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Abstract
K-12 principals are held increasingly accountable for school success, yet their
direct impact on students is negligible. Principals must thus work to positively
impact their teachers in order to indirectly impact student achievement.
Transformational leaders are able to utilize intellectual stimulation in order to
impact those who work under them. The data for this study was collected through
qualitative means, with eight K-12 teachers, representing two school districts in
East Tennessee, participating. The findings in this study indicated that principals
were able to provide intellectually stimulating experiences for teachers without
having to bring in outside resources or even add extra time to either their or their
teachers’ workdays. For the participants in this study, K-12 principal actions that
provided intellectual stimulation were as follows: displaying trust, providing
leadership experiences, questioning the status quo, giving specific/actionable
feedback, and facilitating academic study.
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Chapter I: Introduction
The genesis of this study arose from my own foray into school leadership.
I became a K-12 principal in school year 2016-17, and I was intrigued at the
possibility of using the position as a means to continue teaching—and teachers
would be my new students. During monthly faculty meetings, I would set aside
the final five minutes or so to present what I referred to as “Parham’s
Perspective,” wherein I would review an article or idea that had recently
interested me. I believed in this way, I could help intellectually stimulate teachers
in the same way I had been intrigued, while also showing I respected the craft of
education and took note of recent research. Perhaps not surprisingly, neither the
interaction I received during the meetings nor the feedback I received after these
short presentations could be described as enthusiastic.
My curiosity was then piqued: What could I do that could be seen as
intellectually stimulating for my staff? I arrived at this query almost
simultaneously with my introduction to the work of John Hattie, who worked to
assign effect scores and rank factors that impacted (both positively and
negatively) student achievement. Hattie (2017) found collective teacher efficacy
to be the most influential factor on student achievement, which prompted another
idea: How could I, the building principal, affect teacher efficacy and, thus, student
achievement?
Overview of the Study
Gardner (1990) noted that while leadership as a term can be mystifying, a
basic idea involves a process of persuasion in which a leader exercises control
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over a situation by convincing followers to pursue commonly held objectives.
According to Novak (2012), President General Dwight D. Eisenhower described
leadership as the ability of a leader to get followers to willingly do what the leader
wants done. Burns (1978), however, noted that leadership was an act in which
those with power and/or authority induced followers to act in pursuit of “certain
goals that represent the values and the motivations—the wants and needs, the
aspirations and expectations—of both leaders and followers” (p. 19). Northouse
(2010) also noted that leadership was a process wherein an individual could
influence a group of individuals to work toward and attain a common goal.
Northouse (2010) further noted that the leadership process was an interactive one
that took place between leaders and their followers—if the followers were not
affected, then, conversely, leadership did not occur. In the K-12 educational
setting, the person who is looked to as the influencing individual is the buildinglevel principal.
Several researchers have reported finding that school leaders’ occupational
responsibilities were ever-expanding and ever-changing (Beausaert, et al., 2016;
Chaplain, 2001; Darmody & Smyth, 2016; Pollock, et al., 2015; Wang et al.,
2018). Whitaker (1999) and Friedman (2002) also noted that principals’
increasingly complex job functions and work-environment stressors—including
role ambiguity and school-performance anxiety–brought with them a growing
amount of stress and burnout. Wax and Hale (1987) discovered that increased
burnout effects existed at all levels of K-12 school leadership equally. Timms, et
al. (2012) reported that the burnout effects on school administrators included
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decreased work performance, initiative, creativity, and attendance—all factors
leading to greater job turnover. Conversely, by increasing building-level
successes, school principals helped to lessen their own burden of occupational
stress (Friedman, 2000). Wang et al. (2018) noted that principals’ job satisfaction
was related to the success of their school, and Riley (2017) found that the
significance of personal achievement has grown steadily in school principals’
determinants of job satisfaction.
C. Y. Tan (2018) synthesized what literature existed at the time on
leadership and noted that school administrators’ leadership functions were fourfold and that school administrators completed the following list of functions:
•

acted as schools’ instructional leaders.

•

created and fostered cultures that allowed for collaborative, shared
leadership.

•

developed academic school visions that were shared and supported
by stakeholders.

•

understood and developed teachers. (p. 22)

Leithwood et al. (2006) added to this list the responsibility of redesigning the
organization by creating work environments most conducive to teacher
productivity. Each of these functions held principals at a distance from the direct
effect of student achievement, as school administrators operated indirectly
through teacher impact. Hendriks and Shereens (2013) noted that these leadership
traits reiterated a connection “between emphases in school leadership and school
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factors that have been empirically supported for being positively associated with
student achievement” (p. 376).
To positively impact achievement outcomes, researchers found that
principals must do so through indirect means (Hallinger et al., 1996; Hattie, 2003;
Leithwood et al., 2006; Leithwood et al., 2006; Hendricks & Shereen, 2013; Tan,
C. Y. 2018). C. Y. Tan (2018) argued that school leaders may face mitigating
variables in their leadership pursuits, dependent upon the factors of their
individual building-level concerns and contingencies, including resource
availability, parental involvement and expectations, etc. Leithwood, et al. (2006)
concluded that the effect principals could have was significant, however. The
researchers found that school leadership, because of its impact upon other schoollevel functions, was “second only to classroom teaching as an influence on pupil
learning” (p. 4). Beyond simple ideas of leadership, the present research
specifically focused upon transformational leadership (namely the characteristic
idea of intellectual stimulation) and its impact upon teacher self-efficacy beliefs.
In this chapter, I provide readers with an overview of how teachers
experience intellectual simulation provided by their principals, as well as the
purpose of this study. Furthermore, I explain the theoretical framework through
which I viewed the problem of experiencing intellectual stimulation, and I argue
the significance of the study. Finally, I conclude Chapter I by describing common
terms associated with researching the topic of experiencing principal-provided
intellectual stimulation, as well as provide the reader with an overview of the rest
of the dissertation document.
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Statement of the Problem
Although I will provide a greater dissection of the terms below, I wanted
to first address the ideas of intellectual stimulation and self-efficacy in a basic
form, as they will be central to the research that follows. Bass’s (1990) original
definition of intellectual stimulation focused on a leader’s ability to use this
strategy to promote “intelligence, rationality, and careful problem solving” (p.
22). Bandura (1977) originally defined self-efficacy as a belief comprised of
future-focused ideas which measured “people’s convictions in their own
effectiveness” (p. 193).
Researchers have found that intellectual stimulation, when measured as a
part of school leaders’ transformational leadership practices, positively impacted
teacher self-efficacy beliefs (Demir, 2008; Dumay & Galand, 2012; Leithwood &
Jantzi, 1999; Leithwood & Sun, 2012; Minckler, 2014). Researchers also found
these positive self-efficacy beliefs, in turn, positively impacted teacher retention
by increasing job satisfaction and helping to alleviate burnout (Caprara, et al.,
2006; Griffith, 2004; Herman et al., 2018; Pedota, 2015; Savas et al., 2014;
Turkoglu et al., 2017). In synthesizing 40 years of research on self-efficacy, Zee
and Koomen (2016) reported the following:
[High-efficacy teachers] tend to effectively cope with a range of problem
behaviors; use proactive, student-centered classroom behavior strategies
and practices; and establish less conflictual relationships with students. . . .
[They] also use more diverse instructional strategies, differentiate more
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frequently, change their goals according to students’ needs, and are more
positive about the implementation of such instructional strategies. (p. 998)
By utilizing intellectual stimulation, K-12 school leaders can promote greater
efficacy in their teachers.
Goddard et al. (2000) found a direct link between teachers’ perceptions of
their efficacy and student achievement, noting that “collective teacher efficacy is
positively associated with the differences in student achievement that occur
between schools” and that “collective teacher efficacy perceptions are predictive
of student achievement” (p. 501). Specifically, Goddard et al. (2000) also
uncovered that an increase of one point of a school’s collective efficacy was
associated with an increase of 8.62 points in mathematics achievement and an
increase of 8.49 points in reading achievement on student assessments.
While Hattie (2003) identified teacher impact as accounting for 30% of
the variance in student achievement (second only to the impact of the students
themselves), other researchers (Hallinger et al., 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1996)
reported that principals contributed few statistically significant direct impacts on
student achievement. Hattie (2003) referred to principals’ impact on students as
having been “trickled through” other factors (p. 2). Leithwood et al. (2006) noted
that “school leaders improve teaching and learning indirectly and most powerfully
through their influence on staff motivation, commitment and working conditions”
(p. 3). Hipp (1996) and Mehdinezhad and Mansouri (2016) found that principal
leadership behaviors were significant predictors of teacher efficacy, and
Lambersky (2016) found that principals significantly impacted the emotional
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well-being (including self-efficacy) of their teachers. Marzano (2005) referred to
school principals as optimizers, the ones most responsible for drawing out the best
in their certified teachers by building teacher self-efficacy beliefs.
One means by which principals have impacted teacher efficacy was
through the construct of transformational leadership practices (Hipp, 1996;
Ninkovic & Floric, 2018). Bass (1990) created a foundational definition of
transformational leadership by identifying transformational leaders as those who
motivated and inspired those in their charge through charisma, individualized
consideration, and intellectual stimulation. Of these characteristics, I found
intellectual stimulation to be underrepresented in the extant literature and
research. Although researchers found transformational practices (including
intellectual stimulation) had a significant impact upon overall school culture and
teacher efficacy, no discussion was made of the effects of intellectual stimulation
(Demir, 2008; Dumay & Galand, 2012; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999).
For this research project, I relied upon teacher instead of principal input
for the qualitative data, as Tosh and Doss (2019) found that the school principals
in their study almost universally considered their own actions to be near 100% of
their desired ideal for their schools’ and staffs’ needs. While those principals’
teachers responded with high marks for their principals’ performance, there was
still a 14- to 20- point difference between the perceptions of the two respondent
groups. Tosh and Doss (2019) noted that “these disparities suggest that a
significant minority of teachers do not agree with principals’ self-perceptions” (p.
6). Thus, the purpose of my research was to study how teachers experienced
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intellectual stimulation that was directly attributed to their building-level
administrators.
Research Question
As the researcher, I used a phenomenological approach in this study. I
asked K-12 public school teachers about their experiences of when principals
provided them with intellectual stimulation. My questions were open-ended to
ensure that I did not lead participants to a particular response. My research
questions that guided my phenomenological research were as follows:
Research Question 1
How do teachers experience intellectual stimulation that is directly
attributed to their building-level administrators?
Research Question 2
How do intellectually stimulating experiences that are directly attributed
to building-level administrators impact teacher efficacy?
Research Question 3
What meaning do teachers ascribe to intellectually stimulating experiences
provided by their building-level administrators?
Each time that I began an interview with a teacher, I instructed the teacher
as follows: “I’m doing a study on the experience of when principals provide
teachers with intellectual stimulation. Can you tell me about a time as a teacher
that you experienced intellectual stimulation that you attributed to your principal?
To help you get started, think of three instances in which you have experienced a
principal providing you with an intellectually stimulating opportunity. Choose one
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of those experiences and tell me what stood out to you.” I determined what
follow-up questions to ask participants based on the information they supplied me
during their interviews.
Theoretical Framework
Anfara and Mertz (2015) contended that “theory plays a key role in
framing and conducting almost every aspect of [a] study” (p. 11). Merriam and
Tisdale (2016) argued that a theoretical framework was necessary for all research,
even qualitative studies, although they acknowledged there are other researchers
who believed theoretical frameworks in qualitative studies were unnecessary.
Anfara and Mertz (2015) further noted that although theoretical framework was
too often neglected in qualitative studies, the “intentional application of a
theoretical base not only improves educational research but also benefits the
practitioner” (p. 39). While Anfara and Mertz (2015) posited that there was no
theory or guiding framework that provided absolute clarity and insight into what a
researcher was studying, they and Creswell and Creswell (2018) agreed that the
use of a theoretical framework provided the researcher with a lens with which to
evaluate researched and studied phenomena. Because of its connections with
intellectual stimulation and building self-efficacy, I utilized transformational
leadership theory to guide the present study.
For better or worse, as school systems become more business-minded in
their approaches to workplace environments (Ravitch, 2020), principals can be
seen as the de facto managers of their schools, connecting much of the research
on transformational leadership from the business world to school settings.
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Transformational leadership theory was developed with the idea that leaders and
followers were closely bound together in the leadership process (Northouse,
2010). Burns (1978), an early pioneer of transformational leadership philosophy,
examined the connection between leadership and followership and noted that
although transformational leadership was grounded in “collective or pooled
interests” in its end goals, transformational leadership was a highly individualized
process in its original points of action (p. 426). Northouse (2010) noted that
transformational leadership assumed a wide variety of forms but usually entailed
“charismatic and visionary leadership” that moved followers to accomplish more
than what was typically expected of them (p. 171). Bass (1990) had previously
noted that “attaining charisma” (p. 21) was vital to a transformational leader’s
effectiveness, although there were many different forms this might take.
Transformational leadership replaced the traditional transactional nature of the
workplace wherein more or better work was rewarded and lesser/less productive
work was punished; the truly transformational leaders were able to inspire extra
effort on behalf of those they were leading (Bass, 1990). In support of that idea,
Cannon et al. (2011) found that one of the characteristics of more-effective new
principals was the move away from a transactional style of leadership.
In this research, I sought to connect the transformational characteristic of
intellectual stimulation and the high-impact trait of teacher self-efficacy.
Transformational leadership, as noted, was based on a philosophy of leaders and
followers working closely together to achieve common shared interests. In the
present study, I sought to identify the ways in which leaders (here, school

10

principals) were able to support their followers (teachers) to transform into a more
efficacious state that would lead to greater student success. Transformational
leadership theory guided the present research as the researcher questioned
teachers about how they experienced the intellectually stimulating, efficacybuilding traits employed by their principals—the assumption being that teachers
and principals would be working toward the same goal of student growth.
Significance of the Study
At the writing of this dissertation, one of the most powerful influences on
student achievement was excellence in teaching; thus, Hattie (2003) noted, to
positively contribute to student achievement, principals needed to focus their
attentions on growing those high-impact characteristics in their teaching staffs
(Hattie, 2003). Researchers determined that teacher impact—either positive or
negative—was present in each classroom and that that impact could significantly
alter student achievement results (Marzano, 2003; Wright, Horn, & Sanders,
1997). Marzano (2003) found that students who learned in the classes of the most
effective teachers could expect to see a growth of 52 percentage points over a
year’s time, while students in the least effective teachers’ classes could only
expect growth of 14 points. In reviewing literature on administrative impact in the
educational setting, I found that the principals’ chief impact upon the achievement
of the students in their schools was conducted mainly through impacting the
teachers in the building (Hallinger, Bickman, & Davis, 1996; Hallinger & Heck,
1996; Hattie, 2003; Hendriks & Shereen, 2013; Leithwood et al., 2006; Ross &
Gray, 2006; Tan, C. Y. 2018). I also found that while there was an abundance of
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research dedicated to transformational leadership practices in schools—including
the creation of an intellectually stimulating environment—there was little in the
extant literature that accurately and/or concretely defined what activities or
strategies qualified as intellectually stimulating. One of the by-products of the
present research could be the identification of specific intellectually stimulating
activities/actions that positively impacted teacher self-efficacy. By completing
this present study, I hoped principals could utilize the findings from the research
to more greatly affect the high impact trait of teacher efficacy. The identification
of specific principal actions that positively affect teacher efficacy could then aid
teachers by factoring into positively impacting student achievement.
The research could also impact principals who were affected by increased
stress and burnout related to school performance demands, which include the dual
roles of instructional leader and building manager. Witziers et al. (2003) noted
that principals were being held increasingly accountable for student successes,
although various studies have concluded that principals actually accounted for
little direct impact on that measure. This growing focus upon accountability and a
growing number of responsibilities have produced principals with increased stress
and burnout outcomes, such as leaving the profession (Timms, Brough, &
Graham, 2012); however, by keeping principals in place for longer periods of
time, districts and schools have seen greater standardized testing achievement
(Brockmeier et al., 2013; Clark et al., 2009). Thus, growing principals’ sense of
success in their positions could help keep effective principals in place for longer
periods of time (Riley, 2017; Wang et al., 2018), an outcome that could positively
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impact schools, teachers, students, and communities, by providing a stable
leadership capable of building long-term relationships.
Description of the Terms
The researcher used the following definitions to guide this study:
Collective Efficacy
One of the anticipated outcomes of this research was a growth in efficacy
within the teachers who had experienced intellectual stimulation. Goddard, Hoy,
and Hoy (2000) defined collective teacher efficacy as “the perceptions of teachers
in a school that the efforts of the faculty as a whole will have a positive effect on
students” (p. 480). Bandura (2000) found that individuals judged their own
efficacy in relation to the dynamics of the groups of which they were members;
and, thus, according to Bandura (1997), “collective efficacy is, of course, rooted
in self-efficacy” (p. 480). Using results gained from a qualitative study of 1,200+
individuals across Spain, Fernandez-Ballesteros et al. (2002) noted that when
people felt in control of managing their self-efficacy, their positive perceptions of
collective efficacy grew. Utilizing the connections between self- and collective
efficacy noted here, for the purpose of this research, I gave the term collective
efficacy equal weight with self-efficacy, and, at times, I used the term teacher
efficacy.
Intellectual Stimulation
Bass’s (1990) original definition of intellectual stimulation focused on the
characteristics of promoting “intelligence, rationality, and careful problem
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solving” (p. 22). Avolio (1999) expanded that idea to include the following
general traits:
Transformational leaders stimulate their followers’ efforts to be innovative
and creative by questioning assumptions, reframing problems, and
approaching old situations with new methods and perspectives. Creativity
is encouraged as a high norm for conduct. New ideas are solicited from
followers. . . . Nothing is too good, too fixed, too political, or too
bureaucratic that it can’t be challenged, changed, retired, or abandoned. (p.
46)
One of the purposes of this research was to allow building-level teachers to define
intellectual stimulation on their own terms, an idea Hatfield (2004) referred to as
“qualitatively characterized phenomena experience” (p. 325).
Self-efficacy
Again, one of the anticipated outcomes of this research was a finding of
increased teacher efficacy. Bandura’s (1977) original work on self-efficacy
defined the term as being comprised of future-focused ideas which measured
“people’s convictions in their own effectiveness” (p. 193). Hattie (2012) defined
the term as the “confidence or strength of belief that we have in ourselves that we
can make our learning happen” (p. 46). Again, for the purpose of this research, I
gave the term self-efficacy equal weight with collective efficacy, and, at times, I
used the term teacher efficacy to mean the same as self-efficacy and collective
efficacy.
Transformational Leadership
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Although Northouse (2010) noted that the term transformational
leadership first appeared in Downton’s 1973 work Rebel Leadership:
Commitment and Charisma in a Revolutionary Process and Burns (1978) moved
the idea of “transforming leadership” forward in his work Leadership, Bass
(1990) was one of the early pioneers of the transformational leadership
philosophy and provided a framing context for the idea, identifying
transformational leaders as those who motivated and inspired those in their charge
through charisma, individualized consideration, and intellectual stimulation.
Bass’s (1990) transformational leaders “[elevated] the interests of their
employees” and created a shared vision of perseverance in which workers
willingly provided extra effort (p. 21). While this definition was expanded
through later research, I utilized Bass’s original definition, most specifically in
terms of its identifying characteristics.
Organization of the Study
The present study followed a five-chapter format. In Chapter I, I provide
an overview of the study. In Chapter II, I include a review of the relevant extant
literature related to intellectual stimulation, transformational leadership, and
teacher efficacy. In Chapter III, I discuss the methodology I chose to complete the
study, including how I chose participants and then conducted my
phenomenological research. In Chapter IV, I present the findings from the study.
Finally, in Chapter V, I connect the findings of this research to the existing body
of literature on how teachers experience intellectual stimulation, and I outline the
implications of this research for K-12 school leaders, including how principals
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can better utilize transformational leadership practices to increase self-efficacy
beliefs for teachers.
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature
In the previous chapter, I showed that while student achievement was the
desired goal of education, principal impact upon student achievement was only a
secondary factor to that achievement, achieved mostly through principals’ impact
upon their teachers. A principal’s use of transformational leadership strategies
could assist in cultivating stronger instructors. One of the key strategies of
transformational leaders in motivating and inspiring followers was intellectual
stimulation.
In this chapter, I examine the extant literature surrounding several ideas of
teacher and principal impact. This research is crucial in establishing the
foundational justification for researching teacher experiences with principalprovided intellectual stimulation because without high-impact outcomes, there is
no school-level justification for principals’ attempts to implement the practices.
I begin the chapter by examining the need for research that can positively
impact principal occupational satisfaction. I continue by looking at ideas of
principal leadership effectiveness and teacher and principal impacts upon student
achievement. From there, I examine one of my high-impact anticipated outcomes:
teacher efficacy. I complete the literature review by looking at the extant literature
concerning transformational leadership practices, specifically, intellectual
stimulation.
Principal Stress and Burnout
Before beginning an examination of the role of principal actions and
teacher efficacy, I believed it necessary to explore the increasingly stressful
demands placed upon building-level principals and the increasingly concerning
17

results of such demands. The workplace demand placed upon principals is everexpanding and ever-changing (Beausaert et al., 2016; Chaplain, 2001; Darmody
& Smyth, 2016; Pollock et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2018). Eckman (2004) noted
that there are perceptions of the role of the high school principal as being an
almost-impossible task, carried out by a decreasing number of supermen and
superwomen willing to take on the challenge. With the rising stakes associated
with the profession, school principals must target specific, high-yield
interventions to generate school success. Principal stress and burnout numbers
require attention, as Stephenson and Bauer (2010) noted: “Even moderate degrees
of burnout may still be unacceptably high to many principals and their employers
when considering the nature of the phenomena and its association with a wide
variety of negative personal- and work-related outcomes” (p. 9).
Pollock et al. (2015) identified several key areas of changing significance
that have raised the stakes for demands on a principal’s time and efforts:
instructional leadership, which included monitoring both student and teacher
achievement; administrative/management responsibilities, which entailed dealing
with budgets, managing personnel issues, and maintaining the building’s
functionality; partnerships, which involved working with outside agencies to
further the success of a school; policies; and external influences that comprised
the growing impact of technology and changing student demographics. Wang et
al. (2018) also noted that the growing emphasis on accountability and high-stakes,
standardized testing “led to increasing demands on principals, a sharp increase in
their job responsibilities, and added complexity of their work” (p. 73).
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Researchers studying stress and principals in other countries found similar
results. For example, Riley (2017), reporting from data obtained from 2,789
participants, found that principals in Australia worked longer hours, faced greater
threats of violence, faced greater occupational and emotional demands, and
experienced stress at a rate greater than 1.5 times of the general populace.
Darmody and Smyth (2011) noted that in a qualitative study of nearly 2,000
primary school teachers’ and 900 principals’ questionnaire responses, both
teachers (98%) and principals (93%) self-reported almost 100% levels of being
very or fairly satisfied in their jobs; however, principals reported a 70% rate of
occupational stress, compared with 45% of teachers who reported they
experienced occupational stress. Ozer (2013), using a modified version of the
Friedman School Principal Burnout Scale, found that in his quantitative study of
119 Turkish primary school principals, those principals who displayed high levels
of burnout also reported lower levels of trust in parents and students.
While Chaplain (2001) and Wang et al. (2018) noted that there were
positive possibilities embedded in educational change, including the ability to
evaluate and reflect upon existing programs and implement and manage
curriculum improvements, both Chaplain (2001) and Wang et al. (2018) noted
that change was also a leading cause of job-related stress for principals as they
worked to manage the transitions. Witziers et al. (2003) noted that principals, as
the de facto managers and policy makers of their buildings, were held
increasingly accountable for the performance of their schools, and thus, their
students. With these expectations came a great deal of pressure on the principals
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to maintain a certain level of academic performance across grade levels while
they simultaneously managed the building and their personnel.
Torelli and Gmelch (1992), in a qualitative study of 659 school
administrators (building-level principals and district superintendents) found that
principals (498 respondents across all grade bands) perceived more stress than
school superintendents (161 respondents) in two of four areas: task-based stress
and conflict-mediating stress, or “intense contact with people,” from all
stakeholder groups (p. 6). Torelli and Gmelch (1992) did not find a statistical
difference in role-based stress between principals and superintendents; however,
superintendents did perceive more boundary-spanning stress, which “emanates
from external conditions, such as negotiations and gaining public support for
school budgets” (pg. 5). Gmelch and Torelli (1993) further found role-based
stress had its “strongest association with emotional exhaustion, followed by
[perceptions of low] personal accomplishment, and depersonalization” (p. 11).
Gmelch et al. (1994) noted that administrators’ emotional exhaustion was most
closely tied to the variables of job intensity, which included time, stress, and
conflict—factors that resulted in job dissatisfaction among principals. In Riley’s
(2017) longitudinal survey of Australian principals, the researcher found that the
highest stress-antecedents remained work quantity and lack of time to focus on
instructional leadership. Riley (2017) also uncovered an upwardly trending source
of stress in principals’ having to deal with student and staff mental health issues.
Beausaert et al. (2016) conducted a quantitative study of over 3,500 Australian
principals, spanning four years, and utilized multiple individual responses to the
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Copenhagen Psychological Questionnaire. The researchers found the most
significant statistical relationship occurred between administrator stress and
burnout, as the principals who experienced the highest levels of stress also
reported the greatest levels of burnout. The culminating effect of this stress could
be an increase in principals’ looking for other occupations.
Through the lens of psychology, researchers defined occupational burnout
as a three-dimensional syndrome involving physical exhaustion, as well as
feelings of cynicism and inefficacy (Maslach and Leiter, 2016). Within a decade
of the first popularized use of the term “burnout,” researchers began studying its
effects on school principals (Schaufeli, 2017). Burnout research began with
studies of health and human service professionals; thus, those researchers viewed
burnout through a health and human services lens (Wax & Hales, 1984). Pines
and Maslach (1978) connected burnout to the amount of direct-contact time case
workers spent dealing with client problems and the severity of those problems.
Wax and Hales (1984) argued that, using that same model, burnout effects could
be magnified for school administrators because although the clients were
ostensibly students, there were also staff members, parents, etc., whose problems
had to be addressed. Wax and Hales (1987) found the fact that principal burnout
empirically existed to be significant, since, at the time of their study, many
principals refused to acknowledge the reality of burnout in the profession. The
researchers also discovered that the self-perceived burnout effects existed at all
levels of K-12 school leadership equally, no matter the grade levels for which the
principal was responsible (Wax & Hales, 1987).
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Timms et al. (2012) reported that administrator burnout resulted in
decreased work performance, initiative, creativity, and attendance—all factors
that led to increased job turnover. On the other hand, Eckman (2004) found that
the longer a high school principal’s tenure, the more job satisfaction that principal
reported. Darmody et al. (2011) found the same results held true for primaryschool principals; specifically, the authors found that primary-school principal
respondents who reported being very satisfied in their jobs increased across each
of the service bands of 4-6 years, 7-10 years, 11-15 years, and greater than 15
years (the highest level of satisfaction—in less than three years of service—was
attributed to a honeymoon mindset among the principals). In their mixed-methods
study, Judge et al. (2001) found that there was at least a moderate correlation
between job satisfaction and performance, and Bakotic (2016) argued that that
correlation worked reciprocally, although “it could be stated that job satisfaction
more strongly determines organisational [British spelling] performance than
organisational [British spelling] performance determines job satisfaction” (p.
126). This job satisfaction impact is summarized in graphic format (Figure 2.1).

Figure 2.1
Principal Job Satisfaction Impact
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Wang et al. (2018) concluded that identifying the factors that increased
principals’ job satisfaction could help improve principals’ overall well-being.
Wang et al. (2018) noted that principals’ job satisfaction was related to the
success of their school, and Riley (2107) found that the significance of personal
achievement grew steadily in school principals’ determinants of job satisfaction.
Increasing principals’ job satisfaction and lowering administrative turnover rate
helped in growing school success rates: Brockmeier et al. (2013) and Clark et al.
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(2009) found principal tenure and stability to be positively associated with school
performance. The difference in achievement between schools led by experienced
and inexperienced administrators was most profound within the first few years of
a new principal’s tenure (Clark et al., 2009). In terms of stability, the more
effective a principal was, the less likely that administrator was to switch districts
or schools (Branch et al., 2009). Finding ways to reduce principal stressors and
burnout can lead to greater K-12 principal retention and promote the positive
benefits reported here.
In all, my review of the literature that focused on principal stress and
burnout indicated that the job of principal was a stressful one, and the job of
principal featured a changing set of expectations and responsibilities. To more
successfully guide their teachers and schools, principals must be mindful of
burnout stressors and threats to occupational satisfaction. Further, principals with
lowered rates of burnout stressors can hopefully become more effective school
leaders. In the next section, I examined the ways researchers have measured
principal effectiveness in schools.
Determining Principal Leadership Effectiveness
Leithwood et al. (2006) noted that “those in leadership roles have a
tremendous responsibility to get it right” (p. 3). For school administrators, getting
it right could be interpreted in a number of ways, as there could be multiple
indicators of administrator success in a school. In this section, I will explore the
measures of principal leadership effectiveness and the separation between the
ideas of direct and indirect influences principals may have upon their schools.

24

Griffith (2004) argued that principals’ effectiveness should be based upon
their actions and their ability to shape their schools’ educational climates.
Marzano (2005) noted that a clarity of mission and vision, overall school and
individual classroom climates, teacher attitudes and instructional strategies,
curriculum organization, and opportunities for student learning have all been
identified as significant measures of school leadership success. Witziers et al.
(2003) added to the list of markers of school leadership success K-12 principals’
influence on a positive school culture and work environment for teachers, their
influence on their schools’ innovative capacities, and their influence on “smooth
internal organizational functioning” (pp. 416-417).
Thomas’s (1997) literature review found the most effective principals
“define the school mission, manage the instructional program, and promote a
positive school learning climate” (p. 32). It should be noted that Kruger et al.
(2007) found principals had only an indirect effect on school culture; on the other
hand, Kruger determined that the leader’s vision for the school was more directly
impactful. For school principals working in the modern educational environment,
however, nothing spoke more to the public perception of their schools’, and thus
their, success than student achievement on standardized assessments, despite
research findings that suggested there was little basis for measuring principals’
effectiveness on their schools’ value-added measures (Chiang et al., 2016) or that
leaders were able to raise test scores when they focused on tests (Sparks, 2018).
This paradox of principals’ effectiveness is presented in graphic form (Figure
2.2).
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Figure 2.2
Principals’ Performance Paradox

Principals are increasingly judged
by the success of their schools
(measured by students
achievement).

Principals have only an indirect
impact on student achievement.

How can prinicpals most effectively
impact student performance?

Following the publication of A Nation at Risk in 1983, local, state, and
federal officials began searching for greater accountability measures for students
and schools (Vinovskis, 2009). From this search arose a greater reliance upon
standardized tests and their resultant scores (Vinovskis, 2009). While the idea of
using standardized scores to evaluate and quantify student and school success was
in use decades before its enaction, President George Bush’s No Child Left Behind
Act (H.R. 1, 2001) required a specific number of yearly student assessments
whose results would be used to determine a school’s level of success or need for
improvement (Goldhaber & Ozek, 2019).
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The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), signed by President Obama in
2015, was designed to address many educational deficits, but its ultimate goal was
to “close achievement gaps, increase equity, improve the quality of instruction,
and increase outcomes for all students” (U.S. Department of Education, 2015,
para. 13). While ESSA required that states provide report cards for individual
districts and schools that present a variety of data (Center for Parent Information
and Resources, 2018), a sampling of state report cards from varying geographic
areas of the United States found that the majority of information and data was
focused on student achievement and/or growth statistics taken directly from the
individual state’s standardized testing results (California Department of
Education, 2018; New York State Education Department, 2018; Tennessee
Department of Education, 2018; Texas Education Agency, 2018).
While the research noted there were many ways to measure principals’
effectiveness, most measures of modern K-12 school effectiveness included
standardized test performance. A K-12 principal’s task, then, became to find ways
to positively increase their schools’ test scores. Most research pointed to the
highest rate of principal impact coming from influence the principal had upon the
classroom teachers in that principal’s school.
Direct and Indirect Impact
No matter the appropriateness, at the center of testing results and
subsequent reports of overall school success or failure was the person who stood
as the most recognizable face of the building: the building-level K-12 principal.
Research at the time of this study supported the idea that principals had little
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direct impact on student success; however, principals were able to indirectly
affect student outcomes through their influence on building-level conditions and
staff—namely, teachers.
Direct Principal Impact
Ross and Gray (2006) noted that regardless of demographic or population
differences, districts, as well as public perception, held principals responsible for
their students’ performance, despite a lack of evidence linking the two directly.
Ross and Gray (2006) further pointed out in their review of extant literature that
researchers (Hallinger et al., 1996; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Witziers et al., 2003)
found the direct impact of principals on student achievement was “near zero” (p.
799). Witziers et al. (2003), in their meta-analysis of direct leadership effects on
student achievement, found that educational leadership accounted for no more
than 1% of the variation in student achievement; Leithwood et al. (2006) placed
that variational impact at 5-7%.
While direct-impact studies’ data suggested principals having little to no
direct impact on student learning, these results raised the question of whether
principals could then indirectly impact student achievement—and how they might
do so. As Ross and Gray (2006) noted, it could be defensible to hold principals
accountable for the standardized testing success of the students in their schools if
it could be shown that principals indeed did indirectly impact “the organizational
conditions through which improved teaching and learning occurs” (p. 799).
Indirect Principal Impact
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Hallinger et al. (1996), analyzing secondary effects of Tennessee’s School
Incentives Improvement Program, concluded that while direct principal impact on
student achievement was non-existent in their study, the researchers did find that
principals still played a significant role in school success and that it was “possible
to model and detect the indirect effects of principal leadership on student
achievement” (p. 544). In his research, Hattie (2003) referred to principals’
impact on students as having been “trickled through” (p. 2) other factors; and
Leithwood et al. (2006) noted that principal leadership factors “act as a catalyst
without which other good things are quite unlikely to happen” (p. 4). Hallinger
and Heck (1996) noted that principal effects must be viewed through principals’
influences on “internal school processes” (p. 38); and Hendriks and Shereen
(2013) agreed that these processes and other principal-leveled programs or
strategies were relevant only to the extent that they “support and facilitate
conditions at the classroom level” (p. 389).
Similarly, Leithwood et al. (2006), in their longitudinal study of school
improvement, found that principals who enacted internal strategies, such as
increased time for teachers in professional learning communities and in
collaboration, were most likely to positively impact student achievement.
Dannetta (2002) utilized existing literature to identify 17 factors that influenced
teachers’ commitment to student learning. Dannetta (2002), in a qualitative study
of the factors that influenced a group of Canadian teachers’ commitment to
student learning, uncovered 21 factors and determined that principals were
responsible for 11 influencing factors (including principal buffering, perception of
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teacher workload, and the school’s approach to student discipline). C. Y. Tan
(2018), in quantitative research involving 254,475 students and 10,313 principals
across 32 countries, reported that principals most readily impacted student
achievement by building teacher empowerment and motivation in their pursuit of
best educational practices.
What the current extant research supported was that to indirectly affect
student achievement outcomes, school principals had to identify and impact those
areas which were directly proven to affect student achievement (Leithwood et al.,
2010). When measured solely in terms of direct educational impact, a school
leader’s role may seem to be a diminished one; however, Hauserman et al. (2007)
argued that school leadership was an essential element in school success,
“impacting teachers, staff, and ultimately student learning” (p. 13). In this regard,
principals must work to locate those high-impact measures that can produce
indirect results.
Teacher Impact
Principals looking to positively influence student achievement needed to
look no further than impacting their buildings’ teaching force as effective
classroom instruction has been found to be the most significant factor in a
student’s achievement (Hattie, 2003; Goldhaber & Startz, 2017; Leithwood et al.,
2006; Marzano, 2003; Rand Education, 2018; Wright et al., 1997). Hattie (2003),
who synthesized more than 500,000 international studies on student achievement,
concluded that “excellence in teaching is the single most powerful influence on
achievement” and identified teacher impact as accounting for 30% of the variance
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in student achievement, second only to the impact of the students themselves—
which accounted for 50% of variance (p. 4). Hattie (2003) found that students’
home lives, schools, and peers each accounted for 5-10% of the variance in
achievement. Several researchers have determined that all teachers impacted
student achievement—whether positively or negatively, which included
maintaining status quo (Hattie, 2003; Marzano, 2003; Wright et al., 1997).
Marzano (2003) found that students in the classes of the most effective teachers
could expect to see a growth of 52 percentage points over a year’s time, while
students in the least effective teachers’ classes could only expect growth of 14
points. Even more troubling, Marzano (2003) noted, was the fact that a growth of
six percentage points could be attributed simply to a child’s natural maturation.
A variety of researchers found that effective teachers had a greater
knowledge of their students’ learning needs and were able to maintain
effectiveness in a variety of circumstances (Hill & Chin, 2018; Marzano, 2003;
Rand Education, 2018; Sanders & Horn, 1994; Wright et al., 1997). Rand
Education (2018) reported that positive teacher outcomes were not simply a result
of being placed in a successful school as these high-performing teachers tended to
maintain their high levels of effectiveness regardless of building placement.
Marzano (2003) found that the most effective teacher in the least effective school
could still produce sizeable student growth (+13 percentage points over two
years’ time), outpacing an average teacher in an average school (no effect) and
the least effective teacher in the most productive school (-13 points). Added to
this, Wright et al. (1997), after quantitatively analyzing two years’ worth of
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Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System and Tennessee Comprehensive
Assessment Program data, found that effective teachers remained effective
independent of class size, previous student achievement, or ability grouping. In
other words, effective teachers remained effective regardless of the obstacles they
faced. Similarly, Sanders and Horn (1994) found that teachers’ effectiveness
could overcome geography and even socio-economic status, a finding supported
by Rand Education (2018) and Marzano (2003). Mayer et al. (2016) found only
mixed results in relating quality of teachers to student success, but, in their study,
teacher quality was defined simply in terms of years of service and teacher degree
attainment. The researchers noted that a more accurate portrait of effective
teachers would be needed to obtain more reliable data.
The research discussed in the previous paragraphs supports the idea that
principal impact on school success was, for the most part, based on indirect
measures. The various researchers found that teachers had the most direct impact
on student success; thus, principals needed to identify ways to transform their
teachers and their instructional effectiveness. One of the most effective tenets of
successful teachers was teacher efficacy, both self- and collective.
Teacher Self- and Collective Efficacy
Bandura (1997) noted that due to the theory of triadic reciprocal
causation, workers with high levels of collective efficacy were more willing to
explore means for successful implementation of work plans—even in spite of
“institutional constraints”—and exhibited more persistence in meeting their
groups’ goals (p. 6). Conversely, groups with low levels of collective efficacy
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were “less apt to exploit the enabling opportunities provided by the social system”
and presented little perseverance and hope that their environment could improve
(p. 6). Therefore, as Goddard et al. (2000) concluded, one means that school
principals could have used to increase student achievement was to raise teacher
efficacy beliefs. It was my belief that many teachers would report increases in
self-efficacy beliefs.
Self-Efficacy Origins
At the time of this dissertation, much of the self-efficacy research was
grounded in the social cognitive theory work of Bandura (1977), who found that
positive self-efficacy beliefs—future-focused ideas that measure “people’s
convictions in their own effectiveness”—could lead to increased positive outcome
performances (p. 193). Bandura (1977) argued that efficacy expectations were
created via four means: (a) performance accomplishments, including performance
exposure and participant modeling; (b) vicarious experience, including live and
symbolic modeling; (c) verbal persuasion, ranging from suggestion to exhortation;
and (d) emotional arousal—physiological responses that could include relaxation
and desensitization. Bandura (1977) further argued that a strong sense of selfefficacy developed in one activity could translate to better coping in another and
that “the strength of people’s convictions in their own effectiveness is likely to
affect whether they will even try to cope with given situations” (p. 193). Bandura
(1977) also noted that positive self-efficacy, in and of itself, was not a panacea,
and would not be a determinant of positive performance outcomes if a person
lacked the proper skills. Bandura (1977) also reported that “appropriate skills and
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adequate incentives” were also necessary components in what people chose to do,
and how diligent they would be in completing their chosen activities (p. 194).
Teacher Self-Efficacy
While Bandura (1977) found that, in the general population of workers, a
high level of self-efficacy increased time on task, persistence, and coping
mechanisms, Hattie (2012) found these results also held true for teachers. Hattie
(2012) defined teachers’ self-efficacy as the “confidence or strength of belief that
[they] have in [themselves] that [they] can make learning happen” (p. 46).
Wheatley (2002) contended that teachers’ beliefs in their abilities hinged on how
much they were able to affect student outcomes. Gonzalez and Maxwell (2018), in
their qualitative study on Texas elementary school mathematics teachers’ selfefficacy, defined teacher self-efficacy based on the traits of passion, confidence,
and motivation. Hattie (2012) found that teachers who reported a high degree of
self-efficacy found difficult tasks to be challenges, and those same teachers
perceived failure-events as opportunities. Finally, Salgado et al. (2018) reported
strong positive correlation in the relationship between high science teacher selfefficacy and positive student achievement.
International teacher self-efficacy research results have tended to remain
constant with American results, as Vieluf et al. (2013) found that teacher selfefficacy had a “similar basic factor structure” and “the same nomological
network” across countries (p. 94). For example, when Skaalvik and Skaalvik
(2007) analyzed the results of the Norwegian Teacher Self-Efficacy Scale
administered to 244 Norwegian elementary and middle-school teachers, they
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found strong correlations between high levels of teacher self-efficacy and the
abilities of teachers in six subscale areas:
•

instruction

•

adapting education to individual students’ needs

•

motivating students

•

maintaining discipline

•

cooperating with colleagues and parents

•

coping with changes and challenges.

Yoo (2016) noted, however, that there were some deterrents to building positive
self-efficacy. Using the Teachers’ Self-Efficacy Scale, given twice in a five-week
period to 148 K-12 educators, Yoo (2016) reported that teachers’ learned
helplessness, or a lack of control over certain factors (including district
curriculum mandates and student socio-economic status) affected their ability to
grow in efficacy.
Beyond the positive effects of high levels of self-efficacy in the day-today instructional setting, researchers also found that a high level of self-efficacy
in teachers positively impacted teacher retention, produced increased job
satisfaction, and helped to alleviate burnout (Caprara et al., 2006; Griffith, 2004,
Herman et al., 2018; Pedota, 2015; Savas et al., 2014; Skaalvik & Skaalvik, 2007;
Turkoglu et al., 2017). In studying stress, burnout, self-efficacy, and coping,
Herman et al. (2018) found that while almost all (93%) of the 121 teachers in their
study reported feelings of high-stress, they found the lowest levels of burnout in
teachers with high levels of coping and self-efficacy. Again, international
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researchers arrived at the same results: Savas et al. (2014) found that self-efficacy
levels in Turkish teachers—when added to calculation of burnout that already
included variables of sex, seniority, and age—increased the explained burnout
variance in participants from 0.6% to 24.6%. Skaalvik and Skaalvik (2007), using
the Maslach Burnout Inventory, also found a strong negative correlation between
teacher self-efficacy and teacher burnout rates in Norway. Turkoglu et al. (2017),
utilizing 489 elementary, middle, and high school teacher participants in Turkey,
found that teacher self-efficacy held a significant positive relationship with job
satisfaction and, concurrently, was also a significant predictor of job satisfaction;
however, Caprara et al. (2006) found that self-efficacy stood apart from job
satisfaction in terms of effects on student achievement in Italian schools. Caprara
et al. (2006) and Pedota (2015) did note a reciprocal relationship between teacher
self-efficacy and student achievement; the researchers found that previous high
levels of student achievement worked to at least moderately increase teacher
efficacy.
Wheatley (2002) synthesized extant teacher-efficacy literature and
deduced that almost all educational reforms have resulted from some form of
doubt in the then-current means of teaching and learning. According to Wheatley
(2002), when individual classroom teachers had knowledge of their own selfefficacy—especially in terms of knowing what they did not know—the teachers’
recognition of their not knowing something could lead to growth. Wheatley found
that specific self-efficacy doubts led teachers to greater reflection and motivated
them to amend ineffective instructional practices.
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Collective Teacher Efficacy
Hattie (2015) evaluated more than 1,000 studies on various influences on
student learning and assigned to each influence an effect score based upon its
impact on student achievement in educational settings. For Hattie’s (2015)
purposes, an effect score of 0.4 represented average, or what he would refer to as
the hinge point, which equated to a full year’s growth resulting from a year’s
worth of time in a specific educational environment. In a ranking of 195 effects
on student achievement, gathered from a meta-analyses of 1,200 studies, Hattie
(2017) found collective teacher efficacy to have the most influential effect score
(1.57), which outpaced other influences including response to intervention (1.29),
feedback (0.70), creativity programs (0.62), positive peer influences (0.53),
motivation (0.42), reduced class size (0.27), and problem-based learning (0.26).
In their review of research, Brinson and Steiner (2007) reported that high levels of
collective efficacy improved student performance, outweighed the impact of low
socio-economic status, elevated parent/teacher relationships, and increased
teachers’ commitment to their respective schools. In their quantitative study of 60
teachers and 100 students in Chiltan Town, Quetta, Pakistan, researchers Shahzad
and Naureen (2017) found a significant correlation between teacher efficacy
beliefs and secondary students’ academic achievement in specific Pakistani
schools. Guo et al. (2012) and Anderson et al. (1988) both found significant
correlation between positive teacher efficacy and elementary students’ academic
success, with Anderson et al. (1988) finding that teachers’ self-efficacy also held
a positive correlation with the self-efficacy beliefs of their students. Gonzalez and
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Maxwell (2018) identified similar results in mathematics teachers. Using a
qualitative design and semi-structured interviews, Gonzalez and Maxwell (2018)
spoke with three lower-grade teachers and an administrator concerning their
perceptions of elementary mathematics instruction. The respondents noted that
content knowledge, self-efficacy, and experience were the main determinants in a
teacher’s abilities to impact a student’s level of success.
Bandura (1993) noted that schools in which the faculty members found
themselves to have a low level of collective efficacy, the faculty members
developed a sense of helplessness and “academic futility” that affected the entire
school culture (p. 141). Reflective of Bandura’s (1993) findings, Goddard et al.
(2000), in their qualitative study of 47 elementary schools’ teachers and students
in the American Midwest, found a direct link from teacher efficacy perceptions to
student achievement and noted that “collective teacher efficacy is positively
associated with the differences in student achievement that occur between
schools” and moreover that “collective teacher efficacy perceptions are predictive
of student achievement” (p.501). Specifically, Goddard et al. (2000) also
uncovered that an increase of one point in a school’s collective efficacy was
associated with an increase of 8.62 points for students in mathematics
achievement and 8.49 points in reading achievement.
Connecting Self- and Collective Efficacy
Goddard et al. (2000) defined collective teacher efficacy as “the
perceptions of teachers in a school that the efforts of the faculty as a whole will
have a positive effect on students” (p. 480). According to Bandura (1997),
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“collective efficacy is, of course, rooted in self-efficacy” (p. 480). TschannenMoran et al. (1998) noted that while attention to teacher self-efficacy was
important, teaching was “typically performed in a group context” (p. 241).
Ninkovic and Floric (2018) conducted a quantitative study of 120 secondaryschool teachers in Serbia and reported a significant positive correlation between
teacher self-efficacy and collective efficacy. Ashton et al. (1984) found that
teachers based much of their own self-efficacy on the performance of their
teaching peers. Similarly, Bandura (2000) found that individuals judged their own
efficacy in relation to the dynamics of the groups of which they were members.
Bandura (1997), in describing the idea of reciprocal causality, noted that the
collective work group in which a person worked—and the collective group’s
work ethics—influenced the individual worker’s self-efficacy; furthermore, the
individual attitudes of each worker fed into the collective group’s vision.
Ninkovic and Floric’s (2018) work also supported the idea of reciprocal causality
between individual and collective efficacy. Ninkovic and Floric (2018) found that
the resultant gains in collective efficacy was “significantly correlated with
‘motivating students, ‘Cooperating with colleagues and parents’, and ‘keeping
discipline’” (p. 57). Similarly, using results from the Ohio State Teacher Efficacy
Scale and the Collective Teachers Beliefs Scale with a population of 600 Belgian
teachers that skewed 75% female, Dumay and Galand (2012) noted that much of
teachers’ organizational commitment was based upon their perceptions of the
collective efficacy of their entire buildings’ instructors.
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While Bandura (2000) noted that the connection between self-efficacy and
collective teacher efficacy “does not necessarily represent a cross-level relation,”
their interdependence was evident and, at a minimum, “moderately correlated,”
with an observed reciprocal causality (p 76). F.ernandez-Ballesteros et al. (2002)
argued that when people felt in control of managing their self-efficacy, their
positive perceptions of collective efficacy grew. Calik et al. (2012) also found
significant positive relationships between teacher self-efficacy and collective
teacher efficacy, especially when teachers perceived certain instructional
leadership traits, including supporting and developing teachers, in their buildings’
administrators. Reflective of these findings, and for the purposes of this study, the
ideas of self-efficacy and collective efficacy will have equal importance, and will
at times be referenced as teacher efficacy.
Administrator Impact on Teacher Efficacy
Egyed and Short (2006) reported that teachers’ working conditions played
a role in how efficacious they felt. Building upon this idea, Leithwood et al.
(2010) noted that principals had the power to impact their schools’ cultures,
which impacted teachers’ work environments, affected teachers’ instructional
practices, and influenced teachers’ emotional states. Hipp (1996), Kass (2013),
and Mehdinezhad and Mansouri (2016) found that principal leadership behaviors
were significant predictors of teacher efficacy. Hipp (1996) examined the survey
results of 10 principals and 280 Wisconsin teachers and found a significant
relationship between principals’ transformational leadership practices and teacher
efficacy. Hipp (1996) theorized that principals who ignored teachers’ sense of
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efficacy faced the prospect of teachers’ losing faith in their abilities to change
student outcomes. Kass (2013) evaluated qualitative data, as well as questionnaire
results from 30 Israeli teachers and their principals and found that principals who
combine transformational leadership traits with treating their teachers “as human
beings” can most positively affect teacher efficacy (p. 223). Mehdinezhad and
Mansouri (2016), in a study of 254 Iranian teachers, found the combined effects
of principals’ transformational leadership practices idealized influence and
intellectual stimulation “could predict 32.1% of teachers’ sense of self-efficacy”
(p. 54). Stipek (2012) added to the literature regarding how principal leadership
behaviors were significant predictors of teacher efficacy by finding, in her
quantitative research involving nearly 473 elementary teachers representing 196
schools in three states, that teacher perceptions of principal support (along with
perceptions of parent support) were significant predictors of teacher self-efficacy.
Similarly, Kass (2013) found that certain principal actions affected teacher selfefficacy beliefs, noting that high self-efficacy teachers perceived that their
principals operated with clear, open communication; listened and accepted
teachers’ criticisms; provided productive feedback and rewarded hard work;
trusted their teachers’ judgment and professionalism; provided a warm, familial
environment; used their power for the good of the school; and shared communal
values. In the same study, the opposite effects were found in low self-efficacy
teachers (Kass, 2013). For example, instead of a supportive, familial work
environment, teachers with low self-efficacy beliefs reported feeling isolated
(Kass, 2013).
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Lambersky’s (2016) qualitative study of principals’ impact upon the
emotional well-being of their staffs (including morale, self-efficacy, stress, and
commitment) highlighted six key behaviors that principals should undertake to
influence positive teacher outcomes, which were as follows:
•

display professional respect for teacher capabilities

•

acknowledge teacher commitment, competence, and sacrifice

•

protect teachers from damaging experiences

•

maintain visibility

•

allow teachers to be part of the decision-making process

•

communicate a satisfying vision of the school

Calik, et al. (2012) found that “self and collective efficacy of teachers
increase depending on the instructional leadership they perceive” (p. 2500).
Marzano (2005) referred to the building-level principal as the optimizer for
instilling the belief in the power of the instructional team’s collective efficacy and
for providing affirmation to support the team’s success. In their qualitative
research involving teachers and principals across Montana, Versland and Erickson
(2017) reported that collective teacher efficacy arose directly from the positive
self-efficacy beliefs of the building administrator and that administrator’s
purposeful actions. Those actions included maintaining an instructional focus,
developing teacher leaders, and leading by example. In the same study, Versland
and Erickson (2017) found that principal beliefs in the efficacy of the teachers
resulted in greater teacher efficacy.
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Analyzing quantitative data obtained from 755 Israeli teachers, Nir and
Kranot (2006) found that the idea of self-efficacy could not be solely tied to one
building-level factor such as a principal’s leadership style, but one should
consider self-efficacy with other influences such as job satisfaction. Fancera
(2016) found that studying building-level influences such as teacher degree status,
school socio-economic status (SES), student attendance, and prior academic
achievement could provide building-level administrators with variables to target
collective teacher efficacy.
In synthesizing 40 years of research on self-efficacy, Zee and Koomen
(2016) reported the following:
[High-efficacy teachers] tend to effectively cope with a range of problem
behaviors; use proactive, student-centered classroom behavior strategies
and practices; and establish less conflictual relationships with students. . . .
[They] also use more diverse instructional strategies, differentiate more
frequently, change their goals according to students’ needs, and are more
positive about the implementation of such instructional strategies. (p. 998)
Zee and Komen (2016) also showed that high-efficacy teachers, along with
reporting improvement in instructional methods, also tended to stay in the
profession for longer periods of time.
Transformational Leadership and Intellectual Stimulation
One of Bass’s (1990) defining tenets of transformational leadership was
intellectual stimulation, and thus I grounded my study of principal-facilitated
intellectual stimulation in the theoretical framework of transformational
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leadership. In this section, I explored the ideas of transformational leadership and
intellectual stimulation, as well as the connections that prior research has made
between the two. I reviewed this research in connection with the hypothesis that
K-12 principals could be more effective leaders by utilizing similar strategies.
Transformational Leadership
In the early 1970s, James V. Downton, who was a sociologist, was the
first person to use the term transformational leadership; however, it was Burns
who more definitively shaped the term (“What is,” 2018). Burns defined
transformational leaders as “those who seek to change existing thoughts,
techniques and goals for better results and the greater good” (“What is,” 2018).
While the term transformational leadership has undergone various definitional
changes throughout the years, researchers continued to uncover levels of
effectiveness in its implementation. For this study and literature review, I defined
transformational leadership based on Bass’s (1990) work, which I have discussed
in this section.
Although Burns (1978) focused his work primarily on the political arena,
he was one of the first scholars to explicate the transformational leadership
philosophy as he examined the connection between transformational leaders and
the changes that took place in those leaders’ followers. For Burns, true leadership
“is inseparable from followers’ needs and goals” (p. 19), and the test of a truly
transforming leadership practice was its “contribution to change” (p. 427). Burns
(1978) wrote that although transformational leadership’s end goals were grounded
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in “collective or pooled interests,” it was a highly individualized process in its
original points of action (p. 426).
Building upon Burns’ (1978) ideas, Bass (1990) identified
transformational leaders as those who motivated and inspired those in their charge
through charisma, individualized consideration, and intellectual stimulation. Bass
(1990) explained that transformational leaders lifted up the interests of those who
worked for them, and transformational leaders created a shared vision of
perseverance in which workers willingly provided increased attention to work
tasks.
Northouse (2010) noted that transformational leadership took a wide
variety of forms but usually entailed “charismatic and visionary leadership” that
moved followers to “accomplish more than what is usually expected of them” (p.
171). Bass (1990) noted that the idea of “attaining charisma” was vital to a
transformational leader’s effectiveness, although there were many different forms
of charisma (p. 21). According to Bass (1990), when transformational leadership
replaced the traditional transactional nature of the workplace wherein more or
better work was rewarded and lesser/less productive work was punished, truly
transformational leaders were able to inspire extra effort in those they were
leading.
The framework of transformational leadership has undergone various
interpretations. Bass and Avolio (1993) adapted Bass’s (1990) original
characteristics of transformational leadership to include the commonly referenced
four I’s of transformational leadership:

45

•

idealized influence

•

inspirational motivation

•

intellectual stimulation

•

individualized consideration

In the realm of K-12 schools, all staff members may possess leadership roles, but
the K-12 building leader is almost exclusively seen as the principal. In identifying
effective leadership characteristics for K-12 principals, Leithwood and Jantzi
(1999) expanded Bass’s work and created a new framework for principals that
encompassed six school leadership traits that included ideas that were similar to
Bass’s (1990). According to Leithwoord and Jantzi (1999), transformational
leadership included the following actions:
•

building school vision and goals

•

providing intellectual stimulation for teachers

•

sharing leadership

•

symbolizing professional values and practices

•

individualizing support of teachers

•

demonstrating high expectations of teachers and students

Leithwood and Jantzi (1999) also included four managerial practices that could be
part of a transformational school leader’s day-to-day workload:
•

staffing

•

supporting the teachers’ instruction

•

monitoring school activities

•

focusing on the community
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Leithwood and Sun (2012) further utilized extant literature to refine the idea of
transformational leadership to identify four categories of core leadership
principles (which include eleven transformational leadership practices in total):
•

setting directions

•

developing people

•

redesigning the organization

•

improving the instructional program

After considering all research definitions of the term, I used Bass’s (1990)
original definition of transformational leadership which stated that leaders’
effectiveness was based upon the leaders’ impact upon their followers.
Transformational leaders, noted Bass (1990), motivated their followers through
charisma, individual consideration, and intellectual stimulation.
Researchers (Bradford, 2011; Calik, et al., 2012; Demir, 2008; Hipp,
1996; Minckler, 2014; Ninkovic & Floric, 2018; Ross & Gray, 2006) have studied
the effects of transformational leadership practices on teacher self-efficacy and
found a positive correlation between transformational leadership practices (often
the strength of the relationship depends upon the practice) and a high level of selfand/or collective efficacy. Demir (2008), in a study of 218 Turkish elementary
school teachers, found that transformational leadership practices had a significant
relationship with teacher efficacy and a collective school culture. Ross and Gray
(2006) conducted a quantitative study in which they collected data from over
3,000 Grade 3 and Grade 6 teachers from 205 Canadian schools. The researchers
determined that principals who utilized transformational leadership styles
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significantly impacted collective teacher efficacy, teacher commitment to the
school’s mission and to professional learning communities, and—to a lesser
degree—teacher commitment to community partnerships. Minckler (2014), in a
quantitative study of 465 middle and high school teachers in Louisiana, gathered
and analyzed data using the School Core Tasks Survey, the Teacher Social
Capital Scale, and the Teacher Self Efficacy Scale. From the findings, Minckler
(2014) reported that a principal’s transformational leadership factors improved
collective efficacy by building pedagogical knowledge, creating collaborative
opportunities for teachers, helping teachers define and interpret successful
measures, providing targeted feedback to teachers, and sharing leadership
responsibilities with teachers. In terms of student achievement, Sagor (1992)
found transformational leadership to be at the heart of a school culture that was
“conducive to student success” (p. 13); however, Leithwood and Jantzi (1999)
uncovered mixed results in terms of a transformational leader’s effect on student
engagement.
Hipp (1996) analyzed quantitative data collected from Wisconsin
education professionals’ (10 principals and 280 teachers) responses to the
Personal Data Sheet, the Teacher Efficacy Scale, and The Nature of Leadership
Survey. Hipp (1996) reported a statistically significant positive relationship
between transformational leadership practices and teacher efficacy, although there
were some traits that showed a more significant relationship than others, with
models behavior and inspires group purpose scoring highest. Ninkovic and Floric
(2018), in a study of 120 Serbian secondary educators, found that the
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“correlations of transformational school leadership with the collective teacher
efficacy were all high,” with developing people scoring slightly higher than the
other traits studied: setting directions, redesigning the organization, and
improving the instructional program (p. 57). Prelli (2016) defined
transformational leadership practices as holding high expectations, building
consensus, developing a shared vision, leader modeling, acting to improve
culture, and supporting individual teachers and studied their effects on collective
efficacy. Prelli (2016) utilized a quantitative study of 93 elementary teacher teams
(N = 305) in Connecticut and their responses to the Nature of Leadership Scale
and the Collective Efficacy Scale. Prelli (2016) found an unpredicted, negative
correlation between the ideas of teacher efficacy and transformational leadership
practices, noting that “when collective efficacy is perceived to be high, teachers
perceive leaders to exhibit transformative behaviors to a lesser degree” (p. 177).
Outlier results in Prelli’s (2016) study, however, more heavily reinforced previous
findings of the positive correlation between the administrator actions and
collective efficacy, including the idea that leader modeling had the highest
correlation with collective efficacy.
Intellectual stimulation
The least researched element of Bass’s original description of
transformational leadership was intellectual stimulation; however, Fullan (2002)
argued that it was imperative that the teaching profession become viewed as an
intellectual endeavor—an endeavor in which educational leaders assisted teachers
in gaining and exchanging knowledge.
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Mehdinezhad and Mansouri (2016) found a strong correlation between
idealized influence, intellectual stimulation, and self-efficacy. Other researchers
found transformational practices (including intellectual stimulation) had a
significant impact upon overall school culture and teacher efficacy, but no
researcher discussed the individual effect of intellectual stimulation (Demir, 2008;
Dumay & Galand, 2012; Leithwood & Jantzi, 1999). Leithwood and Sun (2012)
found a statistically significant effect size for intellectual stimulation in relation to
teacher internal states and behaviors in a meta-analysis of 36 unpublished
dissertation studies. Lashway (2001), in his discussion of “deep change,” noted
that one of the most effective ways to achieve intellectual stimulation in a school
is through building a “learning organization” wherein teachers’ learning is a daily
ritual, replacing the one-stop methods of hit-and-run professional development
sessions (p. 3). Printy, et al. (2009) noted that transformational leadership must be
seen as an “intellectual, activating influence—by teachers as well as principals”
that establishes school environments that nurture improved instructional quality
and support the academic progress of all students (p. 529).
Bass’s (1990) original definition of intellectual stimulation focused on the
bullet points of promoting “intelligence, rationality, and careful problem solving”
(p. 22). Avolio (1999) expanded that idea to include the following traits:
Transformational leaders stimulate their followers’ efforts to be innovative
and creative by questioning assumptions, reframing problems, and
approaching old situations with new methods and perspectives. Creativity
is encouraged as a high norm for conduct. New ideas are solicited from
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followers. . . . Nothing is too good, too fixed, too political, or too
bureaucratic that it can’t be challenged, changed, retired, or abandoned. (p.
46)
In the present research, I sought to identify whether principals could utilize these
same ideas with their teaching staffs.
Redmond et al.’s (1993) research revealed that increasing the self-efficacy
of teachers could lead to some of the same intellectually stimulating behaviors as
mentioned by Avolio (1999). Redmond et al. found that leaders who sought to
increase their followers’ self-efficacy produced workers who were more creative
in their approaches to problem-solving. Griffith (2004) surveyed 3,291 American
elementary school staff members and grouped the following leader actions under
the umbrella of intellectual stimulation:
•

encouraging teachers to bring new ideas to the table

•

providing teachers with an opportunity to work on the school’s
improvement plan

•

involving teachers in decisions that specifically affect teachers’
work

Marzano (2005) also provided concrete and practical ideas of how principals
could model intellectual stimulation (e.g., principals could keep themselves and
their staff abreast of current research and trending topics in education, and
principals could facilitate regular discussions on such topics).
Converse to the previously cited work, in an early study on
transformational leadership practices in the workplace (a diversified
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petrochemical company), Podsakoff et al. (1990) found that intellectual
stimulation increased worker stressors in their predominantly American (95.4%),
mostly male (90.2%), majority managerial (53.1%) sample. The researchers
hypothesized this was due to the “destabilizing nature of intellectual stimulation
itself” and noted that a new manager who challenges employees to think in new
ways can expect some “role confusion” in the beginning stages of that leader’s
tenure (p. 136). In the K-12 setting, this could also hold true for principals who
are seeking innovative means to challenge negative school norms; however, with
the use of intellectual stimulation, perhaps the work may not be perceived as
taxing.
Chapter Summary
In this review of literature, I examined the ideas of principal stress and
burnout, the impacts of principals and teachers on school success, and the use of
the transformational leadership practice of intellectual stimulation as a means of
raising teacher efficacy. According to the research presented in this chapter,
principals typically face stressful occupational experiences, yet school successes
(often grounded in the work and impact of teachers) can lessen the negative
results of that stress. As noted in the chapter, principals can utilize the
transformational leadership practice of intellectual stimulation to create more
highly impactful teachers. In the following chapter, I will discuss how I designed
my research that examined how teachers experienced principal-provided
intellectual stimulation.
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Chapter III: Methodology
The first step in answering the research question of, “How do K-12
teachers experience intellectual stimulation that is directly attributed to their
building-level administrators?” was to establish whether the question was worth
asking or answering. In the previous chapter, I reviewed the extant literature to
establish a foundational background for the present study, working to build a case
for the necessity of such a study. I explored philosophies and definitions of
transformational leadership, as well as the areas of principal and teacher impact
on student achievement—ultimately unpacking the role of collective and selfteacher efficacy in the work of K-12 schools. The research revealed that
transformational leadership practices (including intellectual stimulation) could
positively impact teacher self- and collective efficacy, which in turn could yield
positive, high-impact gains in student achievement.
In this chapter, I present the study’s methodology, including the rationale
behind and the processes by which I carried out the research methods and
analyzed the data. Delineating these steps is crucial in validating the findings
within the study’s research parameters. While the study of how teachers
experience intellectual stimulation sounds esoteric in nature, my goal in this
chapter is to ground the methodology in solid research conventions, which will in
turn provide a solid foundation for the findings.
I begin the chapter with a brief overview of the work I completed as well
as provide a rationale for the study’s qualitative design and methods. I provide a
brief philosophical background of qualitative research and of phenomenological
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research in particular, as these were the most appropriate means of research for
the present study. Next, I discuss the participants of the study and how I collected,
stored, and analyzed their interview data. To conclude the discussion of
methodology, I discuss the steps I took to help ensure the study’s trustworthiness
by addressing researcher bias and the limitations and delimitations of the study. In
all, my aim in this chapter is to provide a firm foundation for the research findings
that will appear in Chapter IV and to bolster the argument that phenomenology
was the proper choice for the current study’s design.
Description of the Study
Tanner (2012) noted that “constants hold no allure for [educational
researchers], but variables pique our curiosity. We all have questions and perhaps
theories about why things vary” (p. 9). In the current study, I sought to conduct a
phenomenological study in which I researched and analyzed how classroom
teachers experienced intellectual stimulation provided by K-12 building-level
principals. My goal was to interview teachers across grade levels, collect and
thematically analyze their responses, and frame the compiled information in a
way that could support principals in their transformational work of building
teacher self-efficacy and developing more impactful professional learning and
development opportunities for classroom instructors.
Rationale for The Design and Participants
I conducted the current study using qualitative means, finding it the most
appropriate method for collecting data related to participant experiences (Brown,
2018; Byrne, 2001; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Saldana & Omasta, 2018; Schreier
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2018; Seidman, 2013; Van Manen, 1990; Van Manen, 2007). I chose to focus on
those who had experienced the phenomenon of intellectual stimulation rather than
focus on those who provided the experience, because Tosh and Doss (2019)
discovered a 14 to 20 percentage-point gap between teacher perceptions and
principal self-perceptions of principals’ abilities to provide effective leadership. In
Tosh and Doss’s (2019) study, the researchers found principals to hold almost
universally high regard for their leadership capabilities. I wanted to use K-12
teachers particularly because ultimately, as discussed before, their impact on
students’ achievement was most significant; therefore, discovering as truthfully as
possible the impact of principal-provided intellectual stimulation upon teachers
was my guiding focus. Specifically, the philosophy of phenomenology guided the
design of the study. I will cover these ideas in greater detail in the section titled
Research Design.
Thompson et al. (1989) noted that, in qualitative research, the interview
was “perhaps the most powerful means for attaining an in-depth understanding of
another person’s experiences” (p. 138). As it pertains to the present study and the
choice of methodological design, researchers have noted that education is a
profession of stories. Connelly and Clandinin (1990) noted that “education and
educational research is the construction and reconstruction of personal and social
stories,” and that teachers, in general, are storytellers who “lead storied lives and
tell stories of those lives” (p. 2). Seidman (2013) guided qualitative researchers
conducting interviews to ask participants to tell a story, and Roulston and Choi
(2018) further noted that the purpose of qualitative interviews was to “help
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participants tell their stories” (p. 240). Likewise, Brown (2018) referred to the
process of collecting qualitative data as storycatching. Thomas and Pollio (2001)
posited that qualitative studies exist to give participants who have stories to tell,
“but only limited . . . interest in responding to numeric rating scales,” (p. 6) an
outlet to tell them.
Nelson (2012) noted that teachers “are willing to think about their work
for the purpose of self-development” (p. 164), and Nelson (2012) and Van Manen
(2007) noted that allowing teachers to express their thoughts in their own words
provided them opportunities for meaningful reflection on their practice and their
place within the profession, as well as possibly being used to recruit and retain
quality instructors. Van Manen (1990) argued that the field of education “requires
a phenomenological sensitivity to lived experience” (p. 2). Van Manen (1990) and
Connelly and Clandinin (1990) thus concluded that allowing teachers to tell their
stories ultimately provided an outlet for making meaning and realizing the
significance of their worklives. Similarly, Hutchinson et al. (1994) found that the
act of participating in reflective interviews provided key benefits for participants,
including self-acknowledgement and awareness, sense of purpose, and
empowerment. Further discussion of the participants appears later in the chapter.
Situating the Study
As noted in Chapter II (The Review of the Literature) of this dissertation, I
intended to place this study of how teachers experience and use perceived
principal-attributed intellectual stimulation at the crossroads of research
concerning transformative leadership and teacher self-efficacy. I considered
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Burns’ (1978) and Avolio’s (1999) definitions of intellectual stimulation, with
Burns’ (1978) from his work on transformational leadership being the
foundational definition I chose to focus upon for the current study. I attempted to
provide research that would link these ideas of transformational leadership
(focused here on one of Burns’ tenets: intellectual stimulation) with self-efficacy,
as well as provide a starting point for a discussion of how principals could further
utilize such strategies.
Research Design
Foundational Philosophies of Phenomenology
Thomas and Pollio (2001) noted that when a researcher seeks to determine
the meaning behind a shared experience, the researcher should choose to conduct
a qualitative study. Qualitative research, at its core, argued Merriam and Tisdell
(2016), is “based on the belief that knowledge is constructed by people in an
ongoing fashion as they engage in and make meaning of an activity, experience,
or phenomenon” (p. 23). Building upon this foundation of qualitative research, I
conducted the current study using a guiding philosophy of phenomenology. Van
Manen (2007) described the role of the phenomenologist in the following way:
Not unlike the poet, the phenomenologist directs the gaze toward the
regions where meaning originates, wells up, percolates through the porous
membranes of past sedimentation—then infuses us, permeates us, infects
us, touches us, stirs us, exercises a formative affect. (p.12)
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Wilson (2015) noted that phenomenology shared qualitative studies’ focus upon
human experience but added the caveat that phenomenological research
maintained a focus on participant perception of objects or experiences.
Husserl (1983), the person most readily associated with the formation of
phenomenology as a philosophy, considered his particular phenomenological
approach to be “an essentially new science,” yet one that was “the science
fundamental to philosophy” (p. i). Smith (2018) noted that Husserl saw personal
reflection upon an act or object as carrying utmost significance; conversely,
whether the act or object existed was not a valued consideration. For Husserl
(1983), humans were indistinguishable from the world they perceived around
themselves. His idea of Dasein (which combines the German word da, “there,”
with the German verb sein, “to be”), helped guide his belief that humans were
beings-in-the-world, unable to remove their existence from their surroundings
(Thomas and Pollio, 2001). Husserl’s (1983) phenomenological foundation relied
upon bringing forth heretofore unexplored ideas and realizations about the
essences of existence: “Each of us lives mentally. Only he does not know it” (p.
183). For Husserl, reflection was the means by which humans could then make
meaning of essences and their world. Reflection, argued Husserl (1983), is a
“modification of consciousness” in which “immanental Datum . . . [transmutates]
into the mode of consciousness (or object of consciousness) reflectionally
modified” (p. 178).
Heidegger and Merleau-Ponty, who at times disagreed with and at other
times built upon Husserl’s philosophy, held similar ideas as they regarded
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perception and reflection. For Heidegger, existence was grounded in “our
contextual relations to things in the world” (Smith, 2018). Wilson (2015) noted
that Heidegger found that “embodied meanings may lie tacit until they are
accessed through reflection” (p. 39). Thomas and Pollio (2001) described
Merleau-Ponty’s perspective on human perception as being interlocked with
human existence: “We never just receive stimuli from the world or project our
ideas onto the world. Perception is always an exchange or transaction between me
and my world” (p. 16). Thomas and Pollio (2001) therefore argued that for the
phenomenologist, existence was not studied as cause and effect but rather as part
of a simultaneous existence, because cause and effect “implies two separate
events; perception implies a single event” (p. 18).
Present Study
At least a portion of the research design, Tanner (2012) argued, was to
identify what the researcher considered to be the relevant variables. While
Creswell and Creswell (2018) supported the idea that quantitative research is the
best approach to use to test a theory or explanation, Merriam and Tisdell (2016)
noted that qualitative researchers find their focus “in understanding how people
interpret their experiences, how they construct their worlds, and what meaning
they attribute to their experiences” (p. 6). It was this construct that framed the
present study.
For the study, I utilized a qualitative, phenomenological design, an
approach that involved teachers responding to questions about their lived
experiences of the phenomenon of intellectual stimulation. Here, the key variable
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would be that the intellectual stimulation was experienced as principal-led or
principal-provided.
Saldana and Omasta (2018) regarded qualitative studies as arising from
words and images rather than from numerical data sets and experimental
conditions, finding qualitative studies’ foci in human emotions and reactions to
life events. Saldana and Omasta (2018) noted that in the phenomenological study,
the researcher sought to extract from the interview data the essential essence of
the information and determine the shared meaning of an experience among the
studied population. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) noted that the ultimate result of
qualitative research, in general, was to arrive at “the researcher’s understanding of
the participants’ understanding of the phenomenon of interest” (p. 25).
Further, Seidman (2013) referred to the idea of qualitative research design
as a chance for researchers to seek out a “subjective reconstruction of [their
population’s] experience,” helping the researcher move the data from the idea of
was to is (p. 17). In other words, the researcher is tasked with taking the
participants’ reflections on their lived experience and then identifying and
constructing from that data a new utilitarian meaning for the present.
Merriam and Tisdell (2016) wrote that interviewing was necessary when
what the researcher sought—ideas or emotions or interpretations of one’s world—
could not be readily or easily observed. To that end, I employed an open-ended
interview process to best collect the qualitative data desired. Merriam and Tisdell
(2016) warned against a structured interview process in a qualitative study, noting
that researchers tended to uncover their participants’ reactions to the researcher’s
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“preconceived notions of the world” (p. 110). A highly structured interview,
Merriam and Tisdell (2016) argued, was also based on the presumption that
participants “share a common vocabulary and that the questions will be
interpreted in the same way by all respondents” (p. 110).
The open-ended interview process I used in this study involved a standard
base question that I used as a beginning point to a conversation, yet the base
question allowed me the flexibility in wording and follow-up opportunities as I
probed for further information with questions that were asked and answered as the
interviews unfolded (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Following the advice of Roulston
and Choi (2018), I began the interviews with a broad question related to how the
educators had experienced administration-provided/sponsored intellectual
stimulation.
Based on the participants’ responses, I followed up with questions to
probe the content of the participants’ answers more deeply. The follow-up
questions were intended to assist the participants in focusing on their reflections
as they described their experiences (Kvale, 1983; Polkinghorne, 1989) and to help
me as the researcher clarify what they meant if they believed I misunderstood
something that they said. The interviews concluded when both the participant and
I felt satisfied that the participant’s experience had been communicated as well as
it could have been. Further discussion of the specific research methods is included
in the Data Collection section of this chapter.
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Participants and Setting
To create a qualitative research population, W. Tan (2018) wrote that the
“participants may be representative of the population, key informants such as
leaders or experts, or they form a group” (p. 84). At the time of the present study,
all the participants who participated in this study were certified teachers (seven of
the eight participants were full-time educators, while one served only half-days)
with a minimum of eight years of experience in the classroom. I also relied on
geographical convenience to select participants. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) noted
that one factor in choosing convenience sampling was location, and the
population of this study took shape as a convenience sample in the sense that it
represented employees from within my home state and from school districts
within a reasonable time of travel from my home in East Tennessee, to allow me
to conduct interviews in-person and at the participants’ locations of choice.
While Price and Murnan (2004) and Merriam and Tisdell (2016) warned
that convenience samples may lack greater credibility and potentially risk
information-poor results and low generalizability, Schreier (2018) argued that in
phenomenological studies, participants need not be excluded too hastily:
Because the respective experience is assumed to be universal, the
experience of any human being qualified to have that experience is
considered a case in point. . . . Any individual who meets the conditions
for having the experience under study would be a suitable participant. (pp.
94-95)
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Most important to this phenomenological study, though, I used criterion
sampling to determine and select candidates for participation in this study.
Creswell (2007) noted that criterion sampling worked as an appropriate strategy
for selecting a population in a phenomenological study as the researcher makes
certain that all participants have experienced the same phenomenon under study.
Thomas and Pollio (2001) echoed this point by noting that there are “two
principal criteria for eligibility in a phenomenological study: (1) having
experienced the phenomenon and (2) willingness to talk about that experience to
an interviewer” (p. 30). For this study’s criterion sampling selection, all
participants responded positively to the caveats that they met the predetermined
criteria of having been certified K-12 teachers in the profession for two or more
years and had interactions with principals they perceived to have provided
intellectual stimulation.
I identified three districts (District AC, District LC, and District MC) that
were located near enough for me to conduct in-person interviews and to conduct
in-person follow-up research if needed. I chose districts that were varied in their
composition and that I felt could provide a variety of perspectives in terms of
demographics and experience. On April 28, 2021, I electronically contacted the
three Directors of Schools requesting permission (Appendix A) to conduct
research within their districts.
While subgroup environments were not under study as impacting the data,
the districts’ demographic compositions were somewhat diverse, as they ranged in
size from 2,134 students in District AC to 5,443 students in District MC
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(Tennessee Department of Education, 2020). Geographically, while all districts
were located within the eastern Grand Division of Tennessee, Districts AC and
MC would be considered suburban/urban districts, while District LC would be
classified as rural.
Student demographics varied, as well, between districts. For example, the
population of District AC’s schools was composed of 33.9%
Black/Hispanic/Native American students; while, in comparison, District MC saw
11.9% of its students classified similarly. District MC featured the largest
percentage of students with disabilities (12.6%), while Districts AC and MC were
composed of 11.9% and 12.1%, respectively (Tennessee Department of
Education, 2020). Per pupil expenditure varied within districts, from a high of
$12,169 in District AC, to a low of $8,858 in District LC (Tennessee Department
of Education, 2018). A complete demographic itemization of the proposed
districts comprising the sample is included in Table 3.1.

64

Table 3.1
Demographic Information of Proposed Districts
__________________________________________________________________
District Identifier
District AC
District LC
District MC
_____________________________________________________________
Geographical
Identifier

Suburban/Urban Rural

Suburban/Urban

# of schools in
district

4

9

7

Student Population

2,134

4,876

5,443

Black/Hispanic/
Native American
Student %

33.9

16.5

11.9

EconomicallyDisadvantaged
Student %

26.8

21.9

15.9

English Learner
Student %

3.8

2.8

2.3

Students with
Disabilities %

11.9

12.1

12.6

District per pupil
expenditure1

$12,169

$8,858

$10,820

Schreier (2018) argued that the homogeneity of experience in a
phenomenological study could justify a smaller sample size, although Schreier
(2018) did not specify how small the sample size could be. Creswell (2007) noted
that there was no conventional, fixed number of participants for a
phenomenological study, and Thomas and Pollio (2001) suggested 6-12
participants, with the number of participants adjusted as the researcher conducted
interviews.

11

All information in Table 3.1 taken from Tennessee Department of Education (2020),
except per pupil expenditure, Tennessee Department of Education (2018).
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Most important to the number of participants the researcher interviews in a
phenomenological study is data saturation. According to Thomas and Pollio
(2001), “If no new patterns or themes emerge…the phenomenon is thought to be
well-described, and there is little or no need to seek additional exemplars or
participants” (p. 42). Similarly, Fusch and Ness (2015) wrote that “if one has
reached the point of no new data, one has also most likely reached the point of no
new themes; therefore, one has reached data saturation” (p. 1409). The main
consideration for the number of participants in this phenomenological study was
that the number of participants were able to give me, as the researcher, enough
relevant information to describe the lived experience of principal-provided
intellectual stimulation from which I could confidently extract themes.
For this study, I interviewed eight respondents from the original call for
participants, with the population set at one elementary (defined herein as grades
preK-5) teacher, two teachers from middle grades (grades 6-8), and five teachers
from high school (grades 9-12), who all self-identified as having been employed
as full-time teachers for a minimum of two years (one participant was not
employed full-time at the time of my study but had been in the past) and who
claimed that they had experienced what they perceived to be intellectual
stimulation that could be directly attributed to their K-12 principals. Each of the
participants was employed by a public-school district in East Tennessee and
ranged in experience from eight years to 29 years in the teaching profession.
In the end, the number of participants for the study was dictated by the
number of respondents and the saturation limit of the information, a number
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Fusch and Ness (2015) reported could not be quantified. I conducted interviews
with all participants who met the criteria, even past the perceived point of
saturation, to serve as evidence that saturation had been met. Fusch and Ness
(2015) also noted that there was no set number of interviews to reach saturation,
but researchers that did not attempt to reach saturation points risked negatively
impacting the validity of their studies. I have included in table 3.2 a demographic
breakdown of teacher participants in this study.
Table 3.2
Participant Demographics
__________________________________________________________________
Interviewee
Grade Level/
District
Years of
TN State Level
Synonym
Subject Taught
Experience of Effectiveness
Score
_______________________________________________________
Addie
Catherine

7/ELA
4/ ELA and Social
Studies
9-12/Math
8/ELA

MC
MC

29
14

4
5

Jane Doe
AC
14
5
Josephine
MC
8
5
Harris
Kemp
11/Social Studies
AC
29
4
Ms. J
9-12/Health Sciences
AC
15
4
Nicole*
9-12/Math
AC
8
3
RRH
12/ELA
MC
13
5
__________________________________________________________________
*Nicole was the only teacher who was not serving full-time at her school. At the
time of the interview, she held a half-day assignment.
Recruitment and Access
Two of the three District Superintendents/Directors of Schools granted me
permission to conduct the study and collect data from teachers prior to beginning
the interview process. The Director of District AC approved my research on April
29, 2021; and the Director of District MC approved my call for research, after a
clarifying email, on May 4, 2021. The Director of District LC did not respond to
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my request for participant access. These actions were in accordance with Lincoln
Memorial University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) process. After receiving
approval from my district leaders, I submitted my IRB to the IRB Committee of
Lincoln Memorial University. The IRB Committee reviewed and approved my
application on May 19, 2021, according to HHS 2018 45 CFR 46.104(2)(i) and
assigned my study the IRB number 1009 V.0 (Appendix B).
After completing the IRB process and requesting and obtaining permission
to conduct the study from the district leaders, I originally planned to send emails
to school principals requesting their permission to forward a request for
participants to their instructional staffs; however, I was informed that emails must
be sent directly to teachers. I first emailed prospective participants on June 2,
2021. The participant request email offered a brief overview of the study, the
requested experience criterion, and contact information (see Appendix C). I sent a
second request for participation to the prior recipients on June 18, 2021; and I
emailed a third and final request on July 19, 2021. The original email request was
sent to a total of 211 teachers. From the group, nine potential participants
responded, providing a 4.3% rate of response. One potential participant noted that
he would only be willing to complete a survey and not an interview, so I declined
his offer to participate. In all, eight respondents were identified to fill the
population, providing a final 3.8% rate of participation.
The participants represented both of the approved districts represented in
the study and all three of the major grade bands: elementary, middle, and high. In
choosing the participants, I acknowledged the limitations of any sample size in
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this endeavor, and, again, worked to interview until reaching a saturation point
and then interviewed beyond that number to validate the saturation.
Informed Consent
The United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (1979),
in The Belmont Report, mandated that research participants had the right to
determine what would or would not happen to them during a research study. As
such, the informed consent process was created to provide participants with a
description of the research procedures, as well as risks and benefits to participants
(United States Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 1979). Mandal and
Parija (2014) noted that informed consent “is the bond of trust which is the
foundation and the central stone to any research involving human subjects” (para.
1).
In my preliminary email, I asked interested participants to initially contact
me via electronic means. After initial contact, I emailed a copy of the study’s
Informed Consent (Appendix D) to participants prior to any in-person sessions. I
gave the prospective participants an opportunity to review the agreement, which
provided information about participant involvement and confidentiality, and I
gave the prospective participants the opportunity ask me any questions before
moving forward. I assured participants that their involvement posed minimal
risks, that great care would be taken to protect their anonymity and
confidentiality, that no participant would have to respond to any questions he/she
did not feel comfortable answering, and that participants could choose to leave the
study before or during the interview process.
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Data Collection
Merriam and Tisdell (2016) and Saldana and Omasta (2018) noted that
when collecting data in traditional qualitative study designs, the data is most
effectively gained through interviews between the researcher and the participant
population. Thomas and Pollio (2001) identified phenomenological data as the
reconstructed experiences of the participants gathered through means of interview
and/or dialogue. Lesley and Morag (2001) described the phenomenological
interview as “a purposeful data-generating activity” (p. 471). Thompson, et al.
(1989) referred to the transcribed interviews of a phenomenological study as “an
autonomous body of data” (p. 140). Following this guidance, I conducted the
current data collection through a series of interviews with teacher participants
from two separate districts within East Tennessee.
Seidman (2013) wrote that at the heart of research interviewing, the
researcher’s basic task is to explore the shared experiences of the respondents and
how those respondents make sense of that shared experience; and as the research
presently conducted was phenomenological in scope, the interviews also served as
a reminder of the “transitory nature of human experience” (p. 16). Interviews,
Seidman (2013) noted, allow research participants an opportunity to reflect upon
their lived experiences as they reconstruct it. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) noted
that the purpose of interviewing participants in a qualitative study was to obtain a
“special kind of information” (p. 108) that could not be collected using
quantitative means. For the interviews related to this study, I sought to draw
information from the participants regarding the ways in which they had
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experienced intellectual stimulation and how that interaction had impacted the
instructors’ feelings of efficacy.
W. Tan (2018) explained that the mere presence of an interviewer had the
potential to affect information that the participants provided, so the interviewer
should make all efforts to facilitate an environment that puts both parties at ease.
Britten (1995) noted that the interview process itself required structure and that
interviewees were generally willing to provide the researcher with information, as
long as they were provided with guidance and reinforcement in doing so.
For the present study, I, in gaining consent to interview, worked to clearly
notify respondents that their responses would be anonymous and confidential
(Saldana & Omasta, 2018). Also, I scheduled with each participant a time to
conduct an interview and worked to meet participants in their chosen settings and
environments. I further worked to provide a proper interview atmosphere by
committing to building an appropriate rapport (Seidman, 2013), being suitably
prepared, respectful of the interviewee, flexible in the interview process (Roulston
& Choi, 2018), and created an interview process that allowed respondents to tell a
story (Seidman, 2013). As previously noted, I also utilized a semi-structured
interview process as a means of creating a more casual atmosphere of open
discussion by removing barriers of rigid structural constraints.
Vital to the process of collecting information through interviews, I worked
diligently to maintain open lines of communication with the participants prior to,
and following, the interview process. Before and during the interview process, I
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assured the participants that they could leave the study at any time with no
questions asked.
In keeping with guidance from Thompson et al. (1989), my preliminary
remarks were worded in such a way as to draw a “broad range of descriptive
responses from each participant” (Thomas and Pollio, 2001, p. 32). To help the
participants to get started, I employed the strategy of asking them to think of three
instances in which they had experienced a principal providing them with an
intellectually stimulating opportunity. Next, I asked the participants to choose one
of those experiences and tell me what stood out to them. Thompson et al. (1989)
noted that in phenomenological interviews the respondent dictated the direction of
the dialogue and that outside of the opening question, the interviewer “has no a
priori questions concerning the topic” (p. 138).
The interview should be seen not as a question-and-answer session, but as
a “circular rather than linear” dialogue between interviewer and participant
(Thompson et al., 1989, p. 138). Lesley and Morag (2001) referred to the
conversation that resulted from a phenomenological interview as the co-creation
of both interviewer and interviewee. Finlay (2009) noted that the interviewer and
participant relationship must be one that allowed for open and honest discussion
as much as possible, as “it is precisely the realization of the intersubjective
interconnectedness between researcher and researched that characterizes
phenomenology” (p. 11). Thus, all the subsequent questions that I asked
participants arose from the content of the interviews. I intended my follow-up
questions to help focus the participants more deeply on their experiences as they
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described them (Kvale, 1983; Polkinghorne, 1989) and to help me and the
participants to clarify any misunderstandings. We concluded the interview when
the participants felt satisfied that they had fully explicated their experiences.
Once the participants indicated that there were no more descriptions of
their experiences to be communicated, I summarized to the participants, as
completely as I could, my understanding of their descriptions of their experiences
with intellectual stimulation. My summary allowed the participants to clarify any
misunderstandings and to elaborate on any points they felt needed more
description. Once the participants were satisfied that I had summarized their
experiences accurately, I provided the participants with a final chance to add any
information by asking if they had anything more to say. Once they confirmed that
they had nothing more to say, I thanked them for their time and their words and
ended the interview.
Data Storage
I recorded all participant interview data using a Sony ICD-PX40 digital
voice recorder. The recorder was not Internet-enabled, and I stored the files on the
recorder’s micro-SD card at the time of recording. I later transferred the digital
interview files to both my password-protected computer and to a passwordprotected external hard drive for additional security. No other person had access
to either of these digital resources at any time during the research. To help
maintain participant confidentiality and anonymity, I performed all transcriptions
and allowed participants to choose pseudonyms that would be used in the
handling and presentation of the research data. I used these pseudonyms
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throughout the data-collecting and reporting process. I locked the participant
informed consent forms and all printed transcripts of the participants’ interviews
in a file cabinet in my home throughout the research process, where I will
maintain them for three years. At the end of three years, I will shred all of the
consent forms.
Data Analysis
I conducted the research via qualitative means (interviews), and thus
analyzed the data using appropriate processes. I recorded all the interviews as
described in Data Collection using a non-Internet-enabled digital voice recorder,
and I began analyzing data immediately. Maxwell (2013) noted that too often
researchers allow interview data to pile up after completion, which could lead to
discouragement and a much more difficult final task of data analysis. As Maxwell
(2013) wrote, the first opportunity for the analysis of qualitative data begins with
listening to interviews prior to transcription. I began this process while driving
home from the interviews. I utilized this strategy after each interview: first,
reviewing the audio without notes; then, with audio and making notes, working to
develop tentative ideas as to what categories and relationships would develop.
After transcribing the interviews, I also utilized a peer researcher in order to serve
as a check for the work I was performing, using this feedback to help reinforce or
inform the establishment of themes.
After my initial review and note-taking sessions with each audio
interview, I followed Roulston and Choi’s (2018) advice to, at that point,
transcribe the audio into documents that I could then print and interact with in the
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coding process. W. Tan (2018) described codes in qualitative research analysis as
“preset or emergent ideas that crop up during coding” (p. 103), and W. Tan
(2018) noted that these codes could and likely would alter the researcher’s
perceptions of where the research will lead. Saldana (2013) noted that while
coding is not an exact science, it does allow researchers to place their personal
analysis of themes upon the data, not simply working to reduce the data to a set of
symbolic words or phrases, but rather using codes to “symbolically [assign] a
summative, salient, essence-capturing, and/or evocative attribute” to the data
being analyzed (p. 4).
In the present research, I utilized the technique of coding to help identify
common ideas that were repeated in individual interviews and across interview
data sets. I performed all coding using printed interview copies and pencil. This
process provided what Saldana (2013) referred to as a greater ownership of the
work, as the researcher’s intense interaction with the data places a personal
signature upon the work. This coding identification thus led to the process of
theming the data.
To begin the process of theming the data, I again utilized the assistance of
a peer researcher. At the beginning of each analysis session, I sent through
electronic mail a digital copy of the transcribed interview to my partner member.
Due to the Covid-19 pandemic beginning in 2019 and continuing through the time
of the research, the two of us met and analyzed the transcribed protocols using the
video communications tool Zoom.
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During each analysis session, I would read the transcribed interview, while
the other person would read and listen for developing themes. Saldana (2013)
noted that themes themselves are not coded in qualitative analysis, but that the
themes emerge from codes. During the analysis with my partner (and later as I
analyzed the texts for themes), we reviewed the documents by searching for
connections and emergent categories—what Merriam and Tisdell (2016) referred
to as recurring patterns in order to identify and establish themes. Thomas and
Pollio (2001) made the distinction, however, that the decision of what was
thematic “is not a matter of counting the frequency of word use or ‘percentage of
cases’ in which certain elements occur” (p. 37). Themes are rather, “patterns of
description that repetitively recur as important aspects of a participant’s
description” (Thomas & Polio, 2001).
As my partner and I noted what themes were figural in each protocol, we
made certain that each person supported their suggestion of a theme by pointing
to a specific passage. Once my partner assisted me with analyzing two of the
interviews for themes, I thematized the remaining six. My partner and I reviewed
and refined the various themes that emerged from the analysis, as well as the
relationship between and among the themes, and rendered an understanding of the
gestalt of the experience of intellectual stimulation. These themes thus became the
basis for the major sections of analytical findings in this research study.
After coding and theming the data, I then synthesized and presented the
findings. Before continuing, however, a semantic consideration should be made.
While I shared Saldana’s (2013) belief that the acts of coding and theming were

76

interpretive in nature, I took great care to avoid excessive interpreting of
participants’ data in the review and analysis of their responses, relying instead
upon accurately describing and reporting the data that was presented. Thomas and
Pollio (2001) called upon the researcher to interpret rather than infer, as the
former brings out what was within the results, and the latter brings in non-existent
subjectivity; however, as reported earlier, phenomenology necessitates the de
facto use of interviews because researchers cannot observe how people interpret
their own lives (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Saldana & Omasta, 2018).
It is the interviewee who is the expert on his/her own lived experiences,
and the researcher is present to learn about the phenomenon in question from the
participant’s interpretation of the event(s) (Thomas & Pollio, 2001). Thompson et
al. (1989) explained that the respondents’ information became its own two-fold
autonomous body of work after being provided to the researcher, noting that there
was no need to corroborate the respondents’ descriptions. This being noted, I did
want to make certain that I had accurately distilled participants’ views.
I chose member checking as my means of accomplishing this task.
Statistics Solutions (2020) defined member checking as “sharing either a brief
summary of the findings or sharing the whole findings with the research
participants” (para. 1), and, in so doing, providing greater credibility and
trustworthiness in the findings. Birt et al. (2016) argued, however, that “the
credibility of member checking rests not in the ‘doing’ of the procedure but in the
reporting of the outcomes” (p. 1809). As such, I noted here that all transcribed
interviews were emailed back the individual participants. I asked the participants
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to read through the interviews and report back with any irregularities in the
transcripts. No corrections of consequence were reported.
Secondly, researcher interpretation “should not incorporate hypotheses,
inferences, and conjectures that exceed the evidence provided by the transcript”
(Thompson et al., 1989, p. 140). Placing too much of the researcher's excessive
inferences or interpretations upon experiences that are themselves interpretations
of experience would be self-defeating for the researcher. Geertz (2000) argued
that researchers who attempt to say more than their participants have said are
“writing out other people’s consciousness for them, scripting their souls” (p. 102).
At most, Finlay (2009) recommended avoiding “abstract intellectual
generalizations,” and instead “offering a synthesized account, for example,
identifying general themes about the essence of the phenomenon” (p. 10).
Trustworthiness
Introduction
Giorgi (1975) argued that the fundamental principle when considering the
reliability of qualitative data was “whether a reader, adopting the same viewpoint
as articulated by the researcher, can also see what the researcher saw, whether or
not he agrees with it” (p. 96). Thomas and Pollio (2001) noted that because no
two interviews could produce identical results, qualitative researchers need not
worry about one of the hallmarks of research reliability: exact replication.
Seidman (2013) argued that all qualitative researchers face at least some problems
of reliability and validity in dealing with human participants. For example, the
researcher could question whether participants were truthful, whether the time of
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year in which the interviews were conducted was of concern, whether another
interviewer would receive different participant responses, and whether the
collection of interview data could hold true for a larger population.
Wilson (2015) noted that phenomenology itself was an intrusion into
participants’ “private worlds, and trust can be a limiting factor” (p. 42). W. Tan
(2018) noted that a researcher’s mere presence in a qualitative study could impact
findings, infecting results with the researcher’s “own thoughts, preconceptions,
prior theories, experiences and feelings” (p. 105); therefore, I took precautions to
ensure greater reliability and validity in the study’s analytical methods. Thomas
and Pollio (2001) concluded that for qualitative researchers, “validity means
whether one has investigated what one wished to investigate” (Thomas & Polio,
2001, p. 40).
Bracketing
Wilson (2015) noted that phenomenological researchers needed to present
findings in “naive detail,” (p. 40), while Finlay (2009) noted that researcher
objectivity was referred to in terms of “disciplined naivete, bridled dwelling,
disinterested attentiveness, and/or the process of retaining an empathic
wonderment in the face of the world” (p. 12). For Husserl, this objectivity was
believed to be achievable through the process of bracketing, “an intellectual
activity in which one tries to put aside theories, knowledge, and assumptions
about a phenomenon” (Thomas & Pollio, 2001, p. 33). Byrne (2001) and Lesley
and Morag (2001) noted that Husserl’s (1983) ideas toward bracketing assumed a
belief that researchers were able to objectively identify and purge preconceived
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ideas and “separate their personal knowledge from their life experiences” (Byrne,
2001, p. 830); in turn, researchers could then objectively study a phenomenon.
For Husserl, the nomenclature was derived because of his belief that this practice
was comparable to the way brackets were used in algebraic equations (Thomas &
Pollio, 2001). W. Tan (2018) noted the significance of bracketing as a means of
reducing a researcher’s influence over, or interpretation of, a participant’s
responses during, and after, the interview process.
Conversely, there is debate within the field of phenomenological studies
as to whether researchers can truly bracket out information and approach their
participants' data with new eyes (Finlay, 2009). Thompson et al. (1989) noted that
“part of this doubt may stem from a lack of explicit methodological procedures on
how to bracket” (p. 140). Among the pioneers of phenomenology discussed in this
chapter, Merleau-Ponty argued that the idea of bracketing was a false notion,
noting that it was not possible “or even desirable for a researcher to be completely
free of presuppositions” (Thomas & Pollio, 2001, p. 33). Lesley and Morag
(2001) and Thomas and Pollio (2001) noted that Merleau-Ponty believed that a
researcher, as a part of the world, also became a part of the world being studied,
whether intentional or not; and that bracketed material was only “temporarily
suspended, not banished, repeatedly thrusting itself into awareness throughout the
course of a study” (Thomas and Pollio, 2001, p. 33). According to Byrne (2001),
Heidegger believed that researchers’ life experiences precluded their ability to
fully bracket the world they were investigating. It was only through authentic

80

reflection that researchers could uncover their assumptions and acknowledge their
role in their work.
While researchers utilizing a Husserlian approach to phenomenology
adopt a presupposition of existence outside the research throughout the entirety of
the research process (Lesley & Morag, 2001), I assumed a philosophy nearer to
the beliefs of Merleau-Ponty and Heidegger. I worked to eliminate biases as much
as possible, yet ultimately adopted the Merleau-Pontian idea that completely
forgetting oneself during research may not be an attainable goal, and acquiescing
that “we are who we are, just as the person being interviewed is who he or she is,
and the best we can do is mediate between the two of us in the form of a
meaningful conversation” (Thomas & Polio, 2001, p. 23).
W. Tan (2018) wrote that there are implicit “biases and preconceptions”
(p. 104) in qualitative research, but that the researcher uses reflexivity to work to
alleviate those as much as possible through constant self-reflection and
questioning, and by acknowledging that there are multiple personal views and
responses to any experience. Smith (2018) noted that Heidegger argued that it is
this notion that allows qualitative researchers to perform their work, by allowing
participants to freely recount experiences without the hindrance of bracketing the
world: “We interpret our activities and the meaning things have for us by looking
to our contextual relations to things in the world” (Smith, 2018, para. 42). While I
do acknowledge the stance that complete bracketing is problematic for the
researcher, I will address my efforts at maintaining as much distance and
perspective as possible in the next sections of this chapter.
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Credibility
Cope (2014) defined credibility as “the truth of the data” (p. 89). As such,
I conducted the present research in such a way as to increase the credibility of the
findings. Many of these steps have been outlined throughout the previous chapter,
with further steps being outlined in the following sections. In the next section, I
will address the credibility of myself as a researcher, the credibility of the
methods I used, and the credibility of the analysis techniques I used in this study.
Credibility of the Researcher. I am a professional educator and
administrator with over 25 years of experience in public and private education at
the time of the study. This experience allowed me to be able to build a
trustworthiness that may not be present with someone from outside the profession,
or with someone who is new to the profession. As well, I have been performing
graduate-level scholarship and research for nine years at the time of the study. I
have consulted nearly 200 studies, books, articles, and exemplar papers in
preparation for data-gathering and analysis, and, in that analysis, discovered that
my own experiences could also be a hindrance to my ability to properly exorcise
my own experiences from my analysis of participant data.
Berger (2015) noted that reflexivity in qualitative research “helps identify
and explicate potential or actual effect of personal, contextual, and circumstantial
aspects on the process and findings of the study and maintain their awareness of
themselves as part of the world they study” (p. 224). As such, I was careful to
follow Wilson’s (2015) guidance in reflexivity by asking myself to what extent
my world and experience could overlap with my participants’ worlds and
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experiences; furthermore, I asked myself how those factors could possibly color
any interpretations of their descriptions. To further enhance credibility of the
study’s findings, I also utilized a reflexive journal during the data-gathering
process to track my research progress, to reflect on daily progress, and to consider
how present research decisions could impact future research decisions. Turner
(2020) noted that qualitative research can take a lengthy amount of time to
complete and a reflexive journal could thus help as a record of where the research
began and where it was headed. This data, Turner (2020) argued, “can become as
vital a source of data as a participant interview” (para. 3). Orange (2016)
described the reflexive journal as “the beginning of data interpretation” (p. 2177).
Also, cognizant of the presence of possible bias, I completed the research and
analysis of the findings using the guidance and support of extant research
(presented in chapters and in previous sections of this chapter), a dissertation
chair, and other scholar-colleagues.
Credibility of the Methods. As noted previously, in this study, I sought
to uncover the ways in which classroom educators experienced principal-provided
intellectual stimulation. In dealing with participants’ lived experiences, I chose a
qualitative method, specifically phenomenology, as the most appropriate method
for obtaining the desired information (Brown, 2018; Byrne, 2001; Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016; Saldana & Omasta, 2018; Schreier 2018; Seidman, 2013; Van
Manen, 1990; Van Manen, 2007). To collect data from participants, I utilized
interviews as the most appropriate technique (Thompson et al., 1989; et al.).
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To ensure the quality of the interview questions, I worked with the
committee chair to draft the opening base question. I wanted to ensure that the
question was open-ended and allowed for interviewees to craft subjective answers
that spoke to the participants’ individual experiences and perspectives. Because
the interviews were unstructured, my subsequent questions arose from the content
of the participants’ interviews. I formulated my follow-up questions as the
interviews unfolded, and I fashioned them to help the participants to focus more
deeply on their experiences as they described those experiences (Kvale, 1983;
Polkinghorne, 1989). I also created questions that helped me clarify what
participants meant if I thought I misunderstood something said or wanted to make
certain I heard a statement correctly. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) noted that
maintaining a rigid adherence to a set of questions tended to merely reflect the
interviewer’s “preconceived notion of the world” (p. 109). In other words, by not
limiting the participants to consider questions that I created, we had the freedom
to explore any direction that they brought up during their interview.
Before beginning the process with the study’s participants, I conducted a
preliminary interview with a high-school instructor to confirm the interview
protocol was understandable and yielded the type of information needed for this
study. I did not use the results from this interview, as the two of us had previously
worked in the same department, and I feared a potential bias. Adjustments to the
protocol were made accordingly.
Another way I tried to ensure the credibility of my methods occurred at
the end of each interview. Once I neared the end of the interviews and the
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participants indicated that there were no more descriptions of their experiences to
be communicated, I summarized my understanding of their descriptions of their
experiences. My summary allowed the participants to clarify any
misunderstandings and to elaborate on any points they felt needed more
description. Once the participants were satisfied that I had summarized their
experiences accurately, I provided the participants with a final chance to add any
information by asking if they had anything more to say. Finally, a general strategy
I employed to strengthen the credibility of my methods was how I chose to
conduct my interviews. Seidman (2013) and Tan (2018) noted that finding ways
to put participants at ease would help build better opportunities for truer
discussions between the interviewer and participants. Allowing for this true
discussion, Merriam and Tisdell (2016) noted, provided opportunities for
emergent ideas to be discussed in greater depth. For the present research, I
conducted face-to-face interviews and used a semi-structured interview design at
the site chosen by the interviewees to help alleviate anxiety about the process.
Roulston and Choi (2018) also suggested that a researcher should find a meeting
place that was conducive to both parties’ being able to maintain distraction-free
focus upon the interview. This setting, Roulston and Choi (2018) noted, was also
useful in helping the researcher gain clearer audio recordings. As described
previously, I recorded the interviews, previewed once, and then transcribed.
Further, I utilized peer debriefing, in which a fellow colleague helped review my
findings, as well as member checking, a “potent way to establish trustworthiness
by increasing truth value” (Boudah, 2020, p. 71). Member checking involved
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sharing results and progress with participants while the study was still taking
shape. Participants were invited to share feedback on the study’s findings, and I
then utilized that feedback in various reviews of the data.
Credibility of the Analysis Techniques. Bloomberg and Volpe (2019)
argued that the credibility of the data collected in the interview depended first and
foremost upon the researcher’s ability to record and transcribe in a way that
verbatim quotations emerged from the process. As noted, before beginning the
interview process, I conducted a test of the study’s interview format with a highschool educator. I also used this interview to practice the study’s transcription
protocol. After transcribing the actual study’s participant interviews, I
simultaneously reviewed the audio transcription and the written transcription in
order to ensure accuracy. This process allowed me to experience first-hand the
participants’ reactions to and interpretations of the follow-up questions, and the
process also provided me a means of identifying any follow-up questions that
were unclear to participants. I reviewed the follow-up questions and corrected the
wording or placement of the follow-up questions that the pilot participant
identified as misleading or confusing.
The interview coding procedure also served to increase the trustworthiness
of the study. After I conducted and transcribed the interviews, and before I had
any further interactions with the data, I allowed the participants to review the
transcripts to note any discrepancies that may have been present. Next, I worked
to code the transcriptions by first reviewing the transcriptions without making any
marks on the physical copies. During the second readthrough, I utilized a pencil
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and a physical paper copy of the transcription in the coding process, as Saldana
(2013) noted that doing so provided “more control over and ownership of the
work” (p. 26). Saldana (2013) also noted that theming is a strategy that allows
themes to emerge from the coding, making the distinction that themes themselves
are not coded, nor are they preset before the process begins. In the coding process
I first identified key words and ideas that appeared throughout a participant
interview transcription, noting connections in the transcription margins, and then
worked to identify themes that emerged in single interviews and then across all
interviews.
Following coding and theming the transcriptions, I utilized a research peer
to help ensure greater reliability of the theme identifications (Saldana, 2013).
Saldana (2013) argued that each individual researcher experiences the world
differently, and, as such, will analyze and chronicle it differently, as well;
therefore, qualitative researchers can utilize outside readers to assist in their data
interpretations. Saldana (2013) argued that working in this way assists the
researcher not by helping the researcher achieve a final objectivity—a notion
Saldana (2013) referred to as “a false god” (p. 39)—but rather by presenting
“windows of opportunity for clarifying . . . emergent ideas and possibly making
new insights about the data” (p. 36). Saldana (2013), in eschewing the notion of a
true objectivity-finding, noted that utilizing intercoder agreement is an act of
“simply achieving similar results between two or more people” (p. 39).
Transferability
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Cope (2014) referred to transferability as study results that can be applied
to a new context of setting or group. Thomas and Pollio (2001) noted that exact
replication was impossible in qualitative studies, due to the studies’ reliance on
human factors; therefore, qualitative studies meet the qualification for
transferability if “the results have meaning to individuals not involved in the study
and readers can associate the results with their own experiences” (Cope, 2014, p.
89). The greatest threat to transferability in a phenomenological study is a lack of
adequate description (S. Collins, personal communication, June 7. 2020), and as
outlined previously, great care was taken in data collection and analysis to
provide proper description of the study’s findings. Further, the aim of the present
research was not to provide universal generalizability (Cope, 2014); rather, my
intentions were to provide only a snapshot of the experiences of the participants in
the study, which principals and teachers from outside the study may then use as
they see fit.
Dependability
The idea of research dependability relies upon the ability of future
researchers to be able to conduct similar research and achieve comparable results
(Cope, 2014). While I noted previously that exact replication is not possible, in
each step of the present research, I sought to provide a detailed description of the
research process. Furthermore, I sought to provide a detailed description of the
study’s participants as well as the participants’ demographics so that any attempts
at replication would be simplified.
Confirmability
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Boudah (2020) noted that the greatest test of a study’s credibility is
whether that study is truly an indicator of the situation as studied and not a
collection and/or reflection of researcher biases. Cope (2014) noted that the
researcher was his/her own most effective ally in this consideration. Following
Cope’s (2014) recommendation, I utilized “rich quotes that depict each emerging
theme” (p. 89). Using direct quotes in such a way helped to increase the study’s
overall credibility, as it allowed the reader to test the hypotheses of the study
against the participants’ actual words (Byrne, 2001). Cope (2014) and Boudah
(2020) recommended keeping detailed study notes in such a way that an audit trail
could fully reflect the researcher’s procedures and methods. I sought to achieve
this through keeping various written and electronic notes of my procedures, many
of which I captured in my reflexive journal.
Assumptions of the Researcher
Finlay (2009) noted that “subjectivity should . . . be placed in the
foreground so as to begin the process of separating out what belongs to the
researcher rather than the researched” (p. 12). Maxwell (2013) argued that
eliminating a researcher’s perceptual lens was all but impossible in a qualitative
study; therefore, a researcher must accept and acknowledge this truth and work to
combat it by being reflexive, continually self-questioning decisions in the research
collection process (W. Tan, 2018). Saldana and Omasta (2018) noted that “a
conflict of interest is stronger than a lack of objectivity” (p. 196).
With the above research in mind, I assumed that my role as a school
administrator could hinder the collection of qualitative data if collected from
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participants who had served as teachers under my employ; therefore, in order to
deal with this potential problem of reactivity (Maxwell, 2013), I recruited only
teachers outside my former and present employment districts. I also assumed, for
the sake of participant-finding, that higher-performing schools and school districts
were more likely to have principals who produced intellectual stimulation;
therefore, I selected participants from those demographics.
Finally, I assumed that the teachers I interviewed would be truthful in their
responses and would be able to articulate their thoughts clearly. I also assumed
that participants would have sincere motives in their choice of participation and
were not participating because they thought there would be any job-related reward
or bonus.
Limitation and Delimitations
Price and Murnan (2004) noted that too often researchers gave inadequate
attention to the limitations of their research, although Brutus et al. (2013) argued
that “all empirical research is flawed to some degree and limitations should
therefore be reported” (p. 65). Simon and Goes (2015) defined limitations as
“constraints that are largely beyond your control but could affect the study
outcome” (para. 6). One limitation of this study was the lack of specific prior
research on the subject of specific intellectually stimulating practices of K-12
principals and how those practices affected teachers. As noted in this study’s
literature review, researchers have extensively studied the impact of
transformational leadership practices, yet little extant literature exists in which
researchers studied the tenet of intellectual stimulation in isolation (particularly in
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K-12 schools). Another limitation of this phenomenological research is the
study’s lack of generalizability; however, Polkinghorne (1989) noted that “the
purpose of phenomenological research is to describe the structure of an
experience, not to describe the characteristics of a group who have had the
experience” (p. 48).
Delimitations are the boundaries that researchers set for themselves at the
outset of their studies (Simon & Goes, 2015). Theofanidis and Fountouki (2018)
noted that delimitations “are concerned with the definitions that the researchers
decide to set as the boundaries or limits of their work so that the study’s aims and
objectives do not become impossible to achieve” (p. 157). Simon and Goes (2015)
noted that researchers must make specific decisions concerning what variables to
include and exclude in their research studies. In the present research, I
acknowledge the delimitation of the participant sample, as only one geographic
area was utilized for the sake of time and travel convenience.
While I acknowledged the problems with external validity this could
present, I also, to help combat this self-imposed delimitation, attempted to
interview educators representing three separate districts that were classified as
rural, suburban, and urban. For the present study, I intentionally limited the scope
of participants to educators with two or more years’ experience who also were
employed in high-performing schools and districts. I utilized teachers with more
than one year’s experience in order to provide a sample with more lived
experiences in the field of K-12 education and with school administrators in
general. I acknowledge that individual, state-produced effectiveness measures for
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each participant were not used in the selection of participants for this study or
inquired about, as those measures were not part of my focus.
Chapter Summary
This chapter provided a review of, and rationale behind, the methods used
in this phenomenological study, including the choice of research design; the
selection of participants and settings; the recruitment of and access to participants;
the measures taken to gain informed consent; the methods of data collection,
storage, and analysis; the trustworthiness of the study; and the limitations and
delimitations of the study. In the following chapter, I will present the resultant
findings from this methodology.
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Chapter IV: Analyses and Results
This chapter will delineate the resultant findings from my research
participants. My eight participants spoke with an ease about their experiences,
reinforcing Connelly and Clandinin’s (1990) work that argued that teachers were
natural storytellers with stories to tell. It was my experience that the participants
in my study were willing to hold a dialogue with me and worked to provide realworld examples of their lived experiences. After concluding interviews with the
eight research participants, I transcribed our conversations, careful to maintain
integrity to the source material. When I present their words throughout this
chapter, I do so by using the participants’ exact wording, except where I have
utilized brackets in order to provide readers with an ease of reading or to fit
contextual grammatical constructs.
After transcription, I analyzed the transcripts for themes and coded the
information. Five major themes emerged from the coding, which were as follows:
•

Displaying Trust

•

Providing Leadership Opportunities

•

Questioning Status Quo

•

Giving Specific/Actionable Feedback

•

Facilitating Academic Pursuits

When I asked participants to think of three instances in which they experienced a
principal-provided activity of intellectual stimulation, and then asked them to pick
one of those instances and tell me what stood out about the experience, seven of
eight participants recounted experiences in which their principals displayed trust
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in them or their abilities. Other major themes that emerged that I will explore in
this chapter include providing leadership experiences for teachers (reported by six
of eight participants), questioning the status quo—or, looking at problems from
new perspectives (mentioned by four of eight respondents), giving
specific/actionable feedback (recounted by four of eight participants), and
facilitating academic pursuits (mentioned by three participants). Table 4.1 below
details which participants recounted each specific experience of intellectual
stimulation.
Table 4.1
Interview Participants and Their Discussion of Emergent Themes
__________________________________________________________________
Theme/Participant Displaying Providing Questioning Giving
Facilitating
Trust
Leadership Status Quo Actionable Academic
Experiences
Feedback Pursuits
_________________________________________________
Addie
X
X
X
Catherine

X

Jane Doe

X

X

Josephine Harris

X

X

Kemp

X

X

Ms. J

X

X

Nicole

X

X

RRH

X

X

X
X

X

X

X
X

X

X

Figure 4.1 diagrammatically represents the study’s themes yet also helps display
the base of intellectual stimulation that served as the catalyst for the themes.
Chapter V will reconsider this figure after the presentation of findings for
interconnectedness and foundational insights.
Figure 4.1
Resultant study themes
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Displaying Trust

Providing Leadership
Opportuinties

Principal-Provided Intellectually
Stimulating Activities

Questioning Status
Quo

Giving
Specific/Actionable
Feedback

Facilitating Academic
Pursuits

Displaying Trust
Something we hear and that comes across a lot . . . is, you know, “We hired you
because we trust you to do this job, so we will let you make educational decisions
for your classroom. Until you show us you can't.”
- Catherine, participant
The most prominent theme that emerged as a result of my analyses of the
teacher interviews regarding how they experienced intellectual stimulation that
was directly attributed to their building-level administrators was the theme I will
refer to as “Displaying Trust.” While the idea of “trust” may seem difficult to
reconcile with the idea of intellectual stimulation, it was the principal’s show of
trust in the personal experiences of this study’s participants that provided them
with confidence and motivation to move toward a specific goal. This theme of
displaying trust was discussed in some form by seven of the eight study
participants. In some instances, there was an explicit mention of the word—Ms. J
even referred to the “trust” her principal had in her as “a cool thing,” while others,
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who may not have used the explicit verbiage, still described ideas and experiences
that reflected that there had been a trust placed in them to complete tasks or
assignments.
RRH, a 13-year ELA teacher, noted that her principal’s trust was
paramount in her ability to meaningfully contribute to the school:
There's got to be like a trust that the teacher . . . is the expert at what you
have given them. Like they [administration] have to also trust that you are,
I don't want to say like ‘the boss,’ but that you can run the ship.
RRH also noted that the teacher evaluation model worked best for her and
inspired her more intellectually when it included reciprocal ideas of trust:
There has got to be this trust that you trust [your principal] but also [that]
you have something to offer with your broader viewpoint and you see the
bigger picture than these people who have to check off [items on a rubric].
It just comes down to trust a lot, I guess.
In light of RRH’s response, I note here that “Giving Actionable Feedback” was
another of the major thematic principal-facilitated actions that provided
intellectual stimulation that emerged from this study, and that idea will be
discussed more in-depth later in this chapter.
Nicole, who at the time of her interview was a part-time teaching
employee, spoke intensely, her voice growing more passionate, of her desire to be
trusted in her school’s teacher programming:
I don't always get included [in professional development] or they are
trying to protect my time because they don't pay me for all of it, so it's like
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they don't want me to feel that I have to be there, but they don't understand
that I actually want to. So, thank you! I'm going to come! So, I didn't get a
lot of that time of trying to digest with other people all year. . . . I kind of
like, last year, I'm like, “Listen, I want to be involved. You can use me. I
promise I will be valuable.”
While the study’s participants noted that their principals displaying trust in
them was important, four of the study participants also mentioned the reciprocal
nature of this idea of trust in that they needed to trust that their leaders had the
capacity to lead and the best interest of the school and staff in mind. Ms. J, a 15year health sciences teacher, described that idea in this way: “[The principal]
knows what we expect of him, but he also has that trust and expectations for us. I
definitely think that it is a mutual—a cool thing.” Josephine Harris noted that
much of her buy-in to principal-provided intellectual stimulation was predicated
on this idea: “I think you have to trust your leaders to be able to give you
worthwhile information and credible information.” Kemp, a 29-teaching
professional, echoed these ideas in her interview when I followed up with her
about her use of the word trust in a previous answer: “I really appreciate [that we
trust each other], and [a new plan that we work on together] may fall on its face,
but we are going to give it a ‘college go’.”
Jane Doe, a 14-year high school math teacher, noted that because of the
trust she had in one former principal she would “follow that woman through
smoke and fire.” She added that because of that trust, activities that might involve
intellectual stimulation would gain almost immediate personal buy-in:
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I said these guys are such great leaders I don't mind jumping through
whatever I need to do or what they want to get the job done. As a leader,
you have all these long-term goals, right? And getting there, it seems like
“hoops,” and I'm calling them that I don't consider them a hoop because
I'm all for it.
Because of her detailed accounting, I want to focus this section upon the
responses provided by Catherine, a fourth-grade ELA and Social Studies teacher,
who when asked about what provided intellectual stimulation for her, talked at
length about the trust and respect she felt her principal provided. Again, while
“trust” in and of itself is an abstract term, for Catherine, her principal’s trust in her
presented itself in concrete terms in the ability to work autonomously and also to
serve upon decision-making teams that provided her the opportunities to be
stimulated intellectually in the work place.
One of the first things Catherine mentioned was participating in hiring
protocols: “We do what is asked, but when it comes to hiring staff, . . . we get to
be a part of the interview and a part of the selection process. We are a pretty big
part of the process.” When asked about what actions her principal provided that
brought her intellectual stimulation, she spoke specifically and at length about the
autonomy with which she and her team were trusted to create and implement their
own curriculum:
We are in charge of a lot of our curriculum, and rather than adopting
programs, we've been tasked with creating frameworks. So we've been in
the process for two to three years. . . . So we are trying to write our own
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and it got really, really messy. And this was something that was a task put
to us by our principals in my school and our sister school. . . . So we are
put on a team, and they kinda wanted to take control of that rather than
wait for the district [to assign curriculum], so a lot of ownership—I would
say, a lot of the intellectual stimulation that you have been describing
[occurred in the principal’s directive]: Here's the task; now, go forward
and see what kind of work you can do without being guided too much—
which has been great. It is extra, but at the same time, we know that it
creates more buy-in, it allows us to be professionals.
When I followed up and asked what the process involved, Catherine
described a work environment wherein the principal was hands-on, yet also
vulnerable in requesting teacher input and trusting teacher expertise:
We are digging in a little deeper, and it's more that autonomy type of thing
where we are given an opportunity to find out what is going to work for us
in our room, in our district, our structure, our classrooms. That's been a lot
and as part of that, I've had a lot of conversations with our leadership,
where [our principal] will just sit us down and say, “You're the expert on
this. Tell me what you know.” We've had many conversations. So, he will
say, “I'm trying to understand reading better, so what do you know about
this?” So he'll ask the question.
Following up, when I asked if Catherine knew whether the principal acted
upon their discussions, or utilized the information she provided, Catherine
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described a principal who actively worked to respond to the information she and
her team provided:
He truly does listen and applies it, trying to learn at the same time. Just a
lot of conversation, being tasked with things. As part of the process, we've
recommended resources, and he's gone and gotten professional
development as a part of that. . . . We got a speaker in the middle of the
pandemic who did it over Zoom, trying to give us tools that would help
the process for everybody in the department. So that's been what my world
looks like, just curriculum-in-a-bubble thing.
In terms of how her principal’s actions helped to stimulate her
intellectually, Catherine noted that she appreciated her principal’s displaying trust
in her abilities and the resultant independence she felt that then allowed her to
create and implement programming:
Something we hear and that comes across a lot . . . is, you know, “We
hired you because we trust you to do this job, so we will let you make
educational decisions for your classroom. Until you show us you can't.”
And that comes from obviously being in your classroom and seeing you as
a teacher—but also from data. We get a lot of autonomy: “You decide the
books, you decide the curriculum.” They have programs for us because we
ask to use them. A ton of autonomy. You're going to get what you want as
long as you continue getting these kids ready for the next level eventually.
So there is a lot of that and a lot of wanting to hear our feedback and that
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goes multiple ways. We respect our admin, and what we have is really
rare, I think.
Catherine added that being shown a “tremendous amount” of trust in order to
create and implement programming created a desire to preserve that autonomy. In
that regard, Catherine said she and the staff did not want to take their “power” for
granted or lose the principal’s displays of trust: “We know our boundaries, so we
do respect [our principal] and don't really cross the line.”
Catherine described a similar process for how the school staff was
maneuvering its way through the new district focus of trauma-based instruction
for “the changing population.” Catherine noted, “That was something the district
handed to us more like, ‘You define it;’ so we've pulled up resources in that way.”
Catherine again described an environment in which she was trusted to pursue
avenues of interest and development that excited her, and she was given the
support to work toward a greater understanding of her interest in ways that could
later benefit the school’s staff on a micro or macro level:
I am the kind of person that likes to self-educate, so when I find something
of interest to me, I will read a book or ask to attend a conference, and
there's usually bucks for that. I'm not one for us to go just anywhere, but if
you have met with our leadership, they will usually greenlight anything
with the idea that you were going to bring it back and you were going to
present it in a personal or professional learning community—present it to
the staff [in some manner]. [After she and her team educated themselves,]
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We did it for faculty and we don't do a ton of stuff like that, but it's not
like tons of speakers all the time, so when we do it, it's pretty meaningful.
Catherine noted that the principal’s display of trust led to a high level of
confidence in her and her team’s instructional strategies and performance. She
spoke of a state-level training that she and her team had recently attended that
featured teaching approaches that ran counter to what she and her team had
previously constructed and were employing. She described the ideas that were
being taught as a “major kick in the gut”:
I mean it is like a major kick in the gut, and that is what we have heard
from our upper leadership. It's like, ‘No, you've been extremely successful
doing what you've been doing. Take this other tool, put it in your back
pocket. Take the stuff you know is going to work, but please don't
completely reinvent something because someone else is trying to persuade
you that what you are doing is not good.’
Providing Leadership Experiences
It takes a leader to make you feel like you can. There's a way the leader presents
it to you that can make all the difference in the world.
-Jane Doe, participant
Another pronounced theme that emerged as a result of my analyses of the
teacher interviews regarding how they experienced intellectual stimulation that
was directly attributed to their building-level administrators was the theme of
“Providing Leadership Experiences.” Of the eight study participants, six
respondents equated their experiences of principal-facilitated intellectual
stimulation with their principals providing them with leadership opportunities.
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Again, as with “Displaying Trust,” leadership in and of itself may not directly
present itself as an intellectually stimulating opportunity, but for the participants
in this study, the act of the principal placing them in positions of leadership
provided them the means and confidence to be intellectually stimulated. Notably,
Jane Doe, a 14-year high school math teacher at the time of the study, expressed
that it was not just the leadership opportunity that built the value for her but
included the way her principal presented the leadership opportunity to her:
It takes a leader to make you feel like you can. There's a way the leader
presents it to you that can make all the difference in the world: “I need
you, I know your talents and this, this, and this, and I need you because I
know you will take it and run with it so much more than it has been in the
past.” Instead of saying, “Sally doesn't want to do this anymore because it
is too much work, and I've asked three people and no one wants it so I
really need you.” The presentation of that leader asking that is huge.
As with many of the responses I received in my research, the teachers described
the leadership experiences their administrators offered them as being within the
confines of typical day-to-day school activities rather than the experiences being
in programs simply designed to cultivate leaders. Kemp, a twenty-nine-year
teaching veteran at the time of the study, who made a point to begin her interview
by telling me, “I’ve had mostly mediocre to poor principals,” noted that there
simply wasn’t time “to [intentionally build programs to] work on building leaders
and leadership in the building. We’re all just trying to tread water” by responding
to state and federal program mandates and requirements.
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When I asked about an experience that provided intellectual stimulation
for her, Kemp proudly related an experience of her principal putting her in charge
of her former school’s (which I will refer to as County High School) “rebranding”
efforts: “[The principal] let me help him market the school.” As she recounted this
story, Kemp began her discussion of the experience by exclaiming, “Oh now, this
is my [emphasis added] baby right there!” She mentioned the school’s inferiority
complex as the genesis of the experience: “It was a lack of confidence in who
they were. . . . All they [students and staff] kept saying was, ‘We're just County
High School.’ . . . I started saying in my classroom, ‘We are County High
School!’” Eventually, Kemp took her new rallying cry to her building
administrator, who placed her in charge of the efforts to add the motto to the
schoolwide lexicon:
We ordered t-shirts, we printed it on the football field and on the parking
lot area so people would see that ‘We are County High School!’ We did it
in announcements, on every piece of material they sent out, they did it on
report cards, on parent letters, they did it everywhere. So when we happen
to play County High School or when I happen to go over there; when I see
that ‘We Are County High School’ stuff, it gives me a warm gooey thing
inside because I know that was me.
Kemp also recalled her experiences leading professional development at her
various schools and spoke of her desire to be out front, leading her peers, an
exercise that energized her lifework. She noted that she made a point to gain her
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principal’s ear so that the principal would provide leadership positions at her
schools in order for her to be able to help provide direction for staff development:
I like being a mover and a shaker. . . . And I thought I can do this same
stuff and not charge them $5000. So, I began to get active in every school
I've ever been in with their professional development planning and
sometimes even presentations because in every school I've ever been in
there is always that nuclear group that really runs the school and have
great ideas that are untapped.
Kemp focused the impact of such experiences upon the recipients of the
professional development: “Sometimes it carries over into the classroom [and
sometimes it doesn’t] but . . . for that moment in time [the teachers] were seeing
it.”
I am interrupting here to note Kemp’s responses concerning principals
providing her with intellectual stimulation by providing opportunities to work in
leadership within a team. While it was not a theme that was repeated by other
participants, she began by noting the problems she perceived with many of her
principals’ approaches to school management:
I think for the most part I've seen more principals, either because they
don't have the time or the know-how, have allowed the teachers to be the
decisionmakers [without really working together]. We're all traveling
together—but not at the same speed and not in the same vehicle.
Being allowed to take on leadership as part of a team, though, provided Kemp the
opportunity to experience what she referred to as “the closest thing to intellectual
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stimulation.” In the following response, Kemp related her experience of being
tasked to build a new Response to Intervention (RTI) schedule:
They are not going to build it themselves, they might build it as a team.
So, [the principal’s] developed teams, and I’m not a flow chart kind of gal,
but I’ve even created a flow chart based on our mission statement of these
areas that we need to hit on one day a week. . . . We've got to build
comradery because our school is small, and so we really need to work
together on fixing this problem. That is the closest thing to intellectual
stimulation that we’ve had. I’m thinking of the principal’s position.
Kemp noted that teachers will respond better to a program “if they can help build
it. . . . [Principals] need to talk with some of those who have been around.”
For RRH, a senior English instructor, the opportunity to be a leader within
the school helping to solve the problems of the school supported her ability to stay
intellectually stimulated within the school programming and helped her process
change:
People just get attached to something they've worked hard on and they feel
someone who doesn't understand tells them it can change, and it doesn't
matter and I've seen it get ugly. . . . I view [my leadership] as a role I can
fill, and I'll take charge when I can and I do, I like it. Every year, I'm like
it was a change, but that's part of it.
Returning to the idea of leadership roles and activities providing
intellectual stimulation, Nicole, who at the time of the study had eight years of
experience, mentioned in her responses concerning intellectual stimulation that an
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upcoming placement on the school’s data team helped her to feel more connected
to the school as a whole:
I am looking forward to [the data team], and it sounds exciting. The team
I'm on has people from all different objective areas, like, I'm a math
person, there's a science guy, and someone from our PE program that
helps with it, and someone from our special education department. It's like
a broad range of people coming together.
RRH, who at the time of the study had 13 years of experience teaching
high school English, spoke of serving as a department head and on the school’s
“senior graduation committee” when discussing intellectually stimulating
experiences. RRH noted that the decision to rotate department heads was a
difficult one for many veteran teachers in her building, as it was effectively “them
losing their identity” that they had maintained for many years: “My current
principal decided he wanted to start rotating department heads. We needed
rotating department heads, and now we have it and now it is like a good thing.”
Jane Doe noted that leadership opportunities in RTI and in student life had
made her reflect (a word she used twice in her responses) more upon how to make
the school more effective, adding a layer of intellectual stimulation to her work:
“Just them putting me in charge [of RTI] made me think [about how the math
department was working] . . . . So those positions do make you reflect on that.” In
terms of student life, Jane Doe noted, “Being the sponsor, I start to reflect on
school spirit, like how do we get these kids to have a school year that isn't as
different or limited as last year. So, we were constantly, the co-chair and I, trying
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to figure out how to have the kids have a more normal year than they had.”
Josephine Harris found her role in leading the Equity and Diversity Team at her
school as providing her with intellectual stimulation: “That was interesting
because we are kind of encouraged to research a little bit more of what that looks
like or what that could look like in our school.”
Ms. J, a fifteen-year high school health sciences instructor, noted that her
principal providing her with leadership opportunities was what provided her with
the intellectual stimulation of experiencing “the new,” even helping incentivize
her to remain in the profession: “I was like, 'No, I'm not going to leave. It's just
like as long as you give me an opportunity to grow and do things that I don't get
stagnant." Ms. J, noting that she took note of how her principal-provided
leadership opportunities energized her intellectually and equated those leadership
opportunities principals provide for teachers with those that teachers could
provide to their own students: “Sometimes those kids who are the least engaged
sometimes just giving them a little leadership, a little something to do, a little pat,
will kind of turn them around sometimes.” She continued by noting that perhaps
veteran teachers could gain a new intellectual stimulation through leadership
opportunities, which might inspire them toward a new lease on teaching
themselves: “I’ve wondered if those [burned-out] veteran teachers were given
something like that—I’ve just wondered if that would change the trajectory with
them at all.” Kemp echoed those sentiments, noting that when principals give
some of the leadership burden to teachers, those teachers are more intellectually
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inspired and fulfilled: “Giving them recognition with an audience and an hour to
present does more for their ego and it makes them better teachers.”
Josephine Harris, an eight-year teacher at the time of the study, noted that
her principal had tapped her to lead professional development that utilized her
graduate studies: “There was encouragement to lead your own professional
development. [While I was working on my own post-graduate studies,] now I
have to apply it by actually instructing our teachers about the process.” She
continued by noting that most teachers were good students and “still want people
to know we work really hard and that . . . we are motivated by praise.” Josephine
Harris noted that she was intellectually stimulated in leadership roles and “went
wild on” leading a professional development meeting and relaying information to
her fellow teachers, “and I felt really good about that.”
In her discussion of how her principals had provided intellectually
stimulating leadership opportunities for her, Kemp further noted that leading
professional development opportunities allowed her to flourish intellectually:
“Few people want to get involved in professional development, and I can hardly
sit still when they are asking for volunteers.” Kemp noted that providing
leadership in professional development also allowed her to dictate the type of
professional development, an action that provided her with the autonomy to
provide the type of training that she felt the staff needed at the time: “[It was
outside the curriculum somewhat, but] it was really good and that was what we
needed at that time. . . . You don't want to go back anyway, so it might as well be
fun.”
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Questioning the Status Quo (Exploring New Perspectives)
Her approach was like, ‘Why is that your guiding principle? Can it not be
stretched?’
-RRH, participant
In responding to the question of how they experienced principal-led
intellectual stimulation, four of the participants described scenarios in which their
principal asked them to consider school activities and protocols from a new
perspective. Once more, teachers related stories of actions that took place within
the context of the school day or in dealing with school-related problem-solving
and did not feature a principal actually acting to set aside time for separate,
targeted programming.
Jane Doe, a 14-year teaching veteran, noted the difference in leadership
perspectives when comparing her current administration to other administrations
she had worked under, and she noted that her own perspectives had in turn
shifted:
They really push relationships here with the students and not . . . scores.
When you have a relationship with a student, you usually have the scores
to follow. Whereas at [County High School], it was about scores, scores,
scores; that was all they ever talked about. . . . And last year, [the
principal] told us at the beginning of the year, “You don't worry about
anything. The only thing you worry about is your kids,” and that was it.
Addie, a 29-year educator, in relating her recollection of intellectual
stimulation, spoke of her principal challenging her to think of the school day from
the perspective of the students who would come into her classroom: “[She was
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very specific about asking us to begin] thinking about walking through the day
through the lens of a student, start to finish.” She continued to speak of the extent
of the new perspective her principal asked her and her colleagues to consider:
Not just like in our classrooms, but walking in the hallways, going to the
restroom, specials (art, music, etc.) areas, cafeteria, that specifically
provided a lot of things for me to think about. . . . It was like trying to put
yourself in the shoes of the student.
Addie later spoke of how she had followed and replicated her principal’s example
of providing intellectual stimulation in her own classroom. In this reflection,
Addie recalled that she utilized the process her principals used in asking her and
her colleagues to consider problems from a new viewpoint:
The most significant impact has been in the way I consider myself more of
a facilitator in the class in my classroom as far as I can initiate
conversations with students through questioning and then build on their
answers to dig a little deeper. Just like I've had administrators do with me.
Like, “Oh, you mentioned this, so tell me a little bit more about that” to
get at that critical thinking. I teach seventh grade English, so getting the
kids to dig a little deeper and not look for that one right answer just to get
the teacher to go away, to actually think about it. Let's have a conversation
about it. “Have you considered, ‘What if this character were in a different
situation,’ or, ‘[if this were set in a different place?’ [That has impacted
the way I interact with my students] based on the experiences I've had as a
student from my administrators.
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As RRH, a 13-year teacher, was describing her experiences with principalprovided intellectual stimulation during the era of the Covid-19 pandemic, she
began discussing how her principal encouraged her to challenge the status quo of
graduation. RRH said, “[My principal] was very adamant in her language about
‘Why do you have to go back that way?’” She continued, “Her approach was like,
‘Why is that your guiding principle? Can it not be stretched?’” RRH said that she
and her team decided to “view this year not like a fresh start but like an
opportunity to say, ‘Do we want to change the way something was done now that
we've done it differently?’”
RRH spoke specifically of the intellectual stimulation that her principal
provided when he asked her and her colleagues to consider graduation from a new
perspective: “It was certainly stimulating because, in 2019, we had to set up
graduation this way, and then 2020 we [had new considerations].” RRH spoke of
how even being asked to rethink even minor details in the graduation program
could provide intellectual stimulation. The graduation program she spoke of had
been altered in certain ways to accommodate Covid considerations, most notably
in the decision to give each graduate a card with the graduate’s name on it to hand
to the speaker (a change from previous years): “When we met this year, it was
like can we just keep the cards? That was a good example of how we had to kind
of think through it all again.”
Jane Doe, a 14-year teacher, as she recalled principal-provided intellectual
stimulation, immediately spoke of a story her principal had shared with the team.
“That’s probably my number one,” she said. For the sake of brevity, I will
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summarize the beginning of the story Jane Doe related her principal telling. The
story begins on a battlefield of wounded soldiers. The company’s medic moves to
each wounded soldier and places a differently colored tag on soldiers, dependent
upon the severity of the soldier’s injuries. One soldier, who seems critically
wounded, begs not to have the black tag that signifies “beyond help” placed upon
him (soldiers with black tag received no medical assistance). Jane Doe continued
with her recollection:
The guy is, long story short, the guy is saved. They get him medical
attention, and he is able to go home to his family, and the whole point of
the story is pick you a kid that has a black toe tag and save them. Be the
person that saves them. Because that's what happens with these kids. It's
like, “Oh my gosh, there is nothing I can do to save them,” and switch
their toe tag.
For Jane Doe, this story that she recalled that she associated with principalprovided intellectual stimulation was also highly inspirational in guiding her
approach to the school year. Jane Doe continued:
It was so inspirational to me. In fact, we got shirts that said, “Just pick
one”—one that everyone else has given up on and be their savior. And to
me that made me reflect every time I'm dealing with students who are, say,
maybe a little hard to deal with, it just made me stop and think and reflect
on all my feelings. With these kids, it's a great inspirational thing at the
beginning of the year that really helped.
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In her interview, Ms. J, with 15 years of service, spoke of the intellectual
stimulation that resulted from the challenges her current principal presented to her
and her colleagues upon taking the job at her school. The challenges involved
reconsidering almost every facet of their professional practices and their personal
teaching philosophies. Ms. J noted that the principal’s opening directive included
rethinking the school’s purpose: “When he started, he challenged us: 'So, these
are my top priorities: how we love and show up for our kids, how we love and
show up for each other, how we love and show up for our community.’” From
there, she discussed the resulting intellectual stimulation from her principal’s
challenging her to reconsider her curriculum:
He always challenged us to look at our standards, to look at our content . .
. I wouldn't have done that if my principal had not said, “Look, find your
why, find your focus, and do that well.” So that was a big deal for me.
As she continued her recollection, Ms. J reported that she and the staff benefited
from the motivation and the changes that the principal’s challenge to reflect
brought upon them:
Even though we can just do this routinely, [being challenged] is what's
good for us. We want to be the best we can be, and we want our kids to be
the best they can be. And things change. . . . People just get tired. That's
my indicator to go home, and I will. . . . I think people are so resistant to
change because they only see the negative of change when actually it is
just the opposite of change. It opens your eyes to different things that get
you out of that rut. Last year [marked by Covid-19] was a lot of change—
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too much change—it was an exhausting change. But, I've learned a lot.
There are things I learned last year I would never have known if we hadn't
done it.
Ms. J also noted that being challenged to reevaluate her professional life had
impacted her overall performance as an educator:
Because you are not going to show up not prepared. If you are loving your
kids well and supporting them, then you wouldn't allow yourself to do
that. . . . So it's really cool, and I've loved that as I started thinking about
that: how it's . . . not necessarily academic, although it is, but it's not just
academic. I was intellectually stimulated by that academic stressing point.
Giving Specific/Actionable Feedback
Like, I want to be a better teacher tomorrow than I was today. I want to be a
better teacher today than I was yesterday. I think administrators can make you
want to grow professionally.
-Addie, participant
In responding to the question of what principal-provided actions provided
them with intellectual stimulation, one of the more distinct areas participants
mentioned was in the specific and/or actionable feedback principals provided,
mainly in the course of classroom teacher evaluations. Four of the study’s
participants spoke about the experiences with principals who actively worked to
provide reflection and feedback that the teachers found personally meaningful.
Ms. J spoke of her principal, who used a conversational approach that was
more than simply surface discussion, an action that intellectually stimulated her:
A lot of our—where he stimulates me is where he thinks deeply about
things. He doesn't just say, “Oh because.” . . . He will really sit down and
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have a real conversation about things, and we'll be willing to make some
changes or not but . . . he's going to tell you why. I love that.
Josephine Harris noted that her principal produced intellectually stimulating
results when she brought outside knowledge and research into evaluation postconferences:
When she will evaluate us, we always get the refinement, reinforcement,
like, “Oh, I just read about this, and I would recommend that you would
do this a little bit more.” So it is not just, “Hey, you need to work on your
academic feedback.”
Addie, a 29-year middle-school educator, noted much of the same
sentiment, adding that her principal provided “a lot of things to chew on after the
conversation, things to mull over in my mind.” Addie continued to note that the
method in which the principal prepared for the post-conference through
questioning, rather than telling provided her with greater intellectual stimulation:
[One of my principals] was really good at directing conversations through
questioning. She would have a goal in mind [before the conference]: What
do I want the goal of this meeting to be and how can I use questions to get
the teachers to end up where I want them to be?
As Addie continued, she spoke of how such intellectually stimulating feedback
had created a growth mindset2 within her practice:

For clarification, “growth mindset” was a term popularized by Dweck (2016) who
summarized her term in this way: “Individuals who believe their talents can be developed (through
hard work, good strategies, and input from others) have a growth mindset” (para. 2).
2
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I am never going to be a perfect teacher, but I can always be better than I
was the year before. That's one of the beautiful things about being in
education is even the structure of the year: You have a beginning, and you
have the end, and then you have a do-over. So you can do it better next
year or even day-to-day. Like, I want to be a better teacher tomorrow than
I was today. I want to be a better teacher today than I was yesterday. I
think administrators can make you want to grow professionally. I want to
have an observation model if it didn't have numbers attached to it. I love
the concept of it, I like the feedback. If there weren't [scores attached to
the observation model,] I think we would have better conversations.
Participant Nicole noted that being able to receive intellectual stimulation
from observation feedback required careful attention and reflection on the
principal’s part.
I think for me one of the more frustrating things other than normal day-today stuff is like evaluations that are not thorough . . . As a teacher . . . I
actually crave that kind of feedback, so I want you to do a good
observation. I actually want you to come and stay the whole time. I
actually want you to schedule so you can stay the whole time, so I can get
an accurate feedback of what I'm doing. . . . I think I'm a weirdo in that
regard.
Facilitating Academic Pursuits
And you know, sometimes six hours of reading with one little strategy can make a
huge difference in your day-to-day processes, so all in all it's worth it if that's the
case. If you are really going about the book studies in a meaningful way.
-Josephine Harris, participant
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When asked to respond to the question of what principal-provided
activities provided them with intellectual stimulation, three of the respondents
reported experiences of a more traditional academic nature. These experiences
were typically recollections of book or article studies that principals had either
assigned or facilitated, but also included professional development and
professional learning communities.
Josephine Harris, an eight-year middle school ELA instructor, spoke of
her book study experiences as providing intellectual stimulation in that the
principal displayed forethought in having the study personalized for various
departments:
Not only are we expected to have chapters read by a certain date but also
that we have questions that we have to answer that kind of lead us into
deeper thinking. . . . It was interesting because . . . there would be
different chapters, like Chapter 5 would be [for English teachers] and
Chapter 6 would be [for math teachers, etc.], so that they would all be
broken down so that you would have questions that were not only specific
to your school but also to your particular discipline, as well.
Josephine then shifted to a different type of study: “And then we've also had
studies where we've read and had to write like an essay style or more like a
reflection style.” As Josephine continued her discussion of this experience, she
commended her current principal for her work in the follow-up involved in the
study. I note here the merger with the previous theme of “Giving
Specific/Actionable Feedback”:
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Last year she provided feedback, and you can tell she wasn't just, you
know, sometimes I feel like, oh, she's going to get back 70 and is she
really going to read these—and she did—and she responded with very
specific feedback.
As we continued discussing these academic studies, Josephine noted that for her,
the process could often be tedious, but also “worth it” in the end:
It sort of forces you to stop and really reflect on these particular processes
and how that can impact your classroom. . . . But I think [book studies] are
valuable like there is something out there that you can grab on to and say,
“Here is something that is meaningful to me and here is something that I
want to do in my classroom.” And you know, sometimes six hours of
reading with one little strategy can make a huge difference in your day-today processes, so all in all it's worth it if that's the case. If you are really
going about the book studies in a meaningful way.
Nicole, a high school math teacher with eight years’ experience,
mentioned principal-provided academic professional development (PD) pursuits
and professional learning communities (PLC) as providing intellectual stimulation
and motivation: “I love PD days. I like the idea of getting together and talking
about things for growing in some way or learning something new.” She continued
by communicating a recollection of a very specific professional development:
Another thing that I enjoyed that we did during our PD days [was when
the principal] brought in someone who was talking about brain
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development . . . [I learned that] you have to differentiate for every single
child, so to do it well is to do it hard.
Nicole spoke further of having a principal who challenged the teachers to create
and/or participate in academic PLC: "She always encouraged us to have those
PLCs, and she would always encourage us to do something within those. She
would bring out articles or research [and have us read those] on occasion.” I asked
Nicole to expound a bit on the idea of the impact of this intellectual stimulation:
“So, I think that is an intellectual stimulation, just trying to keep those things
important and in the teacher's minds so that we don't get in a rut.”
For Addie, who was a fourth-grade ELA teacher at the time, the presence
of academic professional development at her school was important and induced
intellectual stimulation because of the infrequency with which it occurred and its
resultant impact:
And I think that part of that is we don't do that stuff a whole lot, so when
we really do, it's something we know is a school mission and we keep
bringing it up and it becomes pervasive. Whatever is mattering at the time,
we know what matters, and definitely we are all about making it matter
and a [focus] in our classrooms.
Addie also noted the personally intellectually stimulating significance of an
informal academic “check-in” by her principal: “[I was also stimulated by] sort of
a conversation like, ‘What are you reading?’ . . . My philosophy is your life
philosophy translates to your professional philosophy. I'm a nerd.” For the
participants who spoke on this topic in this study, a principal who utilizes
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academic work among a teaching staff can impact that staff and greater foster
intellectual stimulation.
Chapter Summary
In all, I found five major themes that emerged as I reviewed and coded the
information provided in participant interviews. For these participants, principalled or -directed activities that provided intellectual stimulation elicited responses
of leadership experiences their principals provided, experiences that involved
their principals displaying trust in them and their abilities, experiences where their
principals asked them to question the status quo, experiences where their
principals provided specific and/or actionable feedback, and experiences in which
principals facilitated more traditional academic pursuits. In the following chapter,
I will further discuss these findings and provide recommendations for their use.

121

Chapter V: Discussion of the Study
When I began my study, I had hoped to discuss with my participants their
experiences with principal-provided intellectual stimulation to discover specific
activities or programs that could be identified as intellectually stimulating and that
principals could use to affect greater teacher efficacy in their classrooms. My own
experiences both as a student and educational professional had instilled in me a
belief that the K-12 school principal operated at the center of the school and was
responsible for dispensing information and managing the staff most often through
a top-down leadership style. Hence, I also predicated the study upon the notion
that respondents would recall highly planned and organized intellectually
stimulating events in which their principals had led certain professional
development workshops or stand-alone exercises specifically designed to provide
teachers with a greater academic knowledge of their craft. My final assumption
was that the teacher participants in my study would ultimately discuss their
intellectually stimulating experiences in terms of their own efficacy and in the
efficacy of the other teachers and staff members in the school. In light of my
theoretical framework of transformational leadership, I had also assumed to find
that principals would meet Bass’s (1990) definition of being motivating and
inspiring transformational leaders. As noted earlier in the study, Bass’s (1990)
transformational leaders “[elevated] the interests of their employees” and created
a shared vision of perseverance in which workers willingly provided extra effort
through, among other traits, intellectual stimulation (p. 21).
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In several instances, many of the assumptions that preceded the study were
confirmed and matched existing literature findings, while other findings were
more surprising and at least signaled the need for further research. The origin of
this study’s view of intellectual stimulation involved Bass’s (1990) and Avolio’s
(1999) original definition of intellectual stimulation (Avolio’s ideas will be
discussed below) focused on the foundation that intellectual stimulation
“[promoted] intelligence, rationality, and careful problem solving” (Bass, 1990, p.
22). One of the purposes of this research was to allow building-level teachers to
define intellectual stimulation on their own terms, an idea Hatfield (2004) referred
to as “qualitatively characterized phenomena experience” (p. 325).
The present research uncovered, first, that for teachers to experience
intellectual stimulation on the job, there was not a specific need for principals to
hire outside agencies or create programs that existed outside the day-to-day
operations of the school day, an idea that contradicted my assumptions. Kemp,
one of the study’s participants, when asked about principals intentionally creating
time for intellectually stimulating activities noted that there was not time to set
aside for such activities in many instances: “The new research comes along, but
we have been drowning so to speak from year to year in federal programs.” Kemp
added, “[We do what we do mostly] so we won't be punished by the state for not
following the guidelines.” Book studies, mentioned by three of the participants as
providing intellectual stimulation, were perhaps the activity that landed most
outside of day-to-day problem-solving, but book studies were also one of the few
areas of discussion in which participants responded with any negativity, an idea
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that will be discussed in the Implications for Practice section of this chapter. For
the teachers in this study, at least, commonplace activities that exist organically in
the school’s life showed that, in this study at least, a principal’s role as one who
can intellectually stimulate a staff was not about the principal’s doing anything; it
was rather about the principal’s learning to let go of certain responsibilities, about
showing a vulnerability to the staff, and about building relationships within that
staff. I will discuss this more in the Implications for Practice.
This study’s findings served as a confirmation of Griffith’s (2004) work
that categorized the following leader actions under the umbrella of intellectual
stimulation:
•

Encouraging teachers to bring new ideas to the table

•

Providing teachers with an opportunity to work on the school’s
improvement plan

•

Involving teachers in decisions that specifically affect teachers’
work.

As noted before, the areas in which participants mentioned experiences of
intellectual stimulation were mainly centered around activities that took place
within the workings of the school: principals’ providing teachers with leadership
roles (an action that provided another experience: feelings of being trusted by
administration to make a difference in their schools), principals asking teachers to
examine problems and practices from differing perspectives, and principals
providing actionable feedback to teachers in response to classroom observations,
etc.
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For this study’s participants, activities as commonplace as committee
leadership (or even simply committee membership) served as encouragement for
intellectual stimulation. Teachers responded positively to being provided
opportunities to lead, and to being trusted to complete tasks in service of their
schools. These included wide-ranging activities such as re-branding/marketing the
school, assisting in planning a graduation ceremony, and serving on a data team.
A notable marker in the present study was the manner in which
participants’ responses supported Avolio’s (1999) ideas of intellectual stimulation
that included the following general traits:
Transformational leaders stimulate their followers’ efforts to be innovative
and creative by questioning assumptions, reframing problems, and
approaching old situations with new methods and perspectives. Creativity
is encouraged as a high norm for conduct. New ideas are solicited from
followers. . . . Nothing is too good, too fixed, too political, or too
bureaucratic that it can’t be challenged, changed, retired, or abandoned. (p.
46)
Four of the seven participants noted that their principals had tasked them with
rethinking previously held beliefs or asked them to reconsider previously
constructed processes and new problems of practice.
While I predicted there would be extended discussions of teacher selfefficacy within the interviews, this assumption did not hold true—at least not
overtly. The participants did note ways in which their principals providing
intellectually stimulating activities had impacted them, though perhaps not by
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using the language or the examples I had predicted. The present study supported
Lambersky’s (2016) findings that principals significantly impacted the emotional
well-being of their teachers, as well as Leithwood and Sun’s (2012) research that
found a statistically significant effect size for intellectual stimulation in relation to
teacher internal states and behaviors. Many of the participants noted that their
principals inspired a greater effort and desire to perform through their
intellectually stimulating leadership efforts. As participant Jane Doe noted in
speaking about her former principal, the building principal can affect a greater
confidence and effort from a staff: “I will follow that woman through smoke and
fire. I said these guys are such great leaders I don't mind jumping through
whatever I need to do . . . to get the job done.” In keeping with the idea of
“internal teacher states,” some participants also noted that the existence of
intellectual stimulation provided a greater incentive toward remaining in the
profession. Reiterating what participant Ms. J noted: “I was like, 'No, I'm not
going to leave. It's just like as long as you give me an opportunity to grow and do
things that I don't get stagnant.’"
There was also data from the current research that reinforced the extant
research that found that intellectual stimulation, when measured as a part of
school leaders’ transformational leadership practices, positively impacted teacher
self-efficacy beliefs (Demir, 2008; Dumay & Galand, 2012; Leithwood & Jantzi,
1999; Leithwood & Sun, 2012; Minckler, 2014). As reported earlier, most of the
conversations I had with teacher participants did not yield extensive discussions
of efficacy impact; however, there were occurrences in which teachers spoke of
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being positively impacted either personally or professionally. Previous
researchers had found that positive teacher self-efficacy beliefs, in turn, positively
impacted teacher retention by increasing job satisfaction and helping to alleviate
burnout (Caprara, et al., 2006; Griffith, 2004; Herman et al., 2018; Pedota, 2015;
Savas et al., 2014; Turkoglu et al., 2017). This is one area that was again
reinforced by participant responses.
As noted earlier, another assumption I held was that the participants in this
study would identify their principals as matching Bass’s (1990) transformational
leaders who “[elevated] the interests of their employees” and created a shared
vision of perseverance in which workers willingly provided extra effort through,
among other traits, intellectual stimulation (p. 21). This view was supported
through the present research. My interviews uncovered a number of participants
who found their principals provided a measure of inspiration toward greater effort
and performance.
Implications for Practice
Perhaps the greatest implication of the work I completed was touched
upon in the chapter’s introductory statements, and it involves the way in which
principals’ actions that the teachers perceived as intellectually stimulating
oftentimes had very little to do with what a K-12 principal did but rather had more
to do with the ways the principal made the teacher feel about the activity. For the
participants in this study, the principals they described were not ones who led or
presented intellectually stimulating activities. These K-12 principals invited,
collaborated, negotiated, and communicated. Perhaps what data from the present
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study showed most effectively was that these intellectually stimulating principal
actions were attributed to principals who built relationships where they knew,
understood, and utilized their teachers’ strengths and placed them in positions to
make a difference in their schools. These principals were not stronger or more
effective when they demanded more; they were more intellectually stimulating
when they armed their staff with autonomy and validation, and subsequently
displayed more vulnerability in letting go. For the participants in this study, the
intellectual stimulation was more a result of the relational transaction more so
than the action itself. The principal’s action gained intellectual stimulation
because of the previous foundation of the principal’s knowing the staff and the
engagement between the two parties: teacher and principal. To summarize,
intellectual stimulation does not appear to be about what a principal does, as much
as what it allows others to do. Visually, Figure 4.1 has evolved to show that
intellectual stimulation is an outcome from the individual actions that occurred
after the principal had performed certain actions:
Figure 5.1
Study themes reconsidered

Principal
Actions

Building Relationships, Showing
Vulnerability, and Letting Go
Displaying
Trust

Providing
Leadership
Opportuinties

Questioning
Status Quo

Intellectual
Stimulation

Intellectual
Stimulation

Intellectual
Stimulation
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Actionable
Feedback

Facilitating
Academic
Pursuits

Intellectual
Stimulation

Intellectual
Stimulation

Giving Specific/

As a result of these findings, it is recommended that principals further
utilize delegation and trust in allowing teachers to have more ownership in school
problem-solving and planning activities. Teachers must know, or at least feel, that
they are trusted members of the school community whose opinions are valued. As
Josephine Harris noted, teachers carry over their childhood desire to be
recognized for their contributions and “still want people to know we work really
hard and that . . . we are motivated by praise.”
There were also implications for practice that arose from negative
experiences that were not reported in the previous chapter. One principal action
that served to negate the positive elements of a leadership role was a principal
undermining a teacher’s work in the leadership role. RRH, in describing work on
the school’s graduation committee noted the principal’s lack of regular
involvement and questioning of the graduation committee's work:
He wouldn't comment on [graduation plans], and we would come up with
all this stuff, but then he would attend practice, literally get on the
microphone, and tell the students something different than what we had
thought. . . . His thing was, “Oh, I thought you just threw this together,”
and we're like, “No, it was a month of work.”
In this way, principals have to trust in the autonomy they have provided to their
staff members, or at least acknowledge that the work that was completed involved
time, energy, and thought.
Another negative trait noted by one of the respondents was the overutilization of the same leaders. Jane Doe noted that “you also can't overload those
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teachers that you know will do it and will do it well. At [County High School],
that is what they did to me, they wore me out.” Jane Doe echoed the sentiment of
leaders often being overworked, noting that principals have the responsibility of
monitoring the loads on teacher-leaders: “I would say fairness is a big key
responsibility of a leader. I know fairness doesn't always equal equality, but there
is also a limit there to it.”
In relation to the intellectually stimulating activities discussed in the
previous chapter, it is important to note here that the teachers in this study
reported a very fine balance between intellectually stimulating and tedious. I note
here that this was a rather unique area in this study in which any of the
participants recalled their experiences in a negative light; however, one of those
experiences was not technically provided by the building-level principal. Kemp,
when asked about principal-provided intellectual stimulation, recalled a
countywide—district-assigned reading assignment: “When I was in [W] County,
the director gave us five books to read over the summer that would be
professional development . . . Oh, it was an awful read. . . .You know a lot of
school-eze.” Kemp also more matter-of-factly noted that principal-led book
studies at her previous school were “fine,” but that they lacked proper principal
involvement or follow-through:
We’ve had summer reading assignments, and the principals in the past
have allowed different teachers to teach it and evaluate it in different ways
with a whole lot of autonomy. . . . That high school was so big that the
logistics made it almost impossible to work as a team.
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Josephine Harris related the lack of principal involvement or follow-up as a
negative outcome from principal-assigned book studies: “[The principal said,]
‘Yeah, you can do this, and I will give you professional development hours,’ but
he was never a part of it. Never really asked back on it. Never really had his hands
in it.”
It appears from this study then that principals assigning tasks such as
reading multiple books or simply “assigning” reading to teachers negatively
affected intellectual stimulation. This seems to indicate that when teachers were
told or assigned extra work (rather than being led by their own curiosity) that
efforts of principals to intellectually stimulate teachers could have an adverse
effect.
There was one outlier remark concerning the adverse effect of principal
feedback on intellectual stimulation—in that for participant Ms. J, perfunctory
remarks were not constructive or applicable to her practice. Ms. J noted that her
least effective principals’ evaluation feedback “lacked intellectual stimulation, not
a lot of communication, and that's a biggie for me. Because the more that I
understand and know, the better job I can do.”
Before entering into the discussion of the study’s recommendations for
further research, it would be helpful to revisit a specific research study that was
presented in the review of the literature—one whose findings were quite germane
to my own. Lambersky’s (2016) study of principals’ impact upon the emotional
well-being of their staffs (including morale, self-efficacy, stress, and
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commitment) highlighted six key behaviors that principals should undertake to
influence positive teacher outcomes, which were as follows:
•

display professional respect for teacher capabilities

•

acknowledge teacher commitment, competence, and sacrifice

•

protect teachers from damaging experiences

•

maintain visibility

•

allow teachers to be part of the decision-making process

•

communicate a satisfying vision of the school

Three of these six “key behaviors” (1, 2, 5) were specifically spoken of in
high regard by the teachers in my own research. Teachers in my study desired to
be a living part of their schools and wished to be trusted to be a part of the
school’s decision-making. Having a principal who provided those activities
resulted in intellectual stimulation and motivated the teachers in this research
study to greater effort and commitment.
Recommendations for Further Research
In Chapter I of the present research, I noted that I had chosen to interview
teachers to discuss their experiences with principal-provided intellectual
stimulation in part because of Tosh and Doss’s (2019) research that found that
principals, almost without exception, spoke positively of their own initiatives.
Those principals’ teachers, on the other hand, while for the most part supportive
of their principals’ efforts, were not universally so. The teachers I interviewed
were not in lockstep support of their administrators and could, at times, speak in
negative terms of their experiences with their principals. Participant Kemp said of
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one of her former principals: “He hurt our feelings, and he didn't last very long
either. We made sure of that.” Addie, another participant, spoke similarly of a
former principal of her own: “Relationships [were] leaving. When you know each
other personally and professionally, I think that leads to more authentic
conversations, and that didn't happen in that building.” Other participants, in their
more negative commentary, spoke of principals who were not involved or lacked
follow-through in their initiatives.
In response, a researcher could continue this research looking at the
problem from principals’ perspectives, examining various questions, such as: Do
K-12 principals consider themselves transformational leaders, and how do they
measure that? How do K-12 principals see themselves as providing intellectual
stimulation for their staffs? What impacts do K-12 principals see their intellectual
stimulation activities as having on their staffs? Further study could also include
examining the intellectually stimulating actions of nationally recognized,
“effective” principals such as Ron Clark or Joe Sanfellipo to examine whether
their actions were more overt or rather, as this study showed, more commonplace
and relational.
One final research consideration involving the principal could arise from
the evolved perspective of the principal shown in this study. This study showed
principals who provided intellectual stimulation to their teachers as displaying
vulnerability in allowing their staff members to function as contributing peers.
This new mindset could provide further avenues for research. If this is truly a new
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perspective on principalship, then how does a principal identify or see him/herself
and the job of K-12 principal as assigned?
After reviewing my present results, I would recommend that further
research could be constructed that would make use of a greater sample size of
participants—a sample that includes a more demographically diverse population.
For the present study, the teachers with the least number of years’ experience both
had eight years’ worth. Considering the views of teachers who are newer to the
profession could uncover more diverse findings.
Among other factors, the teacher participants in the present study were all
employed by high-performing districts and had all achieved self-reported level of
effectiveness scores ranging from “at expectations” to “significantly above
expectations.” A study utilizing a greater sample of teachers who may not be
high achievers (or even, since my scores were self-reported, may not have
positive self-images of their own work) or work in high-achieving districts could
provide further insight into the phenomenon at hand. Utilizing teacher
effectiveness scores, further research could look at intellectual stimulation as it
correlates to and/or translates to individual teacher—or even principal—
effectiveness scores.
For my final recommendation for further research, I return to information I
provided earlier in the study, yet one that landed outside the specific area of
intellectual stimulation. Connelly and Clandinin (1990) noted that “education and
educational research is the construction and reconstruction of personal and social
stories,” and that teachers, in general, are storytellers who “lead storied lives and
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tell stories of those lives” (p. 2). In the course of my study, I found that my
teacher participants were willing respondents and oftentimes provided anecdotal
information beyond what had been asked, and that our discussions were often
sidetracked by those moments. Rather than consider this a drawback of the
present research, I argue here that perhaps this is one of the more compelling
areas for further qualitative study.
Allowing teachers the open-ended opportunity to tell their stories and then
perhaps categorizing these stories could help provide greater insights into those
areas that teachers find most important in their practices, while also giving a
glimpse into teacher well-being. Are teachers telling inspirational stories of
student successes, or are their stories focused more upon bureaucratic
frustrations? Allowing teachers the opportunities to answer these questions and
find their voices through storytelling could provide meaningful insight into how
teachers are currently experiencing their profession.
Conclusions of the Study
Bass (1990) identified transformational leaders as those who motivated
and inspired those in their charge through, among other actions, intellectual
stimulation; and he explained that transformational leaders lifted the interests of
those who worked for them, creating a shared vision of perseverance in which
workers willingly provided increased attention to work tasks. For principals to
become transformational leaders in their schools, they must learn to trust the
professional staffs that have been assembled in their buildings and allow them a
seat at the decision-making table. Teachers must be tasked with problem-solving
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and must be trusted to help make decisions in the best interest of their schools.
These tasks can assist in accomplishing intellectual stimulation of the staffs
involved.
Another of the main conclusions of the present study was that the presence
of intellectual stimulation was not always specifically an intentional action, nor
did it involve a great deal of effort and planning by the principal; rather, many of
the experiences related by the participants were merely a consequence of day-today school operations and problem-solving. The participants in this study did not
specifically mention specialized programs and outside agencies that were hired to
provide professional development, but instead spoke of their own involvement in
the day-to-day processes of the school. Where there was targeted professional
development, it was made all the more significant for teachers in its infrequency.
To return to a comment made by participant Catherine:
And I think that part of that is we don't do that stuff a whole lot, so when
we really do, it's something we know is a school mission and we keep
bringing it up and it becomes pervasive. Whatever is mattering at the time,
we know what matters, and definitely we are all about making it matter
and a plan in our classrooms.
These findings were consistent with Lashway’s (2001) finding that one of the
most effective ways to achieve intellectual stimulation in a school is through
building a “learning organization,” wherein teachers’ learning is a daily ritual,
replacing the one-stop methods of hit-and-run professional development sessions
(p. 3).
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Principals must find ways to include teachers in their schools’ decisionmaking processes and work to have teachers understand that they are trusted to
complete the tasks given them. The participants in my study were motivated by
their participation in school planning and leadership and many desired greater
involvement in these processes, which were oftentimes simply part of the school’s
day-to-day problem-solving. There was little discussion of outside agencies or
professional development series or specialized programs; instead, there were
discussions of being trusted and being challenged to help solve problems that
would directly impact the participants’ worklives. The study’s findings seemed to
corroborate Tan’s (2018) synthesized findings of what defined principals’
leadership duties, specifically creating and fostering a culture of collaborative,
shared leadership and understanding and developing teachers. It is the idea of
understanding teachers that now lies at the heart of my study. The participants
described principals who knew and leveraged their teachers’ strengths and
approached them as colleagues rather than subordinates. They were made to be a
part of the work, rather than existing apart from the work.
In terms of my study’s theoretical framework, the study’s participants’
responses upheld the idea that Bass’s (1990) description of the trait that included
the thought that transformational leaders “[elevated] the interests of their
employees” and created a shared vision of the organization’s (here, schools’)
work. The principals reported about in this study recognized their employees as
individuals whose skills and ideas could be utilized for the furtherance of their
schools’ visions and goals. Burns’ (1978) original ideas of transformational
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leadership involved the idea that it was a highly individualized process. The
participants in this study spoke of being seen as apart from the collective body of
school staff and being made to be a working member of the school’s decisionmaking heart. As a result of this, the participants reported that being a part oif the
decision-making process afforded them intellectual stimulation. These
commentaries upheld Leithwood and Jantzi’s (1999) findings that
transformational school leaders, among other actions, shared leadership duties and
provided intellectual stimulation.
Not to be lost in this study would be the ones for whom principals must
ultimately impact: students. Much of my early scholarship for this study was
centered upon making teachers feel more efficacious in order to affect greater
student achievement. While this study does not attempt to follow the thread of
how this study’s participants’ students performed on state assessments or grew in
their learning through progress monitoring or other measures, there is an
assumption that previous findings that showed intellectual stimulation increased
teacher self-efficacy (Demir, 2008; Dumay & Galand, 2012; Leithwodd & Jantzi,
1999) and that increased teacher efficacy led to student gains (Brinson & Steiner,
2007; Hattie, 2012; Salgado et al., 2018; et al.) would be upheld.
I wrote early on in this study of my use of something I called, “Parham’s
Perspectives” in my own leadership practices; however, for my future work life
and educational leadership practice, I will take away from this study a new
perspective on what my teachers’ most desire in a leader. For the participants in
this study, the leaders they admired built relationships and understood and trusted
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their employees and allowed them to become a part of their schools’ decisionmaking processes. They did not need a principal to stand and lecture them on
current research trends in education.
Perhaps in future schools, principals may not feel forced to be the “fonts
of knowledge” building managers/sole decisionmakers that they have traditionally
been considered; instead, they will still be managing, but they can be negotiating
relationships rather than assigning tasks. In this new dynamic, teachers could now
be seen as contributing peers rather than subordinate employees. In this way,
teachers could experience intellectual stimulation through truly transformational
leaders.
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April 28, 2021

***** Schools
RE: Permission to Conduct Research Study
Dear **********:
I am writing to request permission to conduct a research study using teachers
from your system. I am currently enrolled in the Instructional Leadership doctoral
program at Lincoln Memorial University, and I am in the process of writing my
doctoral dissertation and am ready to conduct my field research. The study is
entitled, “Experiencing Intellectually Stimulating Administrator Actions: A
Phenomenological Study.”
Due to the nature of the study, I hope to recruit participant teachers who would be
interested in completing face-to-face interviews concerning their experiences with
principal-led intellectual stimulation. Interested teachers who volunteer to
participate will be given a consent form to be signed and returned to me before
beginning the interview process.
If approval is granted, I will recruit participants and then schedule either in-person
or Zoom interviews with participants and will later transcribe and share the
interview dialogue with them before analyzing and publishing results. No
personal or district identifiers will be used in the published study. Further, no
costs will be incurred by either your district or the individual participants.
Your approval to conduct this study would be greatly appreciated, and you may
choose to approve or not approve this study by simply replying to this email with
your response. All I ask is that your district credentials are listed in your signature
line. You may contact me at my LMU email address john.parham@lmunet.edu, or
by phone at (865) 719-5321.
If you have general questions, or you have concerns or complaints about the
research study, please contact the Chair of the LMU IRB, Dr. Kay Paris at (423)
869-6323, or by email kay.paris@lmunet.edu, or in person at 312 Avery Hall,
6965 Cumberland Gap Parkway, Harrogate, TN 37752.
Thank you again for your consideration.
Sincerely,

John Parham, Lincoln Memorial University
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Dear Invitee:
My name is John Parham, and I am currently a doctoral student at Lincoln
Memorial University’s Educational Leadership program. I am requesting your
participation in a doctoral research study, the intention of which is to study the
way in which teachers have experienced intellectual stimulation that has been
provided by school principals. As such, one of the prerequisites for participation
would be the belief that you have previously experienced, or are currently
experiencing, such intellectual stimulation.
The study will involve completing a face-to-face interview at the location of your
choosing.
Participation is completely voluntary, and you may withdraw from the study at
any time. The study is also completely anonymous, and your name and
identifying information will only be shared in the form of pseudonyms for
yourself, your district, and your school.
If you would be willing to participate in the study, please email me at
john.parham@lmunet.edu for further information, and to begin the process of
scheduling your interview.
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

John Parham, Doctoral Candidate, Lincoln Memorial University
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TITLE OF STUDY
Teachers’ Lived Experience with Principal-Led Intellectual Stimulation
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR
John Parham
Lincoln Memorial University
2323 Chesterfield Dr
Maryville, TN 37803
865-719-5321
John.parham@lmunet.edu
PURPOSE OF STUDY
You are being asked to take part in a research study. Before you decide to
participate in this study, it is important that you understand why the research is
being done and what it will involve. Please read the following information
carefully. Please ask the researcher if there is anything that is not clear or if you
need more information.
The purpose of this study is to examine teachers’ lived experience with
administrator-led or provided intellectual stimulation. Your input will assist me in
this research, by providing your experience and your thoughts on how this
experience impacts your self-efficacy.
ELIGIBILITY
In order to be eligible for this study, you must have previously experienced
intellectual stimulation you attribute to a school principal. You must also have
been employed as a full-time, certified teacher for two or more years.
STUDY PROCEDURES
If you decide to participate, this is a basic outline of what will happen over the
course of your participation. Your participation in the study will consist of one
interview that will be conducted at the location/time of your choosing. The
interview is expected to last between 20-40 minutes per session, although session
times will vary. The interview will be recorded using a digital recorder. All audio
files will be stored on this non-Internet enabled device and will be deleted
following the conclusion and publication of the study. You will have the
opportunity to review both the transcription of the interview and the theme
analysis of this interview.
RISKS
There are no known risks connected to participating, but there may be some of
which I am not. You may decline to answer any or all questions, and you may
terminate your involvement at any time if you choose.
BENEFITS
Hutchinson et al. (1994) found that the act of participating in reflective interviews
provided seven key benefits for participants, including self-acknowledgement and
awareness, sense of purpose, and empowerment; however, I cannot guarantee that
you will personally experience benefits from participating in this study. Others
may benefit in the future from the information I find in this study.
COMPENSATION
173

There is no compensation for participating in this study.
CONFIDENTIALITY
Your responses to the interview questions will be anonymous. No identifying
information will be used in the study. Every effort will be made by the researcher
to preserve your confidentiality including the following:
•
Assigning code names/numbers for participants that will be used on all
research notes and documents.
•
Maintaining all digital files on a password-protected computer that is only
accessible by the researcher.
•
Keeping notes, interview transcriptions, and any other identifying
participant information in a locked file cabinet in the personal possession of the
researcher.
Participant data will be kept confidential except in cases where the researcher is
legally obligated to report specific incidents. These incidents include, but may not
be limited to, incidents of abuse and suicide risk.
CONSENT
VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION STATEMENT
You should not sign this form unless you have read it and have been given a copy
of it to keep. Participation in this study is voluntary. You may refuse to answer
any question or discontinue your involvement at any time without penalty or loss
of benefits to which you might otherwise be entitled. Your decision will not affect
your future relationship with LMU or your quality of education provided to you
by LMU. Your signature below indicates that you have read the information in this
consent form and have had a chance to ask questions that you have about the study.
IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS
If you have any comments, concerns, or questions regarding the conduct of this
research, please contact the researcher listed at the top of this form.
If you are unable to reach the researcher listed at the top of this form and have
general questions, or you have concerns or complaints about the research study,
research team, or questions about your rights as a research subject, please contact
the Chair of the LMU IRB, Dr. Kay Paris at (423) 869-6323, or by email
kay.paris@lmunet.edu.
I have read and understand the information above and I willingly give my consent
to participate in this research study. I am 18 years of age or older.
____________________________________________________________
Subject Signature
Date
____________________________________________________________
Printed Name of Subject
____________________________________________________________
Researcher Signature
Date
____________________________________________________________
Printed Name of Researcher
A copy of this consent is being provided for your records
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