feedback conference
(see Appendix M).

TE-21 provides a second report for principals and teachers to review called the Class
Item Analysis Report. This report is a roster of all students in the class and provides the answer
each student provided to each question on the student benchmark assessment. Correct answers
are colored light green and incorrect answers are colored in light red. Included in the report is the
correct answer to each question, the objective covered by the question, the Depth of Knowledge

of each question, the percentage of students in the class who got each question correct, and the
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400

CLASS NC 2015-16 BENCHMARK TRADITIONAL CASE
REPORT 6TH GRADE ELA 1ST ADMINISTRATION
Assessment items: 30 Total Outcomes DoK Results Strands Genres
James, P Proj DoK | DoK | DoK Read Read
Period: 2 Pct Ach Sugg 1 2 3 Lit Info Lang Fict | Nonf | Poet | Sci |SocSt| Tech
Total Scores: 20 Corr Lvl Marks n=8 | n=15 | n=7 n=12 n=11 n=7 n= n=5 | n=4 | n=5 | n= n=4
Alan, Michael 43.3 2- 71-D 2 2 1 1 3 3 1 3 3 3 2 2
Anderson, Jarvis 40.0 1+ 69-F 2 2 1 1 2 1 1 3 3 2 1 1
Clayton, Kendra 60.0 3- 78-C 2 4 1 2 3 5 1 3 3 3 5 3
Crudup, Natalie 76.7 4+ 91-B 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 1 5 3 5 4
Davis, Maria 96.7 5+ 100-A 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Dragaj, Sestina 63.3 3 82-C 2 3 4 4 2 5 3 5 1 2 5 3
[Dugan, Saria 66.7 3+ 84-C 5 3 3 4 3 5 5 1 1 5 3 3
Elphman, Grace 56.7 3- 77-C 5 3 1 3 2 3 2 4 1 2 D 3
Field, Rodney 733 4 89-B 5 5 2 2 5 5 5 1 5 5 5 4
Groden, Shelley 53.3 2+ 75-D 5 2 1 3 1 3 3 4 1 2 3 2
Hackett, Brian 70.0 4- 86-B 3 4 4 4 3 5 4 3 3 3 5 4
Jackson, Sarah 66.7 3+ 84-C 5 4 2 4 3 3 4 3 4 3 3 3
Lance, Sean 60.0 3- 78-C 2 3 3 2 3 5 3 1 3 3 5 3
Montague, Shiela 90.0 5 98-A 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5
Nealson, Rashawn 80.0 4+ 92-B 5 5 3 5 5 3 5 4 5 3 5 4
Paton, Trevaugn 63.3 3 82-C 5 3 2 5 3 1 5 3 3 2 2 3
Peirce, Roberto 86.7 5 97-A 5 5 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 5 5 5
Reed, Felicia 33:3 1- 62-F 2 1 1 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 3 1
Sanders, Kecia 73.3 4 89-B 3 4 4 3 5 3 4 1 5 5 5 4
Sears, Kelli 46.7 2 72-D 1 2 2 1 3 3 1 1 3 5 3 2
Tot Avg Proj Avg DoK | DoK | DoK Read Read
Class, Sch, & District |Val Pct Perc Sugg 1 2 3 Lit Info Lang Fict | Nonf | Poet | Sci |SocSt| Tech
Summary Sco Corr Prof | Marks n=8 | n=15 | n=7 n=12 n=11 n=7 n=6 | n=5 | n=4 | n=5 | n= n=4
James, P 20 65.0 75.0 83-C 3.7 3.5 2.6 32 3.3 3.8 341 28| 32|34 40]:32
Northside 81 61.4 59.3 82-C 3.7 3.3 2.5 3:0 33 3.7 381 26| 33]32]39]31
District 301 58.2 52.1 80-C 3.6 3.3 2.4 2.9 32 37 A |27 3113013930

Note. This is an example of the report provided by TE-21 (2017).

Figure 10. Class report.




percentage of students in the grade level at the school who correctly answered the question (see
Figure 11). A handout on how to use the Class Item Analysis Report (also includes information
on the consolidated item analysis) has been created by the researcher for the principal and
teacher to use in case there are any questions regarding the report during the feedback conference
(see Appendix N).

Three additional reports for the principals to use and provide to the teacher to support the
teacher feedback conferences will be created and provided by the researcher. The three reports
created by the researcher are the Class Performance Dashboard Report, the Consolidated Item
Analysis Reports, and the Class Roster Analysis Report. These three reports are developed in
Microsoft Excel using Pivot Tables and formulas. The student benchmark vendor TE-21
provides the researcher a data extract from each benchmark result that gives all data collected on
each student in one report by subject and grade level for the district. This extract report is used to
populate the necessary data into the student benchmark reports developed by the researcher. The
three reports were developed by the researcher based on data conversations with the district’s
superintendent, district curriculum leaders, and principals in the school district.

The Class Performance Dashboard Report is focused on students who were proficient on
the previous school year on the grade five North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment or
designated in a meeting before the 2016-17 school year between the principal, superintendent,
and district leaders as possible proficient students at the end of the 2016-17 school year. This
report is not focused on all students in the teacher’s class so not all students will be populated on
the report. The students that are on the report are placed into one of three categories: Core
Instruction, Remediation, and Critical Care. The three categories are visualized in a Performance

Triangle on the report along with the number of students in the teacher’s class who meet the
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Teacher:

Note. This is an example of the report provided by TE-21 (2017).

Figure 11. Item analysis report.

Period:

Subject:

School:

Item Numbers 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
CC Standard RL2.2|RL2.4|RI2.2|RI2.7| L2.3|RL2.2|RL2.4|RI2.2|RI2.7| L2.3|RL2.2|RL2.4|RI2.2|RI2.7| L2.3 |RL2.2
Depth of Knowledge 1 2 1 3 2 2 1 1 3 2 2 1 2 3 1 2
Reading Category Cog | CrSt | Cog | Cog |CrSt| CrSt | Cog | CrSt| Inte | Inte | CrSt | Inte | Con | Cog | Inte | Cog
Genre Fict | Fict | Fict | Fict | Fict | Fict | Scie | Scie | Scie | Scie| Scie | Poet | Poet | Poet | Poet| Poet
Class Percent Correct 0.90 | 0.85]0.35|0.70]|0.75] 0.75 | 0.85 |0.70] 0.35]|1.00] 0.75 | 0.35 | 0.80]0.25]0.80| 0.70
School Percent Correct 0.9210.87 |0.46|0.65]|0.89| 0.65 | 0.89 [0.80]0.53]0.90| 0.78 | 0.57 | 0.80]0.29]0.75| 0.51
Correct Answer D A C D B C B C B D A D B A C A
studentl D A C D C D A D B C A
student2 D A C D B C B C B D A D B C A
student3 D A D B C B D A D C A
student4 D A D B B C D A D B C
student5 A C D B C B C D A B A
student6 A D B B D A B A C
student?7 D D B C B C D B C A
student8 D A B C B C B D A D A C A
student9 D A C D B C B C D A D B C A
student10 D A C B C D A D B

studentl1l D A B D B A

student12 D A D B C B C D A B A C A
student13 D D B C B C D A C A
student14 D A "B A B [ c | B | D] A B C
student15 D A D B C B C D A B C A
student16 D D B C B C B D B C A
student17 D A C D B

student18 D A C D C B C B D B A C A
student19 D A B C B B D C A
student20 D A C D C B C B D B C A




criteria for each category. The roster of students on the report is given and a checkmark is placed
in the category based on the student’s performance using the following criteria.

Students who fall into the Core Instruction category are students who are projected to be
proficient on the grade six End-of-Grade assessment using the Class Roster Report from the
student benchmark with the achievement level three or higher. These students are not requiring
additional instructional support then what is being provided to the entire class of students.

The Remediation category are students who have a projected achievement level of two
plus up to three minus. These students need additional remediation in addition to the core
instruction they are receiving to strengthen their skills so their projected achievement level on the
next student benchmark assessment is a level three or higher.

The final category is called Critical Care. Students who are in this category received a
projected achievement level two or lower and were designated as students who were expected to
be proficient at the beginning of the school year. These students will need a plan to provide
additional instructional support to fill in the gaps in their learning which is causing the student to
perform under the expected performance based on data from the Grade Five End-of-Grade
mathematics assessment.

Additional data is included on the Class Performance Dashboard (see Appendix O) as it
relates to the established classes performance goal, class performance on the student benchmark
assessment, the grade level goal on the subject, the grade level performance on the student
benchmark assessment, and previous benchmark performance results that will be populated on
the report after the second and third student benchmark assessment. The Class Performance
Dashboard was developed through conferences with principals that were led by the district’s

superintendent (P. Mubenga, personal communication, July19-20, 2016). A handout on how to
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use the Class Performance Dashboard Report has been created by the researcher for the
principals and teachers to use in case there are any questions regarding the report during the
feedback conferences (see Appendix P).

The Consolidated Item Analysis Report takes the data provided by TE-21 on the Class
Item Analysis report (see Appendix Q) and groups the student benchmark questions by objective
and gives both the percentage of students instructed by the teacher who got each question correct
and the overall average of correct answers on the overall objective. This report is created in
Microsoft Excel using Pivot Tables. The report can be given with all the teacher’s sections
together or set up to compare each section the teacher teaches in the subject. The report will be
given to the principal and teacher both ways to support the teacher feedback conference. As
stated previously, a description of how to use the Item Analysis Reports is in Appendix N.

The Class Roster Analysis report (see Appendix R) will only be provided to the principal
and teacher after the second and third student benchmark assessment results. The report will
provide multiple data points. The Class Roster Analysis report was developed through
communication between the researcher and the district’s superintendent (P. Mubenga, personal
communication, February 16, 2016). The first data point will be an overall comparison of the
teacher’s overall class benchmark performance from the first benchmark to the second
benchmark and from the second benchmark to the third benchmark. The second data point will
provide the class’s trending data on how many students achieved a higher projected achievement
level (Upward), stayed at the same projected achievement level (Flat), or moved down in their
projected achievement level (Downward). The third data point is an achievement level

breakdown that compares the number and percentage of students at each projected achievement
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level on each student benchmark assessment. The final data point is a class roster that lists every
student and their projected performance level on each benchmark. Projected achievement levels
are color coded based on the following criteria: Level 1; dark red, Level 2; light red, Level 3;
yellow, Level 4; light green, and Level 5; dark green. Any student who did not participate in the
student benchmark assessment has no achievement level and is colored white. The column after
the projected achievement level for each student is a trending column. Using the criteria
described above about the trending data point each student has an arrow that represents one of
the three trending directions. The trending arrows are: upward (A), flat (»), and downward (V).
These arrows are used to calculate the trending data points. The researcher has developed a
handout for the principal and teacher to refer to during the feedback conference if needed to help
understand and use the report (see Appendix S).
End-of-Grade Performance Data and Reports

The North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment data is populated in a couple of reports that
display the student performance results. The two reports for this study that will be used and
given to the principal and teacher as it relates to this study are the Class Roster Report (see
Figure 12) and the Achievement Level Performance Report (see Figure 13). The Class Roster
Report will list all the students instructed by the teacher along with their performance on the
grade six mathematics End-of-Grade assessment by achievement scale score and achievement
level. Also included in the report is the quantile level and percentile rank of the scale received by
the student based on the 2013 statewide test data for North Carolina in the grade level/subject
assessment. The Achievement Level Report gives the number of students who achieved each
performance level along with the overall number of students and percentage of students in the

class who received a level three or higher and designated as Grade Level Proficient by the
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF NORTH CARQOLINA END-OF-GRADE TESTS
Grade ELA/Reading and Mathematics Class Roster

LEASchCode = HdrSchoalllame =
Instrlame = ClassPeriod =
TestDates =
Reading Scores 4 Mathematics Scores 2
2013 2013
Scale Pl Ach. Scale Pl Ach,
Student Name Score  lexle ¥ Rank 2 Level Score Quantile ¥ Rank 3 Level
1 440 750L 12 1 450 890Q 50 2
2 450 985L 39 2 446 800Q 36 2
3 464 1310 86 4 464 11850 92 5
4 44) 795L 16 2 47 825Q 39 2
5 459 1HHL 7» 4 453 950Q 82 4
6 455 1L 57 4 453 9500 62 4
7 472 1500 98 5 461 11250 8 5
8 462 12650 81 4 454 975Q 65 4
g 450 11251 60 4 453 950Q 62 4
10 458 170 o8 4 456 1015Q 72 4
u 457 11450 64 4 449 865Q 47 2
12 443 8201 18 2 441 6950 20 1
13 : 465 13351 88 5 - 461 11250 8 5
14 439 725L 1 1 439 655Q 14 1
15 443 g20L 18 2 450 80Q 50 2
16 444 840L 20 2 439 655¢ 14 1
17 457 1450 o 4 446 800G 36 2
18 433 5851 4 1 448 845Q 42 2
19" 455 oL 57 4 455 950 69 4
20 450 9851 39 2 441 6959 20 1
21 461 12400 77 4 453 9500 62 4
2 455 oL 57 4 456 05 72 4
. Class Mean 4507 450.7

1 There are 56 ltems on the reading test,

2 There are 60 ltems on the mathematics fest, Eleven of the 60 ifems are gridded response items.
3 The percentile ranks were established from 2013 statewlde test data.

¥ For more information on the Lexile and Quantile Measures, visit
http://wvw.nepublicschools.org/accountabllity/lexilequantileinfo

Note. Example of the Class Roster Report. Created by NCDPI through WinScan program (North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2014b).

Figure 12. Class roster report.
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PUBLIC SCHOOLS OF NORTH CAROLINA END-OF-GRADE
Achievement Level Grade Frequency Report

LEASchCode = HdrSchoolName =
InstrName = ClassPeriod =
TestDates =
Percent Cumulative Cumulative
ELA/Reading Achievement Levels Frequency of Total Frequency Percent
1 1 435 - 1 4.35
2 9 39.13 10 43.48
3 5 21.74 15 65.22
4 7 30.43 22 95.65
5 1 4,35 23 100,00
Total 23
Met College- and Career-Readiness Standards Met Grade-Level Standards -
Number at Levels 4, 5 8 Number at Levels 3, 4, 5 13
Percent at Levels 4, 5 34.78 Percent at Levels 3, 4, 5 56.52
Percent Cumulative Cumulative
Math Achlevement Levels Frequency of Total Frequency Percent
1 2 8.70 2 8.70
2 7 30.43 9 39.13
3 2 8.70 i1 47.83
4 10 43.48 21 91.30
5 2 8.70 23 100.00
Total 23
Met College- and Career-Readiness Standards Met Grade-Level Standards
Number at Levels 4, 5 12 Number at Levels 3, 4, 5 14
Percent at Levels 4, 5 52.17 Percent at Levels 3, 4, 5 _60.87

* 'Blank' are students that did not have an achievement level because they were marked absent,
exempt LEP for ELA/reading, a transfer student, used an invalid accommodation or had a
misadministration. The frequency of the 'Blank’ category Is not included in any calculations.

Note.. Example of the Achievement Level Performance Report. Developed by NCDPI using the
WinScan program (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2014b).

Figure 13. Achievement level performance report.
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standards set in the grade level and subject by the North Carolina Department of Public
Instruction.

All data from the North Carolina End-of-Grade Assessment is housed on the computer
provided by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI). The computer and
scanner used to score and receive results is in the office of the researcher whose job in the district
is the Director of Testing and Accountability. The office can only be accessed by the researcher
and includes its own security system to enter the office. Only two keys in the school district can
be used to gain access to the office where the computer is located. The researcher is in
possession of one key and the other key is in another office in case the original key has been lost.
The program used to scan the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessments and view the data
results is called WinScan which was developed by NCDPI (see Appendix T). The WinScan
program will be used by the researcher to scan all North Carolina End-of-Grade assessments,
match all data to the correct student, edit the data for any issues discovered by the program, and
to upload the data to a secure server at NCDPI by way of Secure File Transfer Protocol (SFTP).
The data transfer is completed over a Secure Shell (SSH) data stream. Access to the data is only
granted to employees at NCDPI who are in the Accountability Services Division who met the
requirements established by NCDPI and the researcher, who is the sole school district designee
who is allowed access to the data on the Secure Shell.

Qualitative Data

The qualitative data will consist of two types of data collected. A copy of the feedback

protocol, PATCH completed by the principal, surveys the principals and teachers will complete

following the teacher feedback conference, and interviews conducted at the end of the study.
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Feedback Protocol

The feedback protocol named the PATCH as discussed earlier in this chapter will be used
by the principal to provide direct feedback and give structure to the feedback conferences with
the teachers. The protocol has four sections that following the four processes of feedback as
discussed in the literature review in chapter two. The four processes that form the feedback
protocol are; assessment for learning, data driven decisions, instructional improvement, and
curriculum alignment. These processes align with the research discussed in chapter two about
effective feedback using Sadler’s (1989) research; (a) a goal for the teacher to reach, (b) an
understanding of where his or her class is currently performing on the data, and (c) how the
teacher can move from his or her current performance to his or her desired goal.

The topic section titled “Assessment for Learning” asks four questions that the principal
will answer with bullet points. Each question allows the teacher to provide their own input while
the principal and teacher are discussing the feedback. The questions are: “What did we learn
from the assessment results?”, “What is our goal for the next benchmark?”, “What do we need to
do moving forward to reach our goal(s)?”, and “What were/are factors effecting instruction in
your classroom?” The principal is asked to provide multiple remarks to each question and
include any additional thoughts from the teacher.

Sections two through four are focused on each of the remaining three practices of
feedback: data, instruction, and curriculum. Each section allows the principal to rate and/or
provide comments regarding the three processes.

A rating scale accompanies the areas of instruction and curriculum. The purpose of the
rating scale is to give principals a way to set the direction of the feedback as it relates to the

practice of feedback. An example of the rating scale is: (a) above target, (b) on target, and (c)
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below target. By checking a box on the rating scale, the feedback becomes more direct and
increases the chances for the feedback to be effective. A comments section is provided and will
be used by the principal to give additional information to the teacher to support instructional
improvement and curriculum alignment.

Feedback needs to communicate current student performance. The “Data Results” section
of the PATCH includes a highlights and trends section to allow the principal to communicate to
the teacher conclusions on the student benchmark data along with positive outcomes and missed
opportunities as it relates to the student benchmark data. In the “Instruction” section of the
PATCH is a practice and improvement area. Each area includes a rating scale along with a
comments section for the principal to complete. The rating scale allows the principal to provide a
generalization of the teacher’s instruction based on the student benchmark results. The comments
section allows the principal to be more specific and allows the teacher to synthesize the
information to make the necessary improvements in their instruction. The “Curriculum” section
as with the “Instruction” section includes two areas: alignment and improvement. Each area has
a rating scale and comments section. As with the “Instruction” section, the rating scale is to
provide a generalization of the teacher’s instructional alignment to the curriculum and the
comments allow the principal to give direct feedback to support the teacher in adjusting the
curriculum alignment in their instruction.

Teacher Feedback Conferences

As discussed earlier, the teacher feedback conferences will take place no more than one
week after the student benchmark performance or the North Carolina End-of-Grade performance
data has been provided to the principal from the researcher. The feedback conferences should

take no more than twenty to thirty minutes and take place within one week of the data being

112



made available. The reason for the established times is related to giving immediate feedback
(Shute, 2008) in a timely manner that is direct and gives the teacher specific things to do to
improve student benchmark performance and bring closure to the feedback process after the
North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment results. The principal will use the PATCH to structure
the feedback conference. The location of the feedback conference will take place in a designated
location agreed upon by both the principal and teacher. When the conference is over the principal
will make a copy of the PATCH for the teacher to refer to later.
Feedback Conference Surveys

To measure the impact, the feedback conference had on both the principal and teacher a
survey will be provided to each. The teacher survey is eighteen questions (see Appendix U) and
the principal survey is thirteen questions (see Appendix V). The principal and teacher surveys
will be provided four times between November 2016 and May 2017 after each of the four teacher
feedback conferences. The surveys consist of questions measuring the principal and teacher’s
perceptions and feelings after the teacher feedback conference. The items on the survey were
rated using a scale specific to the question being asked. These scales were match to the question
that were balanced on a bipolar scale using consistent labels. The surveys measure the eight
behaviors of the transformational feedback framework: vitality, connection, self-esteem,
reflection, goal setting, create meaning, build trust, and personalized and the four processes of
feedback. All surveys will be administered within twenty-four hours of the feedback conference
while thoughts, attitudes, and take ways are still fresh in the minds of the principal and teacher.
This survey will be completed after each teacher feedback conference. Each teacher will

complete the survey three times during the study and principals will complete each survey after
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each teacher feedback conference which will total the survey responses from each principal to
six times during the study.

Surveys will be administered using Qualtrics Surveys through East Carolina University
and the data collected will be housed through the researcher’s Qualtrics account provided by East
Carolina University. Each of the three surveys will be the same, but data collected will housed by
benchmark so data from the survey from one teacher feedback conference will be separated from
the survey data from another teacher feedback conference. This will allow the researcher to
analyze the data based on current results and across the entire three teacher feedback
conferences. Principals and teachers will have to sign in to their district email account and their
names and a timestamp of when the survey is being completed will be collected. The purpose of
their names being identified by the researcher is to connect the survey results with the teacher’s
student benchmark assessment results. The timestamp when the survey was completed will be
kept knowing if the survey was completed within twenty-four hours of the conference.
Participant Interviews

Interviews will be conducted with all participants once all data has been received from
the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment. These interviews will provide all participants the
opportunity to add additional information not gathered from the three survey results. Each
interview will be conducted in a one-on-one environment and the interview will be recorded for
data analysis using the NVivo program. The NVivo program allows for audio recordings to be
uploaded and transcribed (QSR International, 2016). The transcriptions allow the researcher to
code themes found in comments made in the interviews by the participants. Questions developed

for the interview will follow along with the topics on the surveys (see Appendix W and X).
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Timeline of the Study

The timeline of this study will span from August 2016 through July 2017. During this
time, three student benchmark assessments and one North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment
will be completed. After each student benchmark assessment and North Carolina End-of-Grade
Assessment, data will be collected on the student benchmark assessment, completion of the
PATCH, feedback conferences, and surveys will be conducted. During and after the data
collection process the data will be analyzed. A summary of the actions and procedures being
undertaken during the time of the study has been provided in Table 10.

Summary

The methodology of this study will involve an embedded mixed method design using a
Concurrent Triangulation Strategy to test the Transformational Feedback Model. Both
quantitative and qualitative data will be used to determine if the goals set forth in the study were
accomplished. Data will be collected over three student benchmark assessments and the North
Carolina End-of-Grade assessment. Data from the student benchmark performance and North
Carolina End-of-Grade performance, the feedback protocols, surveys and interviews will be
analyzed from one student benchmark to the next over all three student benchmarks and the
North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment to determine the impact the principal feedback had on
the teacher’s instruction and student performance on the student benchmark assessments and on

the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment in grade six mathematics.
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Table 10

Timeline of the Study

Sequence Actions Procedures
August to *Establish principals and teachers for the
September  study
2016
*Train Principals on using the Feedback *Training for Principals
Protocol *Gather data from student
*Administration of first student benchmark  benchmark assessments
*Provide Principals student performance *Produce student benchmark
October to
November date_l reports performance reports
2016 *Principals schedule feedback conferences *Collect copy of PATCH and
with teachers Survey Results
*Principals complete feedback protocol *Analyze data collected
and discuss with teacher in conference
*Principals and Teachers complete survey
*Administration of second student *Gather data from student
benchmark benchmark assessments
*Provide Principals student performance *Produce student benchmark
January to dat ¢ £ ¢
February ata reports performance reports
*Principals schedule feedback conferences *Collect copy of PATCH and
2017 .
with teachers Survey Results
*Principals complete feedback protocoland  *Analyze data collected
discuss with teacher in conference
*Principals and Teachers complete survey
*Administration of third student benchmark  *Gather data from student
*Provide Principals student performance benchmark assessments
data reports *Produce student benchmark
May 2017 *Principals schedule feedback conferences performance reports
with teachers *Collect copy of PATCH and
*Principals complete feedback protocol and  Survey Results
discuss with teacher in conference *Analyze data collected
*Principals and Teachers complete survey
*Collect copy of PATCH and
June to *Administration of North Carolina End-of-  Survey Results
August Grade assessment *Analy_ze data coII_ec_ted
2017 *Interview all Participants

*Develop conclusions from data
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to determine if structured principal feedback sessions with
teachers on student benchmark assessments improved overall student assessment performance.
In determining if the structured principal feedback sessions made a positive impact on student
assessment performance in mathematics, results were examined from student benchmark
assessments, North Carolina End-of-Grade assessments, surveys from the participating principals
and teachers, and interviews with the principals and teachers.

Research Questions

The study was anchored by four research questions to determine the effect of structured

principal feedback sessions with teachers on student benchmark assessment performance. Both

qualitative and quantitative data was used in answering these questions.

1. Did individual student performance on student benchmarks improve with teachers
who received structured principal feedback?

2. Did the overall student performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade
Mathematics assessment at grade six improve for schools whose teachers received
structured principal feedback?

3. Did individual student performance in mathematics at grade six demonstrate greater
improvement from teachers who received structured principal feedback (RSF) over
teachers who did not receive structured principal feedback (NRSF)?

4. Did the behaviors of the Transformational Feedback Model have an impact on the

principal and teacher?



Review of Methodology

This mixed method study involved the quantitative data from three student benchmark
assessments in mathematics, overall North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment results from grade
five mathematics from the 2015-16 school year, North Carolina End-of-Grade assessments
results from grade six mathematics from the 2016-17 school year, and surveys completed by
participants after each round of principal feedback conferences. The qualitative data came from
interviews conducted with each participant in the study. Participants included the two principals
of the middle school and the two grade six mathematics teachers at each of the schools.

To address the first and third research questions, data was collected from each of the
three student benchmark assessments. The data consisted of only students who participated in
each of the three student benchmark assessments. Only evaluating the data from students who
participated in all three student benchmark assessments allowed the researcher to compare each
individual student’s result on each of the three student benchmark assessments. The total number
of students whose data was used in the study was three hundred and sixty-six. There were also
one hundred and sixty-eight students from the other two middle schools in the participating
district who made up the control group used to compare the results from the two participating
middle schools.

The second research question was answered using the overall student data from the 2015-
16 school year as it related to grade five mathematics performance on the North Carolina End-of-
Grade assessment and the 2016-17 grade six mathematics performance on the North Carolina
End-of-Grade assessment.

For the fourth research question, survey questions (see Appendix U and V) developed by

the researcher were given to each participant after each of the three principal feedback
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conferences. Survey questions were asked based on the components of the Transformational
Feedback Model (TFM).
Introducing the Analysis

The results of this study are separated into the four research questions developed for the
study. Both quantitative and qualitative data will be used to answer each question as needed.
Each research question will be present with the results from the quantitative and qualitative data
collection. After the findings of each research question are provided, additional findings will be
identified as it relates to the study. All data sources used in this study were triangulated to
provide legitimacy and to validate the findings from the quantitative and qualitative data sources
(Creswell, 2009).

For the quantitative data, the findings are presented and supported through data collected
on the three student benchmark assessments in grade six mathematics, student cohort results
from North Carolina End-of-Grade assessments in grade six mathematics, and three cycles of
participant surveys conducted after each round of principal feedback conferences that followed
the student benchmark results being provided to the schools. The qualitative data, discoveries are
presented and supported through themes and quotes from participants during interviews
conducted at the end of the study.

Reliability of Participant Surveys

The principal feedback conference survey used to evaluate both principal and teacher
perceptions about their participation and feelings from the feedback conferences are based on the
behaviors and practices found in the Transformational Feedback Model (TFM). The same survey

questions were administered to each of the participants. Each participant completed the survey
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after each of the three rounds of principal feedback conferences. Surveys were conducted, and
data collected using the Qualtrics site through East Carolina University.

An item reliability was conducted on the quantitative data from the surveys. Cronbach’s
a was computed using the software JMP to determine the reliability of the questions. Based on
the responses to the survey instrument by the principals and teachers, the reliabilities to the
questions are found in Table 11 and 12. In Table 11 the questions are categorized based on the
Transformational Leadership characteristic and corresponding behaviors. For Table 12 the
survey questions are categorized by the practices of feedback. The overall reliability of the
survey results was .76. These reliability coefficients are considered acceptable (Nunnaly, 1978)
and attest to the reliability of the survey instrument.

Collection of Quantitative Data from Benchmark and State Assessment Results

The researcher examined data collected on each of the three student benchmark
assessments administered by the school district that were created by the district benchmark
vendor TE-21 based on the district’s curriculum pacing guide for grade six mathematics. The
data from each of the student benchmark assessment results were compared. Individual student
results from the benchmark assessments were compared to each other based on the projected
achievement level provided to the district through the data results from TE-21. Data was
separated by school and individual teachers. In addition, the researcher compared the student
benchmark assessment data of the two other middle schools located in the school district to be
used as a control group and used to compare the results achieved by the two middle schools in
the study.

District and school data results from the North Carolina grade five mathematics results

from the 2015-16 school year and the North Carolina grade six mathematics results from the
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Table 11

Principal and Teacher Survey Reliability for Transformational Leadership Questions

Transformational Leadership

Question Characteristic Behavior a

Q3 Individualized Build Trust 0.75
Q4 Personalized 0.74
Q5 Motivate Connections 0.73
Q6 Vitality 0.75
Q7 0.77
Q8 Stimulate Self-Esteem 0.82
Q9 Reflection 0.77
Q10 Influence Goal Setting 0.74

Note. o= Cronbach’s Alpha.
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Table 12

Principal and Teacher Survey Reliability for Practices of Feedback Questions

Question Practices of Feedback a

Q12 Assessment for Learning 0.74
Q13 Data Driven Decisions 0.70
Q14 Instructional Improvement 0.73
Q15 Curriculum Alignment 0.70

Note. o= Cronbach’s Alpha.
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2016-17 school year. The researcher used the results from the grade level cohort to compare
overall student performance from grade five mathematics to grade six mathematics. Data results
used for comparison came from data available through the North Carolina Department of Public
Instruction website (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a).

Qualitative Data Analysis Procedures

In this mixed method study the researcher interviewed all participants at the end of the
study. The qualitative data source are the interview questions (see Appendix W and X) created
based on the components of the Transformational Feedback Model. Each interview contained the
same sixteen questions for principals and sixteen questions for teachers and mirrored the
questions asked of the participants in the surveys. All questions were written prior to the study.
Interviews were conducted either during the school day or after school based on the time the
participant was available. The location of the interview was also determined by the participant.
All interviews lasted between nine and twelve minutes and were completed within two weeks of
the last principal feedback conference.

The researcher recorded the participant interviews with five of the six participants. A
common time could not be found between the researcher and the sixth participant, but the
participant provided written answers to all interview questions. The researcher transcribed all
five interviews and employed NVivo to assist in coding the interviews. The researcher took the
five transcriptions and the written responses from the sixth participant and categorized the
responses into themes which informed the assertions made by the researcher.

Reporting Results of the Participant Interviews
Themes and assertions arose from the qualitative data collected from the participant

interviews. In the analysis of the qualitative data three themes came out of the interviews. The
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themes and theme related components were: (a) focus- data and instruction, (b) personal growth-
self-esteem and self-reflection, and (c) support-relationship and trust. Table 13 displays the
themes, theme-related components, and assertions from the participant interviews. Following
Table 13 is an in depth description of the qualitative data from the interviews that brought to
light the assumptions through the themes and theme-related components.

The assertions were made based on the themes and theme-related components generated
from the participant interviews. In the interviews, both principals and teachers shared the impact
the principal feedback conferences had on their work. Below are descriptions of each assertion
and descriptions of the theme-related components along with quotes from the participant
interviews.

Assertion 1-Focus

Principal feedback conferences give the principal and teacher the opportunity to meet and
look specifically at the student benchmark assessment results to inform them if their instructional
practices are working, did they reach their intended goals, and determine next steps.

The first theme that came to light from the participant interviews was how both the
principal and teacher could focus on their job to improve student performance and teacher
instruction because of the principal feedback conferences. Two theme-related components
emerged from the theme of focus. They were data and instruction.

Both the teachers and principals noted how the principal feedback conferences helped
them stay focus on the goals they had set for themselves. One of the principals said in their
interview that “having a goal gives us all a sense of what we need to shoot for”. They went on to
discuss that the goals set by them helped set their instructional pace, the purpose of the

benchmarks, to keep staff motivated, and help change behaviors. A participating teacher
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mentioned in their interview that “I really started focusing on smaller groups”. These were
students from the student benchmark assessment results who were projected to be an
achievement level of a two or three on the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment.

A teacher from the other middle school explained in their interview that, “I really narrowed it
down to a few students that I really wanted to get bumped up...I just wanted to see them
improve”.

Assertion 2-Personal Growth

Teachers want to improve their instruction and can demonstrate improvement when their
self-esteem is high, and they reflect upon their own instruction and data results.

The second theme that came out of the interviews with the participants was how they
acknowledged the personal growth they observed about themselves or the other person during
the conferences. The theme-related components that arose were self-esteem and self-reflection.

In the interviews, the teachers shared that they experienced growth professionally and the
principals shared how they witnessed teacher growth regarding instruction practices. One teacher
commented who is in their first-year teaching math that they were not sure if they were going to
be able to teach math effectively that “Every time I got my feedback I showed improvement so,
maybe math is my thing”. A principal commented in their interview that in the feedback
conference they along with the teacher were, “able to talk about what went well and what didn’t
go well and plan for the future”. The other Middle School principal noted in their interview that
the feedback conferences caused them to “think a little bit about what each teacher needed”. The
principal also explained that by the end of the school year the teachers were coming into the

principal feedback conferences ready to discuss what they had self-reflected on based on the
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student benchmark assessment results and what they needed to get better at regarding their own
instructional practices.
Assertion 3-Support

Principals want to support their teachers and can be supportive by building a personal
relationship built on trust with the teachers.

The third theme that came out of the interviews was support. Both the principals and
teachers discussed how the feedback conferences provided the necessary support needed for
teachers to enhance their instruction. Within the theme, the two theme-related components were
relationship and trust.

The principals appreciated the fact that the feedback conferences allowed them as the
principal and leader of the school to show their teachers that they were there for support. One
principal felt the conferences showed the teachers their role as the principal was to listen and
encourage. The other principal said the feedback conferences allowed the teacher to bring up
some challenges they may be facing that as the principal were not aware of in the past. The
principal went on to say that they could learn from the teacher the areas “they felt like they
needed more help”. A teacher said that they felt like they could rely on the principal for help
when they could not get from a fellow teacher about the curriculum or an instructional practice.
That same teacher felt scared to ask their principal questions last year but felt more comfortable
this year after the first feedback conference.

Linking to the Transformational Feedback Model

The themes, theme-related components, and assertions found in the interviews can be

linked to the TFM created based on the literature for this study. Table 14 has been created to

show the connections between the data collected from the interviews and the TFM.
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Table 13

Themes, Theme-related Components, and Assertions from Participant Interviews

Themes Theme-related components Assertions
Focus Data Principal feedback conferences give the principal and teacher
Instruction the opportunity to meet and look specifically at the student

benchmark assessment results to inform them if their
instructional practices are working, did they reach their
intended goals, and determine next steps.

Personal Self-Esteem Teachers want to improve their instruction and can

Growth Self-Reflection demonstrate improvement when their self-esteem is high, and
they reflect upon their own instruction and data results.

Support Relationship Principals want to support their teachers and can be supportive

Trust by building a personal relationship built on trust with the

teachers.
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Table 14

Themes, Theme-related Components, and Assertions from Participant Interviews Connection to the TFM

Theme-related

Transformational Feedback Components

Assertion components Characteristics Behaviors Practices Actions
Inspirational Goal Settin Data Driven .
Data Motivation g Decisions Expectations and
1. Focus nstruct \dealized Create Meaning A o Culture
nstruction ealize _ ssessment for .
Influence Connection Learning Shared Vision
Intellectual ) . .
] . . Vitalit Instructional Relationship for
2. Personal Self-Esteem Stimulation Self-E ty Improvement Change
. irati elf-Esteem
Growth Self-Reflection Ilr\]jgt'irsgt?ggl _ Curriculum Communicate
Reflection Alignment Effectively
i i Individualized . .
Relationship Consideration Relationship for
3. Support Trust Inspirational Trust Instructional Change
' nspirationa Personalized Improvement Communicate
Motivation .
Effectively

Note. TFM is the Transformational Feedback Model developed from the literature for this study.



Research Question #1 Findings

Did individual student performance on student benchmarks improve with teachers who
received structured principal feedback?

To answer this question, data was analyzed from the perspective of the increase in
number of students who were deemed projected proficient, the overall percentage of students
projected to be proficient, and the percentage of students whose projected achievement level
improved from benchmark one to benchmark two.

Data results showed that yes student performance improved from Benchmark One to
Benchmark Two when you analyze the number of students whose projected achievement level
improved.

Research Question #1a Findings

Did individual student projected achievement levels improve between benchmark 1 and
benchmark 2?

Student benchmark assessment results for students whose teacher received structured
principal feedback increased. The total number of students who increased their projected
proficiency was fifteen. The overall percentage of students who were projected to be proficient
improved by four and one tenth percentage points from sixty-one and seven tenth percent to
sixty-five and eight tenths percent.

The two middle schools in the district who did not participating in the study had thirteen
students increase their projected proficiency. They also increase their overall projected
proficiency by seven and eight tenth percentage points from forty-four and six tenths percent to

fifty-two and four tenths percent.
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Looking at the two middles schools in the study individually, neither one demonstrated a
decrease in student projected proficiency. Middle School One’s overall projected student
proficiency in mathematics stayed the same from Benchmark One to Benchmark Two, which
was sixty-two and seven tenths percent. Middle School Two’s overall projected student
proficiency in mathematics increased from sixty and eight tenths percent on Benchmark One to
sixty-nine and one tenth percent on Benchmark Two.

Data was analyzed from the perspective of the percentage of students whose projected
proficiency level increased, decreased, or stayed the same. The middle schools whose teachers
received structure principal feedback had forty and two tenth percent of students improve their
projected achievement level and twenty-two and one tenth percent of students maintain their
projected achievement level from Benchmark One to Benchmark Two. The total percentage of
students whose projected achievement level either stayed the same or improved was sixty-two
and three tenths percent.

Compared to the two middle schools in the district not participating in the structured
principal feedback conferences with teachers saw only sixteen and one tenth percent of their
students have their projected achievement level to stay the same from Benchmark One to
Benchmark Two. These two middle schools did see a larger percentage of students improve their
projected achievement level. Fifty-two and four tenths percent of the students in their schools
improved their projected achievement level (see Table 15).

Research Question #1b Findings
Did individual student projected achievement levels improve between benchmark 2 and

benchmark 3?
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Table 15

Comparison of Middle Schools on Benchmark One to Benchmark Two in Mathematics

Moved Up Stayed Same Moved Down

Group Total Students # % # % # %

Study 366 147 40.2 81 22.1 138 37.7
Middle School 1 185 58 31.4 41 22.2 86 46.5
Middle School 2 181 89 49.2 40 22.1 52 28.7
Control 168 88 52.4 27 16.1 53 31.5
Middle School 3 57 20 35.1 13 22.8 24 42.1
Middle School 4 111 68 61.3 14 12.6 29 26.1




Student benchmark assessment results for students whose teachers received structured
principal feedback had an overall composite decrease from Benchmark Two to Benchmark
Three. The total number of students who decreased their projected proficiency was eight. The
overall percentage of students who were projected to be proficient decreased by two and one
tenth percentage points from sixty-five and eight tenths percent to sixty-three and seven tenths
percent.

The two middle schools in the district who did not participate in the study had eleven
students increase their projected proficiency. They also increase their overall projected
proficiency by six and five tenth percentage points from fifty-two and four tenths percent to
fifty-eight and nine tenths percent.

Looking at the two middle schools in the study individually, neither one demonstrated a
decrease in student projected proficiency. Middle School One’s overall projected student
proficiency in mathematics improved slightly from Benchmark Two to Benchmark Three, which
was sixty-four and nine tenths percent. Middle School Two’s overall projected student
proficiency in mathematics decreased from sixty-nine and one tenth percent on Benchmark Two
to sixty-two and four tenths percent on benchmark three.

When analyzing the data from the perspective of the percentage of students whose
projected proficiency level increased, decreased or stayed the same the middle schools whose
teachers received structure principal feedback had forty and four tenths percent of students
improve their projected achievement level and nineteen and nine tenths percent of students
maintain their projected achievement level from Benchmark Two to Benchmark Three. The total
percentage of students whose projected achievement level either stayed the same or improved

was sixty and three tenths percent.
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Compared to the two middle schools in the district not participating in the structured
principal feedback conferences with teachers saw nineteen and six tenths percent of their
students have their projected achievement level to stay the same from Benchmark Two to
Benchmark Three. These two middle schools did see a slightly larger percentage of students
improve their projected achievement level as compared to the middle schools in the study. Forty-
one and one tenths percent of the students in their schools improved their projected achievement
level (see Table 16).

Research Question #2 Findings

Did the overall student performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Mathematics
assessment at grade six improve for schools whose teachers received structured principal
feedback?

To answer the second research question, data was examined from the 2015-16 North
Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics at grade five, 2016-17 North Carolina End-of-Grade
mathematics at grade six, and student benchmark assessment results from benchmark three.

Data results showed student performance was similar when comparing benchmark three
for grade 6 mathematics to the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment at grade
six. When comparing the overall coverall cohort performance comparison from the 2015-16
North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment from grade five and the 2016-17 End-of-
Grade Mathematics assessment from grade six you notice an increase in student performance.
Research Question #2a Findings

Did the overall student achievement level performance on the North Carolina End-of-

Grade Mathematics assessment improve from the projected achievement level on benchmark 3?
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Table 16

Comparison of Middle Schools on Benchmark Two to Benchmark Three in Mathematics

Moved Up Stayed Same Moved Down
Total Students # % # % # %
Study 366 148 40.4 73 19.9 145 39.6
Middle School 1 185 92 49.7 31 16.8 62 335
Middle School 2 181 56 30.3 42 22.7 83 44.9
Control 168 69 41.1 33 19.6 66 39.3
Middle School 3 57 36 63.2 9 15.8 12 21.1
Middle School 4 111 33 29.7 24 21.6 54 48.6




The overall student achievement level performance stayed the same when comparing the
benchmark three results to the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment as a
district, combining the two middle schools in the study together, and the two middle schools
separately. The same cannot be said with the other two middle schools who were in the control
group. These two middle schools’ projected achievement proficiency decreased between
benchmark three and the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment.

At the district level on benchmark three, the districts composite was fifty-eight and seven
tenths percent compared to fifty-seven and one tenth percent on the North Carolina End-of-
Grade mathematics assessment. This was a decrease of only one and six tenths of a point.

Analyzing the middle schools in the study, the percentage of students who were projected
to be proficient was fifty-nine and three tenths and on the North Carolina End-of-Grade
mathematics assessment the proficiency was sixty and five tenths. An increase of one and two
tenths of a point. This result was in stark contrast to what was studied when the results of
benchmark three and the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment for the middle
schools making up the control group.

The projected proficiency on benchmark three for those middle schools in the control
group was fifty-seven and one tenth percent. On the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics
assessment the percentage of students who were proficient was forty-nine and four tenths
percent. That is a decrease of seven and seven tenths points (see Table 17).

When evaluating the data from the school level, Middle School One saw a slight decrease
in their performance comparison from benchmark three to the North Carolina End-of-Grade

mathematics assessment. Their projected performance based on benchmark three was sixty and
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Table 17

Comparison of Projected Achievement Level on Benchmark Three to the Results on the North

Carolina End-of-Grade Assessment in Mathematics for the District

Proficiency
Group Benchmark 3 EOG Difference
District 58.7 57.1 -1.6
Study 59.3 60.5 1.2
Control 57.1 49.4 -1.7

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2016-17 school year. Performance results are
based on the Grade Level Proficiency (GLP). GLP refers to students whose performance on the
North Carolina End-of-Grade or End-of-Course attained an achievement level of three or higher.
Retrieved from http://www.ncpublicschools.org/accountability/reporting/
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five tenths percent and on the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment their actual
performance was fifty-nine and six tenths. A decrease of nine tenths of a point.

Middle School Two experienced an increase in performance. On benchmark three the
projected performance was fifty-eight and one tenth percent and on the North Carolina End-of-
Grade mathematics assessment it was sixty-one and six tenths percent. An increase of three and
five tenths points.

Similar results were not found looking at the middle schools individually who made up
the control group. Middle School Three showed a decrease of nine and four tenths of a point
from benchmark three to the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment. On
benchmark three their projected performance was fifty-five and six tenths percent and on the
North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment their proficiency was forty-six and two
tenths percent.

Middle School Four results also decreased. Their results decreased by six and eight tenths
of a point from benchmark three to the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment.
On benchmark three their projected performance was fifty-eight percent and on the North
Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment their proficiency was fifty-one and two tenths
percent (see Table 18).

Research Question #2b Findings

Did the overall student achievement level performance on the North Carolina End-of-
Grade Mathematics assessment at grade six improve from the overall student achievement level
performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade Mathematics assessment achievement level

performance at grade five?
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Table 18

Comparison of the Projected Achievement Level on Benchmark Three to the Results on the

North Carolina End-of-Grade Mathematics Assessment for the District Middle Schools

Proficiency
Group Middle School Benchmark 3 EOG Difference
One 60.5 59.6 -0.9
Study Two 58.1 61.6 35
Three 55.6 46.2 -9.4
Control
ontro Four 58.0 51.2 -6.8

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2016-17 school year. Performance results are
based on the Grade Level Proficiency (GLP). GLP refers to students whose performance on the
North Carolina End-of-Grade or End-of-Course attained an achievement level of three or higher
(North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a).
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The overall student achievement performance in mathematics for the district cohort
improved between grade five mathematics and grade six mathematics on the North Carolina
End-of-Grade assessment. The performance composite on the 2015-16 North Carolina End-of-
Grade assessment was fifty-four and nine tenths percent. On the 2016-17 North Carolina End-of-
Grade assessment was fifty-seven and one tenth percent. This was an increase of two and two
tenths of a point.

This is an improvement in performance proficiency as it relates to previous cohorts as
discussed in chapter one. The previous two cohorts showed a decrease in performance from
grade five to grade six mathematics on the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment. Cohort one
who completed grade five and grade six mathematics assessments in 2013-14 and 2014-15
school years had a performance decrease of nine and one tenth points. Cohort two completed the
grade five and grade six mathematics assessments in 2014-15 and 2015-16 school years had a
performance decrease of six and one tenth points (see Table 19).

The state of North Carolina saw decreases in the same cohorts on the North Carolina
End-of-Grade mathematics assessment as did the school district participating in this study in
previous school years. Cohort one’s performance decreased by seven and nine tenths percent
from 2013-14 to 2014-15 and cohort two’s performance decreased by five and nine tenths
percent from 2014-15 to 2015-16. The present cohort for North Carolina that just completed the
grade six mathematics decreased by negative seven and three tenths percent from 2015-16 to

2016-17 (see Table 20).
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Table 19

School District Cohort Performances in Mathematics from Grade Five to Grade Six

Grade Level
Cohort Grade Five Grade Six Difference
Cohort 1 49.9 40.8 -9.1
Cohort 2 49.1 43.0 -6.1
Cohort 3 54.9 57.1 2.2

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2014-15 through the 2016-17 school year.
Performance results are based on the Grade Level Proficiency (GLP). GLP refers to students
whose performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade or End-of-Course attained an
achievement level of three or higher (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a).
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Table 20

North Carolina Cohort Performance in Mathematics from Grade Five to Grade Six

Grade Level
Cohort Grade Five Grade Six Difference
Cohort 1 56.4 48.5 -7.9
Cohort 2 57.5 51.6 -5.9
Cohort 3 60.4 53.1 -7.3

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2014-15 through the 2016-17 school year.
Performance results are based on the Grade Level Proficiency (GLP). GLP refers to students
whose performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade or End-of-Course attained an
achievement level of three or higher (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a).
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The sixth-grade cohort in the school district showed an increase in performance on the
North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment from the performance when the cohort
was in grade five. At the same time, the North Carolina sixth grade cohort decreased in their
performance as compared to the performance the pervious school year in grade five.

The two prior cohorts for the school district demonstrated achievement gaps in their
performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment as compared to North
Carolina cohorts in both grade five and grade six. The achievement gaps were six and five tenths
in 2013-14 and eight and four tenths in 2014-15. The school district cohort that has been the
focus of the study in 2015-16 had an achievement gap of five and five tenths points compared to
the North Carolina cohort on the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment (see
Table 21).

The two prior cohorts for the school district demonstrated achievement gaps in their
performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment as compared to North
Carolina cohorts in grade six. The achievement gaps were seven and seven tenths in 2014-15 and
eight and sixth tenths in 2015-16. The school district cohort that has been the focus of the study
in 2016-17 performance was above the North Carolina cohort on the North Carolina End-of-

Grade mathematics assessment by four points (see Table 22).

Research Question #3 Findings
Did individual student performance in mathematics at grade six demonstrate greater
improvement from teachers who received structured principal feedback (RSF) over teachers who
did not receive structured principal feedback (NRSF)?
Overall student performance did not improve more for students whose teachers received

RSF in comparison to students whose teachers NRSF. Comparing individual student projected
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Table 21

Achievement Gap Between the North Carolina Cohort and the School District Cohort at

Grade Five Mathematics

Cohort North Carolina School District Achievement Gap
Cohort 1 56.4 49.9 -6.5
Cohort 2 57.5 49.1 -8.4
Cohort 3 60.4 54.9 -5.5

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2014-15 through the 2016-17 school year.
Performance results are based on the Grade Level Proficiency (GLP). GLP refers to students
whose performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade or End-of-Course attained an
achievement level of three or higher (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a).
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Table 22

Achievement Gap Between the North Carolina Cohort and the School District Cohort at

Grade Six Mathematics

Cohort North Carolina School District Achievement Gap
Cohort 1 48.5 40.8 -1.7
Cohort 2 51.6 43.0 -8.6
Cohort 3 53.1 57.1 4.0

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2014-15 through the 2016-17 school year.
Performance results are based on the Grade Level Proficiency (GLP). GLP refers to students
whose performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade or End-of-Course attained an
achievement level of three or higher (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a).
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achievement levels from benchmark one to benchmark three, only twenty-eight and one tenth
percent of students increased their achievement level from students whose teachers RSF, while
forty and five tenth percent of students increased their achievement level from students whose
teachers NRSF.

Comparing the two groups as it relates to the percentage of students who were not
projected proficient on benchmark one to projected proficient on benchmark three the middle
schools in the study had eleven and five percent of students while the middle schools in the
control group had nineteen and six percent of students become projected proficient (see Table
23).

Research Question #3a Findings

Did individual student projected achievement levels demonstrate greater improvement
from teachers RSF compared to teachers NRSF between benchmark 1 and benchmark 2?

The middle schools in the control group was twelve and two tenths points higher than the
middle schools in the study group in the percentage of students who had their projected
achievement level improve from benchmark one to benchmark two. The middle schools
participating in the study had forty and two tenths percent of students increased their projected
achievement level. The other two middle schools who make up the control group had fifty-two
and four tenths percent of students increased their projected achievement level.

Research Question #3b Findings

Did individual student projected achievement levels demonstrate greater improvement
from teachers RSF compared to teachers NRSF between benchmark 2 and benchmark 3?

Reviewing the results of how students performed on benchmark two and benchmark three

the middle schools in the control group did slightly better at improving students projected
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Table 23

Projected Achievement Level Change Comparison Between Benchmark One and Benchmark

Three in Mathematics

Group
Projected Achievement Level Change Study Control
Increase Level 28.1 40.5
Not Proficient to Proficient 115 19.6
Proficient to Not Proficient 9.5 54

Note. Projected Achievement Level is determined by the third-party vendor TE-21. Projections

are based on the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment achievement level scales for the grade
level and subject.
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achievement level. Forty-one and one tenth percent of students from the two middle schools in
the control group improved their projected achievement level. The middle schools in the study
had forty and four tenths percent of their students improve their projected achievement level
from benchmark two to benchmark three. The difference between the two groups was seven

tenths of a point.

Research Question #4 Findings

Did the behaviors of the Transformational Feedback Model have an impact on the
principal and teacher?

The Transformational Feedback Model (TFM) identifies specific behaviors necessary to
provide transformational feedback that establishes relationships for change, allows for effective
communication, the creation of a shared vision, and the ability of the principal to establish their
expectations and the school culture they want in the school. The behaviors that make up the TFM
are trust, personalization, vitality, connection, self-esteem, reflection, goal setting, and create
meaning.

Based on the surveys and the participant interviews the researcher pronounced the
behaviors as making an impact on both the principal and teacher. The difficulty is that there is no
way to quantify the impact using a numerical value. Based on the interviews, behaviors were
seen in the teachers based on the feedback they were provided by the principal.

Research Question #4a Findings

Did the level of trust between the principal and teacher improve? Trust between the
principals and teachers did not improve over the three feedback conferences. All the teachers
participating in the study already had a healthy sense of trust in their principal prior to the study.

Teachers said trust was either somewhat trustworthy or very trustworthy in all three surveys. One
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teacher said trust was somewhat trustworthy then entire year. Another teacher changed from very
trustworthy to somewhat trustworthy.

The two principals in the study saw their levels of trust with their teachers differently.
The principal of Middle School One had developed different levels of trust with their two
teachers. For one teacher, the trust changed from somewhat to neither trustworthy not no trust.
The principal of Middle School Two felt their relationship with both teachers was very
trustworthy. This was contradictory to one of the teacher’s survey results all year. That teacher’s
trust in the principal decreased over the school year. In interviews, a principal noted that the
conferences helped them get to know the teachers better. The principals said the feedback
conference allowed them to demonstrate to the teachers that their principal listens, responds, and
encourages them. A comment from a principal regarding how trust was built in the feedback
conferences was, “teachers were able to open up a little bit more”.
Research Question #4b Findings

Did feedback from the principal become more personalized for the teacher? In surveys,
the teachers expressed the feedback they received from the feedback conferences became less
personal for them as the school year progressed. After the first benchmark, the teachers said the
feedback was either personal or very personal. On the second benchmark, two teachers said the
feedback was somewhat personal, while the other two teachers said their feedback conference
was personal or very personal. The third feedback conference one teacher thought the feedback
was neither personal nor impersonal while the other three teachers thought the feedback from the
principal was somewhat personal, personal, or very personal. Reviewing the principal surveys,

both principals thought the feedback they provided was personalized at each conference.
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Research Question #4c Findings

Did the relationship between the principal and teacher improve? In the teacher surveys,
the teachers noted that their relationship with their teacher did not change. The teachers at
Middle School One rated their relationship with their principal as very good all year while the
teachers at Middle School Two rated their relationship as good the entire year. The teachers
responded with very positively when describing their relationship between themselves and the
principal as it related to the feedback received after the second and third feedback conferences. A
teacher commented that the feedback interviews allowed “[the principal] can be honest as a
principal about what I needed to do in my classroom”.

For both principals, they believed the relationship between themselves and the teachers
changed in a positive direction from benchmark one to benchmark three. A principal summarized
the relationship building aspect of the feedback conference by saying, “[ The conferences] made
our relationship a bit more positive because they could see that it wasn’t just about getting the
numbers and reaching their goal, but really helped them grow as teachers”.

Research Question #4d Findings

Did teacher self-esteem about their student’s performance improve after feedback
conferences? Teachers noted in their surveys that self-esteem did not change because of their
student’s performance. Majority of the time the teachers felt good about their student’s results
before and after the feedback conferences. In teacher interviews, one teacher said their self-
esteem went up because the reports helped them “see how the kids we had singled out, how they
had improved”. Another teacher noted that they experienced, “a big change because at the end of
last year, | was in the red in growth” and this year they are expecting to meet or exceed growth

based on the performance of the students in their classes.
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The principal of Middle School One noted that they saw a positive change in their
teacher’s self-esteem. They noticed the confidence level of one of the teachers “went up
tremendously”. The principal noted the reason for this positive change in the teacher because
they could see their scores grow from benchmark to benchmark. The principal of Middle School
Two did not see a change in the teacher’s self-esteem.

Research Question #4e Findings

Are teachers able to adjust their instruction based on the principal feedback? All teachers
after each feedback conference said yes, they would be able to adjust in their instruction based
on the feedback. Comments made by teachers in interviews were, “I was really focused on the
ones that were right there on the bubble and I worked hard with them” and the conference “was
very supportive and what | needed to do in the classroom with my instruction”.

The principal of Middle School One saw a change in instruction while the principal of
Middle School Two saw a change with one teacher, but not the other teacher on the second and
third benchmarks. Principal of Middle School One noted that the feedback conference, “was just
specifically geared toward them [teachers] and areas where they did very well in and areas where
they needed extra help”. The principal of Middle School Two noted in their interview that, “it’s
really hasn’t impacted core instruction, but the remediation it’s really impacted using data”.
Research Question #4f Findings

Did teachers receive feedback from the principals that supported their established goals
for the student benchmark? Three out of four teachers felt somewhat or very confident in the
feedback supporting their established goals. One teacher reported that the feedback conferences
was neither confident, or not confident in supporting their established goals. The principal of

Middle School One was confident with both teachers which the principal of Middle School Two
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was only confident with one teacher. A teacher from Middle School One noted in their interview
that goal setting, “helps me to see where I need to take them [students]”.
Research Question #4g Findings

What do teachers learn from the principal feedback sessions that support instructional
improvement? Teachers commented that the feedback conferences with their principals helped
them determine which students should be in their remediation groups. They also found that
keeping the instructional strategies they added in place helped their benchmark scores improve.

Principals noted in the surveys that teachers are trying to use the strategies discussed to
differentiate instruction. Also noted was that principals did notice some of their teachers showed
a decline in their performance in the classroom as it relates to their instructional practices. One
teacher at Middle School Two said in their interview that, “I would not say that my instruction in
my regular math class changed. It mainly focused me on the group of students in my remediation
group and who needed the extra help”.

Additional Findings

After reviewing all the data collected from the study, additional findings were found
based on the data. The additional findings are consistency and improvement over time. The
middle schools in the study showed a consistency in their data from the results of the first student
benchmark assessment to the North Carolina End-of-Grade Mathematics assessment. The other
finding from the data was improvement over time. The middle schools in the study showed
improvement from one year to the next.
Consistency

Both middle schools participating in the study showed consistency in their data when

comparing the results of benchmark one to benchmark two and benchmark two to benchmark
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three. In both comparisons, the middle schools saw forty percent of the students demonstrated an
increase in their projected achievement level.

Even though the two middle schools in the control group had a greater percentage of
students who increased their projected achievement level compared to the two middle schools in
the study, the two middle schools in the control group experienced a drop of eleven points in the
percentage of students whose projected achievement level increased when comparing results
between Benchmark One and Benchmark Two to results from Benchmark Two to Benchmark
Three.

The middle schools in the study only had seven students whose achievement level
reduced after Benchmark Three compared to thirteen students from the control group who had
projected achievement levels reduced (see Table 24).

Improvement Over Time

Improvement by both middles schools participating in the study occurred over time.
Twenty-eight and one tenth percent of the three hundred sixty-six students increased their
projected achievement level performance from benchmark one to benchmark three. Eleven and
five tenths percent of the three hundred sixty-six students who were not proficient on benchmark

one were proficient on benchmark three.
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Table 24

Comparison of the Projected Achievement Level Change Between Benchmarks

Projected Achievement Level

Increased Decreased
Total
Group Students Comparison # % # % # %
Bl to B2 147 40.2 81 22.1 138 37.7
Study 366 B2 to B3 148 40.4 73 19.9 145 39.6
Bl to B2 88 52.3 27 16.1 53 315
Control 168 B2 to B3 69 411 33 19.6 66 39.2




Nine and six tenths percent of the three hundred sixty-six students decreased their
projected achievement level performance from Benchmark One to Benchmark Three. Fifty-two
and two tenths percent of the three hundred sixty-six students had their projected achievement
level on benchmark one and benchmark three stay the same.

Structured Feedback Sessions and Improved Student Performance

The essential question of the study was to determine if structured feedback sessions with
teachers on student benchmark data improved overall student assessment performance. Student
performance improvement can be measured using student proficiency data on the North Carolina
End-of-Grade Mathematics assessment and student growth data results from EVAAS. Both
measurements provide insight into how the student cohorts performed from the middle schools in
the study.

Student cohort performance proficiency on the North Carolina End-of-Grade
Mathematics assessment at both middle schools in the study improved. The student cohort from
the two middle schools in the study showed improvement in the percentage of students expected
to be proficient on benchmark three to the North Carolina End-of-Grade Mathematics assessment
compared to the student cohort in the control group. Students in the cohort improved in the
percentage of students who expected to be proficient on benchmark three to the North Carolina
End-of-Grade Mathematics assessment by one and seven tenths percentage points compared to
negative seven and seven tenths percentage points by the students in the control group.

Comparing student cohort growth performance using EVAAS (see Appendix Y) from the
Grade Five to Grade Six the student cohort in the study demonstrated growth at both middle
schools that participated in the study. The individual school cohort growth for Middle School

One had a growth measure of five tenths which means there is evidence that students made the
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growth they were expected to make in the school year. Middle School Two had a growth
measure of three and five tenths which means there is evidence that students made significant
more growth than expected to make in the school year. The other middle schools in the district
who were the control group showed growth measures of two and seven tenths which means there
is evident that students made the growth they were expected to make in the school year and two
and four tenths which means there is evidence that students made significant more growth than
expected to make in the school year (see Table 25).

The previous two cohorts at Middle One showed a growth of negative one and two tenths
which means there is evidence that students made the growth they were expected to make in the
school year for the 2014-2015 school year and negative two and seven tenths which means there
is evidence that students made significant less growth than expected to make in the school year
for the 2015-2016 school year. Those same two cohort years at Middle School Two showed a
growth of five and eight tenths which means there is evidence that students made significant
more growth than expected to make in the school year for the 2014-2015 school year and five
and five tenths which there is evidence that students made significant more growth than expected
to make in the school year for the 2015-2016 school year (see Table 26).

The study made an immediate impact on the percentage of students who were proficient
at the end of the school year at both middle schools. As for the evidence of growth the results
were mixed. Middle School One demonstrated an improvement in growth by the Grade Six
cohort compared to previous Grade Six cohorts. For Middle School Two the growth dropped

with the current Grade Six cohort as compared to the previous two Grade Six cohorts.
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Table 25

EVAAS Growth for District Grade Six Mathematics Cohorts by Middle School for 2016-2017

Group School EVAAS Growth Measure
Middle School 1 0.5
Study Middle School 2 3.5
c | Middle School 3 2.7
ontro Middle School 4 2.4

Note. Adapted from results of middle school EVAAS Growth data from the 2016-17 school year.
Growth results are based on the SAS EVAAS using performance results on the North Carolina
End-of-Grade Assessments (SAS EVAAS, n.d.)
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Table 26

EVAAS Growth for Grade Six Mathematics by Previous Cohorts

Cohort
School 2014-2015 2015-2016
Middle School One -1.2 -2.7
Middle School Two 5.8 55

Note. Adapted from results of middle school EVAAS Growth data from the 2014-15 and 2015-
16 school years. Growth results are based on the SAS EVAAS using performance results on the
North Carolina End-of-Grade Assessments (SAS EVAAS, n.d.)
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Summary
The qualitative and quantitative data collected provided mixed results as it related to the
four research questions, the results combined show that the feedback conferences had a positive
effect on student performance as it relates to consistency and improvement over time. Chapter
five will provide conclusions based on the results as it relates to the literature that lead to the
Transformational Feedback Model, implications for policy, organizational management, and
human resource management. Also included will be recommendations for future research

regarding principal feedback.
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CHAPTER 5: SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Many schools face extremely high levels of external pressure to improve student
performance. Student benchmark assessments provide schools a way to assess how well the
students have learned the taught curriculum throughout the school year. Administering student
benchmark assessments alone will not lead to improved student performance. Individualized
feedback to teachers provides the internal accountability and self-awareness necessary for
schools to produce these improved student performance outcomes. For schools to effectively
meet the student performance requirements, school leaders need to provide personal attention to
teachers through timely or “right on time” feedback. An example of such timely feedback is after
teachers receive student performance data on student benchmark assessments.

School leaders are a group of staff members not limited to school administrators within a
school who are placed in a leadership role and are able to give feedback to teachers on their
instructional practices. To provide individualized feedback that is purposeful in a conference,
school leaders can communicate with teachers using the Transformational Feedback Model
(TFM). This model enables school leaders to demonstrate the four transformational leadership
characteristics; individualized, influence, motivation, and stimulation. The behaviors are
promoted through the four behaviors of the TFM; trust, vitality, reflection, and goals. The
characteristics are demonstrated through the three practices of feedback from the TFM;
alignment, data, and improvement. The three practices drive the four actions of feedback of
TFM; agents of change, effective communication, shared vision, and developing a culture to
promote improvement in teacher instruction, the leader-follower relationship, and increased

student performance.



The focus of this study was to examine at the impact principal feedback given to teachers
focused around student benchmark assessment results had on: (a) student performance on the
proceeding student benchmark assessments, (b) the overall North Carolina End-of-Grade
mathematics assessment results, and (c) teacher instruction. The rationale behind the
development of this study was based on initial observations with principals in district-wide data
meetings in a central North Carolina school district regarding how they, as principals, were using
student benchmark assessment data to inform and improve instructional practices within the
schools.

Background

The central North Carolina school district that participated in this study began using
student benchmark assessments in all North Carolina End-of-Grade and End-of-Course
assessment grades and subjects to improve student performance at the start of the 2015-16 school
year. During the first year of implementing student benchmark assessments, a pattern began to
appear in responses from principals during district-wide data meetings after the first two student
benchmark assessments. This pattern was that principals were not meeting with teachers to
discuss the student benchmark data and offer specific feedback to support instructional
improvement in the classroom.

The lack of communication and the absence of a “professional exchange” on the part of
principals was evident in the lack of consistent improvement on the student benchmark
assessment results. Through the initial observations made during these district-wide data
meetings, principals were not comfortable and did not understand the student benchmark
performance data or know how to discuss the student benchmark performance results with their

teachers. Principals were not communicating with their teachers the purpose of the student
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benchmark assessments or how to use the benchmark data to improve instructional practices. The
lack of comfort and communication on the part of the principals led to many teachers not
understanding the importance of the student benchmark assessments, how to interpret the student
benchmark data, how to make instructional improvements based student benchmark
performance, or how to ensure alignment between the North Carolina Standard Course of Study
and their instruction.

The Transformational Feedback Model

Encouraging a school leader’s involvement in student performance and teacher
instruction is critical to the quality of the school’s academic program because it builds a school
culture and establishes school-wide expectations for the use of student benchmark data (Bryk et
al., 1998). School leaders can foster a feedback culture and establish the expectations for the use
of student benchmark assessment data. School leaders must demonstrate strong leadership by
having their “fingerprints” on the data (Supovitz & Klein, 2003). This level of engagement in the
“professional exchange” will allow the school leaders to help teachers move from a limited view
of assessment data to a more thoughtful view of assessments and their instruction thus
individualizing the instructional experience for teachers and students.

School leaders need an understanding of both Transformational Leadership and
Formative Feedback to build a culture within the school that uses student assessment data to
improve student performance, teacher instruction, and instructional practices. Modeling
transformational feedback is how school leaders can create a culture within a school necessary
for improvement. For a transformational feedback culture to be present in a school, school
leaders must demonstrate through their own practices the characteristics of Transformational

Leadership and the identified behaviors associated with those characteristics. In addition to
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demonstrating the characteristics and behaviors of Transformational Leadership, school leaders
must demonstrate practices associated with Formative Feedback to convey the actions of
feedback identified in transformational feedback.

Leaders must provide a way to transition teachers from being passive in their use of data
to inform instruction to being intentional in their use of data and using their own reflections to
inform instructional practices. A cultural transformation in the school will occur once teachers
skillfully use their data and their own reflections to take the initiative to improve their
instructional practices and the instruction provided to students.

Promoting teachers in their initiative, a positive leader-follower relationship needs to be
fostered that is focused on improvement and engagement in the process of improvement. School
leaders can initiate this cultural change within a school by providing individualized feedback that
is purposeful using the TFM. The TFM provides a foundation for school leaders to use with
teachers to move them from using data only to inform instruction, to using their data and their
own reflections to inform instructional practices. This model will also allow teachers to skillfully
use their data and their own reflections to take the initiative to improve their instructional
practices and the instruction provided to students.

The TFM allows supportive relationships between the school leaders and teachers to
develop which leads to improved instruction in the classroom, increases in student performance,
and an enhanced culture of transformational leadership among teachers (see Appendix Z).

Study Results in Relation to the Literature and the TFM
This research study was to investigate and address the impact principal feedback has on

student performance and teacher instruction using the TFM that came out of the theoretical
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frameworks of Transformational Leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1995) and the Formative Feedback
System (Halverson et al., 2007). Results from the quantitative and qualitative data sets can
complement each other providing commonality among the two types of data (Greene, 2007). The
quantitative and qualitative data collected in this study complemented one another to support the
elements of the TFM.

The TFM is separated into characteristics, behaviors, practices, and actions of
transformational feedback. School leaders need to demonstrate all four areas when they are
working with teachers as they discuss the student performance data in feedback conferences. A
description of each area of transformational feedback is provided.

Characteristics of Transformational Feedback

The use of the TFM in feedback conferences all school leaders to develop the four
characteristics of transformational feedback. The characteristics of transformational feedback
serve as the foundation of transformational feedback. These characteristics are demonstrated by
school leaders in their daily interactions with teachers and other staff members throughout the
school organization. These characteristics are influence, inspire, stimulate, and individualize.
Behaviors of Transformational Feedback

The use of the TFM in feedback conferences allows school leaders to develop the four
behaviors of transformational feedback. The behaviors of transformational feedback promote and
establish a connection between the leader and follower through personalized feedback. These
behaviors are trust, vitality, reflection, and goals.

Practices of Transformational Feedback
The use of the TFM in feedback conferences allows school leaders to develop the three

practices of transformational feedback. The practices of transformational feedback focus on
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expanding the teacher’s understanding of the interconnectedness of the assessment, curriculum,
and instructional practices. These practices are alignment, data results, and improvement.
Actions of Transformational Feedback

The use of the TFM in feedback conferences allows school leaders to develop the four
actions of feedback. The actions of transformational feedback initiate engagement for the teacher
in the process to be agents of change, effective communicators, share a common vision, and
developing a culture.

Results in Relation to the Characteristics of Transformational Feedback

Transformational leaders provide feedback that is influential, motivating, stimulating, and
individualized. Balyer (2012) and Northhouse (2001) both noted that transformational leaders
motivate teachers to change, improve, and accept leadership. A school leader who influences
their staff by motivating and inspiring them supports the achievement of the goals of an
organization (Bass & Avolio, 1995).

Influence. Idealized influence allows the leader to be admired, respected, and trusted by
their followers on an emotional level and actions that are consistent with ethics, principles, and
values (Antonakis et al., 2003). School leaders must give attention to their teachers both
emotionally and cognitively to influence student performance (ten Bruggencate et al., 2012;
Boberg & Bourgeois, 2016).

In this study, teachers reported on all three rounds of surveys that they felt either very
confident or somewhat confident that the feedback they received from the principals supported
the goals established for their student’s performance on the student benchmark assessments.
Teachers also reported that the principal’s feedback helped to create meaning between the

student benchmark assessments and their instructional practices. Principals encouraged to
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teachers to continue what they were doing and what they needed to stay focused on in their
classroom. The teachers expressed a level of confidence in the feedback because it was specific
to their situation, and the teachers also admired, respected, and trusted what their principal was
communicating to them in those feedback conferences.

Inspire. School leaders must be able to recruit, retain, and motivate employees
(Goodsell, 2012). To accomplish this goal, the employee must be motivated by their work and
their work has to be meaningful (Rainey & Steinbauer, 1999). As noted, the relationships with
the principals were reported as positive and a connection was recognized between themselves
and the principal. These two areas allowed the teachers to accept the feedback and make the
adjustments in their instruction through remediation and differentiation.

Stimulate. Blasé and Blasé (1999) found that feedback stimulates reflection and has a
positive impact on teachers and their ability to be innovative. Stimulation also leads to the
willingness to question old assumptions (Geijsel et al., 2009). In the interviews, teachers showed
a willingness to make the necessary adjustments with their instruction. They showed the ability
to be self-reflective and open to new ideas from the principals. The principals noted the ability of
their teachers to take the feedback they were given and reflect upon changes needing to be
constructed.

The feedback conferences allowed the principal of Middle School One to do their own
self-reflection and figure out what each teacher needed individually. A teacher from Middle
School One reflected on their instruction and realized they had spent too much time on one
aspect of the curriculum that was not going to have many questions assessed. They also took less

time with their instruction and support for students on an aspect of the curriculum that was
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assessed with a larger amount of questions on the student benchmark assessment and on the
North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment.

Individualize. May and Supovitz (2011) noted the leadership of school leaders includes
the impact on instructional practices through individualized efforts to improve instruction and
student achievement. For school leaders to develop a relationship that is individualized, the
relationship must be built on trust and personalization. The school leader must communicate
feedback to the teacher in a way that demonstrates their support for the teacher’s efforts to
improve student performance and their own instructional practices.

As noted previously the teachers in the study responded on surveys that they had a good
level of trust with their principals. The difference in the two middle schools was the
personalization the teachers at each middle school felt their principals gave in their feedback.
Middle School One showed a larger increase in their overall school performance from the 2015-
16 school year to the 2016-17 school year on the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment. If
you compare their performance from student benchmark assessment one to student benchmark
assessment three, Middle School One showed a larger increase in the percentage of students
projected to be proficient on the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment. Their projected
achievement level proficiency improved by three and one tenth points while Middle School Two
improved by only one and four tenths points.

The four characteristics of the TFM; influence, inspire, stimulate, and individualize
support school leaders to motivate and inspire teachers in feedback conferences. This study
supports the idea that teachers who are motivated and inspired to change will improve and accept

leadership.
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Results in Relation to the Behaviors of Transformational Feedback

The four behaviors of transformational feedback were observed in the interviews and
surveys given to participants. In the original TFM there were eight behaviors identified. In the
updated TFM those eight behaviors have been condensed into four behaviors. The four behaviors
are goals, vitality, reflection, and trust. These four behaviors encompass what came out of the
data collected. The four behaviors removed from the TFM; personalization, connection, self-
esteem, and create meaning are still relevant, but do not have as much influence on the TFM as
those four remaining behaviors; trust, vitality, reflection, and goals.

Goals. Goal setting is essential to feedback for it sets the direction for improvement;
student performance and teacher instruction. Goals are directives for principals and teachers to
focus their attention on what behaviors are necessary to reach the intended goal (Locke &
Latham, 2012). Newman (2012) echoed those thoughts about goal setting by determining that
goal setting allows the principal and teacher to focus their attention on teaching and learning
priorities. Maintaining the established goals in mind allows the teacher to focus their
instructional plans and their work with students (Locke & Bryan, 1969).

In the study, teachers felt somewhat or very confident in the feedback supporting their
established goals. Principals had confidence in their teachers to reach the established goals. A
teacher is quoted in their interview saying that goal setting, “helps me to see where I need to take
them [students]”.

Vitality. Vitality is an “essential yet intangible positive qualities of individuals and
institutions that enable purposeful production” is how Clark et al. (1985, p. 3) described vitality.

In the work environment, vitality was described by Kark and Carmeli (2009) as a spirited
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behavior as it relates to life both mental and physical. Sustained vitality is the responsibility of
the principal to set the tone.

All the principals and teachers participating in this study marked their surveys as having
positive relationships and said their relationship was good. Without the vitality, teacher burnout
increases, and the school’s vitality is undermined (Holloman et al., 2007).

Reflection. Reflection is valuable to the cognitive process (Loughran, 2002). The ability
to reflect has been found by many researchers (Bode, 1940; Boud, Keogh, & Walker, 1985;
Dewey, 1933; Hullfish & Smith, 1961; Russell & Munby, 1992). A school atmosphere that is
focused is one that allows for “relentless reflection” (Holloman et al., 2007, p. 438). Marcos,
Miguel, and Tillema (2009) summarized teacher reflection into two components that are
interwoven: action and thought. This concept is exemplified when the principal comes in to
assist the feedback process in the feedback sessions.

After each feedback conference, every teacher confirmed they would be able to adjust in
their instruction based on the feedback. The principals at both middle schools witnessed a change
in teacher instruction. Teachers commented that the feedback conferences with their principals
helped them determine which students should be in their remediation groups. One teacher said
the feedback supported them by getting them to reflect and focus on students who needed
remediation and what they needed to improve.

Trust. Trust in a school determines the strength of the school’s collaborative culture
which affects the school’s effectiveness on student performance (Byrk & Schneider, 2002;
Forsyth, Barnes, & Adams, 2006). Student achievement (Bryk & Schneider, 2002), leader-
follower relationships (Podsakoff et al., 1990), and citizenship behaviors in the organization

(Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; McAllister, 1995) are a result of the trust a teacher has for a principal.
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When trust between the principal and teacher occurs, the conditions lead to inspired teachers
who produce more effort and achievement (Chugtai & Buckley, 2009; Forsyth & Adams, 2014;
Handford & Leithwood, 2013; Notman & Henry, 2011; Salfi, 2011; Tschannen-Moran, 2003,
2009; Zeinabadi, 2014).

In the study, teachers responded in their surveys that trust between themselves and the
principal was already good prior to the study. All teacher participants had worked with the
school’s principal for at least one year prior to the study taking place. In interviews, a principal
noted that the conferences helped them increase their professional knowledge of the teacher. The
principals said the feedback conference allowed them to demonstrate to the teachers their ability
to listen, respond, and encourage. A comment from a principal regarding how trust was built in
the feedback conferences was, “teachers were able to open up a little bit more”.

The four updated behaviors of the TFM; trust, vitality, reflection, and goals promote and
establish a connection between the leader and follower through personalized feedback. When
school leaders demonstrate these behaviors in feedback conferences, they build a relationship
with the teacher to support instructional improvement.

Results in Relation to the Practices of Transformational Feedback

A formative feedback system was developed by Halverson et al. (2007) to help educators engage
with their student performance data. The feedback gives teachers information that provides them
specific information and support from the principal to understand what they need to do in the
classroom to change instructional practices and delivery to improve student performance.

Blanc et al. (2010) took the aspects of the work done by Halverson et al. (2007) and

broke down the feedback system into smaller tasks. Based on the research of Halverson et al. and
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Blanc et al., practices and actions of feedback were identified as part of the Transformational
Feedback Model. The practices are alignment, data, and improvement. The actions are agents of
change, communicate effectively, create a shared vision, and developing a culture.

Based on the Principal and Teacher Communication Handout (PATCH), surveys, and
interviews from the participants, the practices of feedback were implemented in the principal
feedback conferences. The feedback protocol structured the feedback conferences to focus the
conversations around the practices of feedback. The updated TFM has three practices. These
practices of feedback are alignment, instruction, and data. The original TFM had four practices,
but after the study the assessment for learning and curriculum alignment were combined into one
practice called alignment for learning.

Alignment. The principals and teachers understood the purpose of benchmarks based on
their interviews prior to the study. Assessments are supposed to “promote data-driven decision
making” (Blanc et al., 2007, p. 206). In the interviews, a teacher commented, “we’ve used our
data better this year than we’ve ever used it”. Another teacher commented that they liked how
the data were broken down to understand what they did not spend enough time instructing while
spending too much time on an area of the curriculum that was not assessed heavily.

In reviewing the feedback protocols completed, principals used the assessment for
learning section to identify what they learned based on the results, specific goals for the teachers
to obtain, and what needed to be done by the teacher to improve student performance. On one
PATCH, the principal noted to the teacher that twenty-five percent of their students showed a
decline between the first two benchmarks and that the teacher needed to work on differentiating

their instruction to target students with projected achievement levels of two and three. This
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information from the PATCH was mentioned by the teacher in their interview with the
researcher.

Improvement. Lochmiller (2016) wrote that feedback given by school leaders to
improve instruction must include modeling, inquiry, and praise. The interviews and the PATCH
did not yield direct data to say that instructional improvement occurred. Teachers in the
interviews seemed indifferent about their instructional improvement. The researcher did not get
any sense in talking with the teachers they were given specific praise for their instructional
improvement. What was gleaned from the interviews and discussed earlier was the fact the
principals and teachers spent more time on how to remediate the students who were falling
behind and how to differentiate their instruction. The teachers did comment on how they felt
positive about results they did get from the students, but not from any direct praise from their
principal.

The modeling aspect of instructional improvement came from the principal getting the
district instructional coaches involved with each teacher and focus their work on the information
discussed in the feedback conferences. Understanding that the principal does not have the time to
model instructional practices with every teacher, the use of the instructional coach in the school
is valuable in the improvement of the instruction. The principals and teachers seemed open to the
assistance. The instructional coach realizes what the focus of the improvement needed to be to
improve results. In the interviews, teachers were open to the support the instructional coaches
provided.

The curriculum determines the importance of what is taught in a classroom (Polikoff,
2012). When the content taught aligns with the curriculum and what is assessed then there is an

agreement (Squires, 2012). During feedback conferences, the principals noted to the teachers on
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their PATCH that their alignment was on target. This concept was echoed in the interviews from
teachers who commented that the alignment of the district pacing guide and the student
benchmark assessments was more effective this year.

This alignment structure led the teachers to keep their instructional pacing and alignment
with the approved curriculum and district pacing guide. The researcher observed from each of
the teachers and principals in the interviews that the data received after each student benchmark
assessment was a true reflection of the student’s understanding of the curriculum and what the
teachers had instructed. During the prior year, teachers and principals from these schools along
with the other two middle schools took issue to the alignment of the student benchmark
assessment and the district pacing guide.

Having the alignment between the approved curriculum, the taught curriculum, and the
student benchmark assessments the principals and teachers trusted the data results. They were
willing to make improvements and get help from the instructional coaches to improve their
instructional practices.

Data. School leaders must have the capacity to lead conversations with teachers based on
data (Earl & Katz, 2006). Both principals used the established goals from the beginning of the
school year on the class roster report provided to each teacher from the researcher (Appendix R).
Those established goals allowed the principal to start the feedback conversation with the teacher
about their data results. In the teacher interviews, teachers commented that the data portion of the
feedback conference and PATCH helped in establishing remediation groups. Principal comments
on the PATCH focused teachers on remediating and how they could differentiate their

instruction for select students.
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A connection can be made based on how the principals focused their feedback
conversations around remediation and differentiated instruction. Additional findings were
discussed in chapter four regarding consistency. Unlike the middle schools in the control group
whose projected achievement level performance dropped from benchmark three to the results on
the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment, the middle schools in the study were consistent in
the percentage of students whose projected achievement level was proficient on benchmark three
to the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment.

The practices of feedback focus on the expansion between assessments, curriculum, and
instruction. These practices structure the feedback conferences for the school leader to focus
their feedback on specific areas the teacher needs to improvement.

Results in Relation to the Actions of Transformational Feedback

Using the surveys and interviews from the participants, the actions of feedback were the
results of the principal feedback conferences. The actions of feedback arise from the feedback
and provides the direction and goal the principal has for the school. The actions found in the
TFM have been updated in their name from the original version to reflect what was found
because of the study.

Agents of change. School leaders must be aware and supportive in their role as the
person who is giving the feedback. They must know how important the attitudes of the teacher
with regards to change (Beer & Nohria, 2000; Clegg & Walsh, 2004). At the same time, the
teachers must be able to receive the support of the principal and accept the changes needed
(Bommer et al., 2005; Park & Jeong, 2013).

The relationship the principals had with each teacher was good. Some were better than

others based on the surveys and interviews. Reflecting on the interviews, the researcher sensed
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that that a teacher’s self-esteem about their instruction is related to the relationship they have
with their principal. The stronger the relationship the teacher has with the school leader and
belief that the school leaders are supportive of the teacher than the teacher has a better outlook
on their own abilities. This relationship building is supported by the research of Hoy and Miskel
(2001) who said the principal must play the role of supporter and facilitator in their relationship
with the teacher. The relationship for change must be built on the idea that the school leader
wants the teacher to improve and the teacher understanding from the school leader’s actions that
they want to see them grow and become a better teacher.

Effective communication. School leaders must be able to communicate with their
teachers. The ability to communicate is critical in the success of an organization (Marques,
2010). The PATCH allowed the principal to put down on paper what they needed the teacher to
know based on the student benchmark results to improve student performance and their own
instruction. In the interviews, the teachers discussed how they brought the PATCH back to their
classroom to review and make the necessary adjustments. In many cases the teachers had the
handouts with them in the interview as they answered the researcher’s questions.

Create shared vision. School leaders can affect outcomes through their vision and goal
for the school (Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Katterfield, 2013; Murphy, 1990; Supovitz et al., 2009).
Creating a shared vision is not something that can be measured. The researcher got an impression
from the interviews with teachers that they understood what the principal was wanting the school
to achieve. During the conferences, goals were discussed and reviewed each time which helped
the principal’s vision be attainable. If you look at the overall results for the two middle schools
on the North Carolina End-of-Grade mathematics assessment the progress the students in grade

six mathematics made in relation to the results when they were in grade five mathematics was
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impressive. The current cohort increased their performance by two and two tenths of a point. The
previous two cohorts as discussed in chapter four demonstrated negative progress compared to
grade five results the previous school year. The decreases were negative nine and one tenths
points and negative six and one tenth points.

Developing a culture. A school culture that is purpose driven allows for a sustained
vitality to be reached (Holloman et al., 2007). For the school culture to have established
expectations the school leaders must provide teachers with the encouragement and inspiration to
reach those goals (Quin et al., 2015). Teacher interview comments alluded to understanding the
expectations of the principal. Both principals are in their second year and to judge the effect on
the school culture is difficult.

To measure the culture of the school, an analysis of the overall school composite and
school performance grade has been made. In their second year as principals, both have seen
improvement across all grade levels and subjects.

The principal of Middle School One has moved the school from being a school
designated as Low Performing with a School Performance Grade of “D” based on the guidelines
established by the North Carolina General Assembly (North Carolina General Assembly, 2013c)
to a School Performance Grade of “C”. Middle School One’s overall composite has increased by
twelve and eight tenths of a point from forty-seven and three tenths percent to sixty and one tenth
percent in the last two school years.

The principal of Middle School Two has moved the school from two tenths of a point
from being designated as Low Performing based on the guidelines established by the North
Carolina General Assembly to a school within two points of being designated as a “B” school

based on the School Performance Grades established by the North Carolina General Assembly

175



(North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2015c) over the past two school years. The
school’s composite score has increased by six and three tenths points from fifty-eight and one
tenth percent to sixty-four and four tenth percent (see Table 27).

The actions of feedback; agents of change, shared vision, effective communication, and
developing a culture allow the school leader to initiate engagement with the teacher in the
process necessary to become a transformational instructor. These four actions are the result of
the feedback conference.

Lessons Learned through the Research Process

This study has provided me the opportunity to expand my own skill set as it relates to
supporting school leaders when they receive student benchmark assessment results to support
data decision making and data literacy. These lessons can be viewed from the aspect of
implementation of the Transformational Feedback Model and my own professional growth as it
relates to the study. Overall, the major lesson learned from the research process as the overseer
of student performance data in the school district, there must be meaningful and focused
conversations with school leaders as it relates to instructional leadership regarding the four
actions of feedback.

When the researcher process started the focus was on supporting the principals and their
relationships with individual teachers to promote positive change in student performance through
feedback conversations. What the research showed was the overseer of student performance data
in the district has a role in supporting school leaders in their quest to build positive and
productive relationships with the teachers in their schools. The reports developed for this
research in addition to the reports provided by our student benchmark assessment vendor TE-21

and those provided by the Accountability Services Division of the North Carolina Department of
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Table 27

North Carolina End-of-Grade Comparison from 2015-16 to 2016-17

School Year
2015-16 2016-17 Difference
Middle School One 47.3 60.1 12.8
Middle School Two 58.1 64.4 6.3

Note. Adapted from results of district data from the 2015-16 through the 2016-17 school year.
Performance results are based on the Grade Level Proficiency (GLP). GLP refers to students
whose performance on the North Carolina End-of-Grade or End-of-Course attained an
achievement level of three or higher (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a).
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Public Instruction help school leaders and teachers to determine if the students in the classroom
perform as expected, above expectation, or below expectation. In addition, the reports create help
ease the stress the school leaders and teachers have about data and allows them to focus on the
important aspects of feedback conferences or data talks; the instructional practices.

Updated TFM

Based on the results from the study updates to the TFM have been made. Earlier in the
chapter the updated TFM was provided after analyzing results as it related to the literature. This
updated model allows flexibility in its use. Chapter two provided two models; one for education
and another for other occupations. After updating the model, the current version can be used for
any occupation. This new model provides focus around the leader-follower relationship and
supports the transition necessary for someone professionally to go from a consumer practitioner
to a reflective practitioner to an entrepreneurial practitioner. For this dissertation, the focus is on
the TFM and its use in the leader-follower relationship as it pertains to education.

The characteristics of Transformational Leadership still anchor the TFM. The
characteristics have been simplified to individualized, inspire, stimulate, and influence. As the
leader in the relationship, the leader must create a relationship built on those four characteristics.
The relationship the leader fosters must exhibit the four behaviors which promote and establish a
connection through personalized feedback. The leader establishes trust and vitality to promote
reflection and goals. School leaders must demonstrate those behaviors and participate in the three
practices that focus on the expansion between assessments, curriculum, and instruction. These
behaviors are done through feedback that discusses alignment for learning, data, and
improvement for the individual teacher. The behaviors and practices are in place to transition the

teacher from a consumer practitioner to a reflective practitioner. These behaviors and practices
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lead to the four actions in the TFM that initiate engagement in the process and allow the teacher
to become a highly reflective practitioner who takes the necessary risks to improve their teaching
as it relates to their instruction.

Updated PATCH

Another revision made was to the PATCH protocol (see Appendix AA). The protocol has
been updated based on the changes to the TFM. This updated protocol keeps the leader focused
on providing the individualized feedback specific for the follower so professional growth has an
opportunity to take place.

Reflection, goals, and data. Reflecting on the four questions at the beginning of the
PATCH under Assessments for Learning, they have been split into two new headings based on
the updated behaviors. The two behaviors are reflection and goals. There are two other behaviors
not represented on the PATCH because trust and vitality are promoted through the feedback
while reflection and goals are established in the feedback conference. The reflective section is at
the top of the protocol while the goal section was placed at the end of the protocol. The
reasoning behind the move was so the goal could be established and discussed at the end of the
conference and all topics could be discussed and a goal could be established with clarity. The
data results section did not change from the original version to the new version.

Alignment and improvement. The original two sections titled instruction and
curriculum were adjusted. The information being discussed in those two sections were
reconfigured to be titled Alignment and Improvement. The Alignment section is broken down
into curriculum and assessment and adjustments. The Improvement section looks at instructional

delivery and pacing.

179



The PATCH is geared specifically towards feedback conferences between school leader
and teachers. For the protocol to work in a noneducation occupation a couple of terms would
need to be revised. These revisions would need to remove the terms assessment, instruction,
curriculum, and benchmark. To allow for the flexibility to work in other occupations the protocol
has been renamed the Feedback and Communication Transcript (FACT) and an updated version
is available (see Appendix AB).

Implementation

During the study, a couple of valuable lessons were learned as it relates to implementing
new structures into schools to support our school leaders and teachers. Those lessons are:

a. Data reports and their connection with goal setting. The school leader and teacher
must understand what is realistic to expect data wise from each other based on the
academic levels of the students that make up the class.,

b. School leaders must be taught the importance of providing individualized feedback to
teachers. Principals in the study viewed the feedback conferences as another task that
needed to be completed instead of the valuable time they get to sit down with their
teachers and convey the four actions that come out of the TFM.

c. Both school leaders and teachers need the data reports to be modeled to demonstrate
all the different ways they can use the reports provided by the benchmark vendor TE-
21, the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, or created by myself in my
current role in the district. The modeling must be done on multiple occasions, so they
are able to internalize how to use the reports and be able to ask follow-up questions
that lead to improvement. These reports are not stand-alone data points to only review

and analyze at the feedback conferences or at grade level PLCs. These
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reports should be a part of evaluations, professional development plans, and school
improvement meetings.
Professional Growth
Several lessons have been learned because of this study as it pertains to my own
professional growth and my understanding of leadership within schools and school districts.
Those lessons are:

a.  Convey to school leaders the importance of the individual feedback conference as it
relates to their leadership within the school. The individual feedback conferences
are there for the school leader and teacher to work together as a team to improve
student performance, improve instruction, improve professionally, and enjoy the
work that they are doing with students to make a difference.,

b.  Demonstrate with school leaders how the benchmark reports are connected and will
make the data analysis and decision making easier for them to make the data
decisions necessary for positive change. Gulek (2003, p. 42) discusses the necessity
for “school practitioners to become assessment literate to make maximum use of
test results”. In my current role, more time needs to be spent with all school leaders
within each school demonstrating the use of the reports and how they can better
inform their decision making.,

c.  Never take for granted what school leaders or teachers communicate regarding their
understanding or use of data in the building. Data makes people uncomfortable and
in my role, school leaders and teachers need to be made comfortable in analyzing
data collected and being honest about what they are doing in their school to get

those positive or negative results.
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Limitations of the Study

As with any research study, there are limitations that should be noted regarding practice
and research. There was a clear limitation in the study because there were only two principals
and four teachers. Given this limitation, implementing this study with more teachers within the
schools would have strengthened the study.

The data from Middle School Two was diminished when it was learned that the principal
conducted one of the feedback conferences with both teachers at the same time instead of one-
on-one as instructed. Also, at the same school one of the teacher interviews could not be
coordinated so the teacher provided the researcher written responses to the interview questions.

A portion of the research data was from the PATCH and surveys given to the
participants. The researcher wanted the feedback conferences completed within one week of the
data being provided to the principal and surveys completed within twenty-four hours of the
feedback conferences. There were a couple of conferences that took place outside of the first
week of receiving the data and surveys were not always completed within the twenty-four-hour
window. These two delays may have caused some thoughts and feelings the participants had
during the feedback conference to dissipate or not be recorded.

Lastly, the researcher initially wanted to compare individual student achievement levels
from the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment in grade five mathematics from 2015-16, the
student benchmark assessment projected achievement level in mathematics from all three student
benchmark assessments from 2016-17, and the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment in grade
six mathematics from 2016-17 to determine the impact the principal feedback conferences had
on individual students. To get permission to use the individual student achievement levels from

the North Carolina End-of-Grade assessment required permission from Duke University’s Center

182



for Child and Family Policy’s North Carolina Education Research Data Center for the official
data collected by North Carolina Department of Public Instruction. The turnaround time to
receive the data is between nine and ten months. This scenario would not work with the
researcher’s timeline and completion of the dissertation.

Recommendations for Practice

Through the implementation of the Transformational Feedback Model (TFM) the
researcher learned that school leaders and teachers both want to experience success. For school
leaders, they want to see students to be instructed by strong instructional leaders in the classroom
and want their teachers to enjoy their work and improve their craft. Teachers also want the
students they teach to learn and demonstrate improvement. They also want to be feel satisfaction
in their job performance and be noticed by their school leaders for the work they are doing in
their classroom.

The feedback conferences provide (a) the school leaders the opportunity to sit down with
the teacher to discuss student assessment results and develop a plan of action to improve or
continue moving forward, (b) the teacher the opportunity to reflect on their own practices to
adjust their instruction, and (c) allow both school leaders and teachers the opportunity to have
conversations focused on the teacher and how they can be supported.

Using the PATCH gives the feedback conferences structure. School leaders can provide
the teacher a written communication of what was discussed in the conference, so the teacher can
reflect on what the school leader has provided as feedback orally after the conference is
completed. This written communication allows the teacher to have time to internalize the

information conveyed to them without getting upset or discouraged.
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To support the implementation of the feedback conferences and the TFM, three areas
should be considered by a state and/or district. Those areas are (a) policy development, (b)
organizational management, and (c) human resource management. Further discussion of what
needs to be considered and put into place within the organization are discuss in length below.
Policy Development

Implementing feedback conferences into all schools across North Carolina as a policy
would benefit teachers and students. Many districts in North Carolina already use a third-party
vendor to provide district-wide student benchmark assessments and the North Carolina
Department of Public Instruction, starting in the 2017-2018 school year will begin to offer
districts if they would like three benchmark assessments called NC Check-Ins to support districts
in their efforts to improve teacher instruction and student performance (North Carolina
Department of Public Instruction, 2017a).

The idea of this policy is to improve student performance and teacher instruction in the
classroom with the help of specific feedback to teachers on their student’s performance on
benchmark assessments. The benefit of this policy is that it gives school leaders and teachers the
opportunity to reflect on what is going well, what needs to improve, and how to go about
improving with regards to instruction. By sitting down one-on-one to discuss the teacher’s
benchmark results, the benchmark becomes a valuable tool in the improvement of the teacher
and not just another way to play “gotcha” with teachers.

Benefits and burdens. This policy provides both benefits and burdens to those effected
by the policy. Teachers would be getting the benefit of individualized feedback from benchmark

data. The burden would be on the school leaders to have the one-on-one conferences with each
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teacher in their school after each round of benchmark results. In addition, both the school leader
and the teacher may view the feedback conferences as just another task that must be completed.

Implied or stated goals achieved. The two goals in using assessments is to assess
students so that school leaders and teachers (a) have an accurate picture of where each student is
in his or her understanding of the intended curriculum, and (b) how well the teacher’s taught
curriculum aligns with the intended curriculum. Having school leaders sit down and have
individualized conferences with each teacher to give feedback, my policy can ensure that the
teacher understands how well he or she did in relation to his or her stated goals.

Tools intended to change the behavior. One of the most effective ways for people to
change is to be given individualized and specific feedback on how they can improve. The
problem of practice-oriented policy implemented addresses that need. During the feedback
conferences, school leaders can give the teacher suggestions that may bring about positive
change in his or her instruction which may lead to improved student performance.

A means to an end. The suggested policy brief (see Appendix AC) provides a means to
an end. Schools today must continue to improve performance every year or face scrutiny from
district leadership. This policy supports a structure that provides the opportunity for school
leaders and teachers to continuously improve and refine their craft to benefit students. Feedback
has one of the highest effect sizes of any intervention oriented to improving student learning
(Hattie, 2009). Giving teachers the feedback on benchmark assessments so they can improve
their instruction is vital for teacher growth. In general people want to grow and improve at their
job. Giving feedback boosts teacher vitality and reduces teacher burnout.

Implementation structure. The implementation structure of this policy is concentrated

at the school level. School leaders are responsible for carrying out the policy of feedback after
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benchmark assessment data has been provided. School leaders already do something similar with
post conferences after observations. In this case, after benchmark results have been given, school
leaders could upload their feedback into a system like the teacher evaluation instrument already
used by North Carolina (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, n.d.a). This way, the
feedback is kept for documentation and would help show that school leaders have provided
additional support if there is a case in which a school or district is looking at dismissal of a
teacher based on performance.

Organizational Management

Morgan (2006) compared organizations to cultures. For an organization to be successful,
a culture must be cultivated by its leader. In schools, the “tilling and developing” (Morgan, 2006,
p. 116) of the culture is done by the school leaders. The problem of practice of this study is
focused on establishing a culture within the school by school leaders to use results on student
benchmark assessments to provide timely, individualized feedback to teachers on their
instruction. For the culture of the organization to develop and grow the TFM is a way to support
the leader in their campaign to progress the organization by developing, growing, and spreading
the culture necessary for success.

Developing a culture. School leaders lack the understanding of how to use student
benchmark assessment (Stiggins, 2002). To develop a successful school culture that uses student
benchmark assessment data correctly, school leaders must be the data and instructional leader.
School leaders must understand how to improve instruction and be able to communicate the
change needed for improvement, have a vision of what instruction and curriculum alignment

looks like, effectively discuss how to accomplish the goals of the teacher and the school, and
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what the culture and expectations of a school that focuses on improving teacher instruction and

student performance.

Providing feedback to teachers links the data results teachers receive on student
performance results to the actions of feedback to improve instruction and student performance in
the classroom. Giving structured and specific feedback on the part of the school leader builds
capacity in the teacher so they can use the feedback to improve their own instructional practices
which will lead to student performance improvement.

Fertilizing trust. The environment must be positive for trust to grow. Trust builds the
relationships necessary for organizations to prosper. The establishment and cultivation of trust is
“an essential element in vibrant, well-performing schools” (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015a,
p. 257). To fertilize trust, the school leaders in the building must understand how to develop trust
between themselves and the follower. Trust takes time and develops through strong

communication.

Time is needed to establish trust, so goals can be reached (Tschannen-Moren, 2014).
Trust builds in the feedback conferences through strong communication between the leader and
the follower. Trust was found in the survey results and backs up previous research (Gregory,
2017; Tschannen-Moran, 2014; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015b). Feedback conferences
carve out time for the leader and follower to have that conversation that is individualized and
opens strong lines of communication between both individuals. The leader needs to value the
feedback conferences and the time necessary to communicate and not see feedback conferences
as another task that must be completed. The same can be said for the teacher and the value they
place on the feedback conferences and not seeing these feedback conferences as another task to

complete. The teacher needs to understand the value of the feedback conferences and how it
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facilitates the building of trust between them and the school leader necessary for their work and
the work of the entire organization to produce increases in student performance.

Cultivating leaders. Leaders in schools are not limited to school administrators. Anyone
in a school has the capacity to be a leader (Gregory, 2017). When teachers begin to exhibit
leadership behaviors the instruction in their classroom is boosted which leads to increases in
student performance. There is a relationship between the culture of a school and the leadership
exhibited by teachers. Schools where teachers are leaders are ones that have cultures that are
supportive and collaborative (Demir, 2014).

The leader must demonstrate support in their communication and their actions as well as
allow the teacher to understand the partnership is a collaborative relationship and not a one-way
street where the leader gives and the follower receives. Practices that develop teacher leaders is
related to the positive connection found between the culture of a school and teacher leadership
(Cansoy & Parlar, 2017).

Growing a culture. Our schools need leaders who can grow a positive culture through
their action and interactions with teacher because they understand their behavior in the school
will be modeled by the teachers they lead. School leaders need to give feedback that gives
teachers areas to work on, but more importantly give them positive reinforcement on what they
are doing well with their data, their instruction, and their curriculum alignment. Positive
reinforcement has influence on the motivation and performance of employees (Morgan, 2006)
which leads to the growth of the individual and the organization.

School leaders must be able to use the student assessment data collected on student

performance to have structured, timely conversations with teachers to discuss the student

188



assessment data and to develop a road map to improve student performance results on the next
student benchmark assessment, thereby developing the culture they want to cultivate.

School leaders need to understand that the culture they establish tells everyone inside the
organization and whoever from the outside interacts with the organization what they as the
leaders believe. The vitality of the organization’s health impacts the viability of the organization.
A strong indicator of the health of the culture in an organization is the strength found in the
school leader’s ability to build relationships and establish trust.

A leader who is growing the “right culture” is one who sees importance in interpersonal
relationships. Fullan (2002) argued that relationships build a foundation for year two and beyond
for a leader. He went further in asserting the importance of relationship building when he
suggested that leaders who can motivate and energize teachers can make a lasting effect on the
overall outlook of the organization.

Spreading a culture. School leaders cannot spread the culture they desire for the school
by themselves. They must empower teachers and they will do the work to spread the culture
necessary for high achievement. Just like growing a culture, the leader must understand their
practices are observed and modeled by the teachers. Teachers who are empowered as a result of
the TFM and the feedback conferences will begin to demonstrate the same behaviors, practices,
and actions in their classroom with their students.

Human Resource Management

No matter the business sector the organization is in, the organization must be made up of

skilled employees (Pil & Leana, 2009). For schools to have the skilled leaders and teachers, they

must possess specific characteristics. Those characteristics are being reflective practitioners,
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collaborators, trusting, and capacity building. To possess these skills the organization must invest
in the human capital that are school leaders and teachers and the leader-follower relationship.

Leader-follower relationship. Leaders and followers must have a relationship in which
they both work together where a leader will lead and a follower will follow. The leader-follower
relationship needs personalized feedback for the follower on the strengths and weaknesses that
are specific to them so they as professionals can grow, improve, and demonstrate mastery of
their craft. The TFM is built upon this leader-follower relationship and the ability of both parties
to build the relationship. Being able to reflect on the work done from their own perspective
allows both parties to be agents for change. To be agents of change the leader-follower
relationship must involve collaboration and trust. Collaborating makes both the leader and the
follower part of the decision-making process which gives each a vested interest in the results.
Trust must exist in the relationship because without it there is no relationship that is productive
and focus on a goal for improvement.

Collaborators. The leader-follower relationship becomes stronger when both members of
the relationship collaborate. Building collaboration between school leaders and teachers allow
the two parties to communicate effectively and have a clear understanding of the expectations
and culture school leaders want the organization to exhibit.

School leaders and teachers must work together to support the students in the school. The
benefit of this collaboration for teachers is invaluable. Having the ability to work with their
leader will bring about stronger ties and lead to higher achievement (Pil & Leana, 2009).

Trust. Trust is at the root of any strong relationship that has a goal of helping students
succeed (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001). Trust increases team effectiveness and

collaboration (Hallam et al., 2015). Any relationship that is built to make a difference must
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include a high level of trust. Without a high level of trust, teams are not able to improve
outcomes. A leader-follower relationship must take place in an atmosphere that is trustworthy, so
teachers are vulnerable enough to discuss issues going on in their classroom and seek guidance
from their leader.

Professional educator systems. All educators in North Carolina are evaluated based on
the professional educator evaluation system. All three systems; superintendents and district
leadership, principals and assistant principals, and teachers intended purpose is to assess
performance in relation to the standards and to serve as a development model for individual
growth and development for the practitioner (North Carolina Department of Public Instruction,
n.d.d). The TFM supports the standards and sub-standards established to shape districts and
school.

Superintendents and district leadership. School boards evaluate superintendents in
North Carolina on the professional educator evaluation system. A superintendent who uses the
TFM as they work with district leaders and principals will demonstrate the seven standards. The
seven standards are (a) strategic leadership; (b) instructional leadership; (c) cultural leadership;
(d) human resource leadership; (e) managerial leadership; (f) external development leadership;
and (g)