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JlBSTRACT 

This study was conducted to assess the current status of instructional leadership practices of 
principals in government and private secondary schools in Arada Sub City of Addis Ababa. 
Instructional leaders involvement in defining and communicating the school mission, managing 
curriculum and instruction, supervising instruction and promoting a positive school learning 
climate were taken as indicators to study instructional leadership practices of principals. Major 
facial's thai ciffect instructional leadership practices are also treated. For the study descriptive 
survey design was used. The simple random and purposive sampling techniques were employed to 
select the samples in the study. Based on Ihis the study was conducted in 6 secondary schools, 3 
government and the resl three were private schools. Principals, vice principals, supervisors, 
department heads, teachers and students were used as respondents of the study. Questionnaire, 
semi-structured interviews, focus group discussions, document analysis and observation check-list 
were used as data collection instruments. The data collected through the questionnaires were 
analyzed by using SPSS version 20 in terms of percentiles, mean score, standard deviation and t­
test statistical analysis procedures. For the semi- structured interviews and open ended questions 
the data were analyzed by using the content analysis technique. Findings Fom the data analysis 
revealed that the role of females on instructional leadership position is below average in 
government schools and is negligible in private schools. Most of the principals of secondary 
schools do not fidfill the criterion set by MOE in their academic qualification and their area of 
specialization was other than fields of educational leadership and management. The extent to 
which principals exercise the different instructional leadership dimensions was found to be slightly 
moderate in both government and private schools. However in promoting a positive school 
learning climate and in managing curriculum and instruction private schools were rated for better 
pel/ormance in the questionnaires. On the other hand government school principals show better 
pel/ormance in defining and communicating school mission and in some activities of instructional 
supervision. Generally it can be concluded that, even though private schools were able to practice 
the different dimensions of instructional leadership both government and private school principals 
were not pel/arming their task as they were supposed to do. For this lack of skill and knowledge, 
unable to empower others, wastage of instructional time, low motivation of teachers and students, 
lack of adequate instructional resources and lack of vision were some of the factors that C!ffect the 
leadership activities of the principal. Follo·wing the findings and conclusion drawn, it is 
recommended that schools should be led by experienced and trained principals in educalional 
leadership. Teachers and students should be highly motivated so as to develop interest and 
satisfaction on their jobs. Instructional leaders need to have personal vision for their schools 
aimed at high achievement of learners. Principals have to ·work to the maximum in preventing 
wastage of instructional time. Thus to improve the current instructional leadership practices of 
principals the school community, Woreda education bureau, Sub City Education Office and Addis 
Ababa Education bureau should work in collaboration .!lith each other. 
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CHJlPTER ONE 

1. Introduction 

This chapter deals with the problem and its approach. It begins with a brief back 

ground of the study stating the problem. It also contains basic questions of the study, 

its significance, limitations and delimitations. Research methods and procedures, 

definitions of terms and organization of the study are also included in this section of the 

thesis . 

1.1 BacJcground of the Study 

Leadership is a projection of personality and combination of persuasion, and 

compulsion. It makes other people do what you want them to do. Leadership is an 

important aspect of managing. The essence of leadership is follower-ship . In other 

words , it is a willingness of people to follow that makes a person a leader (Haynes, 

2005:74). This indicates people tend to follow those whom they see as providing a 

means of achieving their own desires, wants and needs. It may be directed towards 

the content of education as well as towards school organization strategy and results. As 

Ayalew (2003:3) states effective leadership is the art or process of influencing people 

that will strive willingly towards the achievement of group goals. This definition seems 

to be the most comprehensive one and viable for it indicates the willingness towards 

courage and confidence. That is, it makes people work near to their full capacity and it 

shows the facilitative part of the leader to attain group goals. 

Education is recognized as a corner stone of development. It is a means of change and 

growth. One of the basic purposes of education is therefore to produce trained human 

resource which can overcome development impediments of a given country. 

Education has a unique role in society; no other institution or complex organization 

attends to the general aims oflife in quite the same way (Hodgkinson, 1991). 



Education is the process through which society transmits knowledge, abilities, skills 

and values accumulated over the years resulting from interaction with the social and 

physical environment. It is an all rounded development and life long process where 

society secures its existence by handling on its cultural acquisition to each succeeding 

generations (MOE, 2005). 

Educational leadership entails awareness about developments in the education field, 

together with the wider social, economic and political environment with in which it is 

located. Leadership involves the capability to guarantee quality education in unstable 

circumstances, to evoke and sustain staff motivation, creativity and accountability, to 

promote staff and organizational development, and to act as a role model in terms of 

the values, which the institution regards as important (Davidoff and others, 1994). 

The global notion for improved educational leadership has composed a form of 

accountability on the school function. High economic, social, political and 

technological advancement or demanding schools, to create a climate that shows a 

continuous change and improvement in the education system are essential. Therefore, 

to achieve the standards set, effective school leadership demonstrates high energy; 

set standards of excellence; establish goals; exhibits positive exemplary role; boosts 

creativity; motivates working environment and shares common values and shapes 

organizational culture all in collaboration of school members (Sergiovani 2001:74). 

In the Ethiopian context, education is highly expected to continue overall national 

development. The education and training policy of 1994 state: education enables 

individuals and society to make all rounded participation in the development process 

by acquiring knowledge, ability skill and attitudes. To achieve the goals and 

objectives of education effectively, the importance of educational leadership 1S a 

major concern for it is considered as a vehicle for change and educational 

development (Mussaazi, 1998). 
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Schools in developing countries including Ethiopia (Lock heed and verspoor,1991) 

which manifest limited concern for instructional leadership activities have as a result 

been criticized for wastage of instructional time when teachers leave classes due to 

various reasons and for minimum participation of parents in following up students ' 

learning progress. 

Learning being the core activity of schooling, it can be argued that the prime function 

of leadership for authentic school improvement is to enhance the quality of teaching 

and learning. According to Adesina (1990), in adequate leadership at school level is 

the one that adversely affects the progress of education, because success in many 

educational institutions depends significantly on effective and sound leadership. In 

other words, of the forces affecting the school systems probably none is more 

important than school leaders who have the responsibility for recommending change 

in educational activities and facilitating learning. 

Today's educational leaders must lead their schools to high achievement for all 

students . They will need to work collaboratively with all parts of the community 

(Students, teachers , parents and policy makers) to create structures, policies and 

producers that will facilitate schools, to be places where all individuals learn and 

reach their full potential (MOE, 1998). Leaders can set the foundation to foster growth 

in schools by practicing strong instructional leadership. Hence instructional 

leadership is about creating opportunity for both students and teachers . In relation to 

the impact of instructional leadership for school success, Ubbens and Hughes 

(1997: 19) have asserted that "demonstrating high energy, setting standards of 

excellence, establishing goals, being a positive example, creating a motivating work 

environment all within the context of collaboration, so that a high performance 

learning community exists these are the manifests in instructional leadership above all 

else. "The focus on instructional leadership is however not exclusive of a range of 

other leadership models. This does not imply that other leadership acts are 

unimportant, but rather to emphasize the centrality of instruction to the main business 

of the schools' student growth and development (Ubbens and Hughes, 1997:19). 
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According to Hopkins (2005:59) instructional leadership is actively and visibly 

involved in the planning and implementation of change. It emphasizes the quality of 

teaching and learning with high expectation for all staff and all students whilst 

recognizing that support and encouragement are needed for everyone to give their 

best. 

Instructional leaders focus on ways of improvement to obtain the shared goals of the 

school promoting, school wide professional development embraces activities that 

encourage long learning. The educational field consistently evolves and changes as 

research on learning and child development emerges. It is a paramount importance 

that educators continue to learn and keep abreast of advance and issues in education. 

Instructional leaders play an essential role, as they can either stifle or enhance 

professional development of staff members. Leaders enhance professional growth of 

staff members by building a culture and climate of collaboration and learning 

(Glickman, (1990). 

Hallinger & Heck, 1996, where (1996) Blase and Blase, (1999) however, reframed the 

conceptual frame work of instructional leadership into five dimensions based on 

Hallingers and Murphy's functional categories and other similar studies. These 

dimensions are; defining the school mission, managing curriculum and instruction, 

supervision instruction, monitoring student progress and promoting school learning 

climate (Krug and other cited in Krug, 1992). These researchers and authors believed 

that the five dimensions are "structurally more tenable, simpler to work with and not 

appreciably less precise" (1992). 

The instructional leadership construct is defined in terms of principal behaviors that 

lead the school to educate all students to high student achievement. Instructional 

leadership incorporate, behaviors which define and communicate shared goals, 

monitor and provide feedback on the teaching and learning process and promote 

school wide professional development. Refining and communicating shared goals 

encompasses activities that focus attention to the technical core of schools. 
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Leaders committed to instructional excellence and educational quality; create a 

learning centered organization where every member of the school would be engaged 

in collaborative learning activity (Frasev, 2005). Schools, whose instructional leaders' 

practice a shared vision and collaborative learning as Bush and Bell (2003) stated, the 

whole organization collectively and consciously learns how to become more effective 

as an institution, then the school can be deemed to be learning center. Principals, 

supervisors, senior teachers and department heads are responsible of leadership of 

instruction as owns states are expected to show their commitment in supporting, 

collegiality, shared decision making and changing the norm of the school culture from 

traditional hierarchical authority to more collaborative leadership (1998). Gutherie 

and Reed (1991: 1 7) also argued individual school and school system effectiveness is a 

function of leadership. Quality leadership enables an individual with in a given setting 

to establish an organization vision to motivate and maintain organizational goals. 

These goals increase the effort exerted by school members, increase persistence and 

increase the development of strategies (Locke and Latham, 1990). Instructional leaders 

consistently make decisions with these goals in mind and the shared goals foster 

group unity and help provide for a climate characterized by high achievable academic 

goals, trusty and commitment. 

School principals play pivotal role in making education work. Among other members 

in the school, quality principals are crucial for school success. This is because school 

administration holds a key position and power in accomplishing the intended 

education goals through effective leadership (Kootz et.al 1984:507).Moreover MOE 

(1999) suggest that instructional leaders are the key person to build positive school 

climate by participating stake holders. 

Instructional leadership typically assumes that the critical focus of attention by leaders 

is the behavior of teachers as they engage in activities directly affecting the growth of 

students. Instructional leadership is vital to ensure a continuing focus on teaching and 

learning but this stresses the direction rather than the process of influence (Leith wood 
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et. al 1999:8). Different authorities try to conceptualize instructional leadership in 

different frame works. 

Weber (1989:32) for instance identified five main functions of instructional leadership; 

these are defining school mission, promoting conducive learning climate, observing 

and giving feed back to teacher, managing curriculum and instruction and assessing 

the instructional program. Snyder (1983) identifies instructional leadership functions, 

as planning staffing, program developing and evaluating. Hollinger and Murphy 

(1985:56) on the other hand, have developed three dimensions which covers the 

following ten functional categories: training goals, knowledge of curriculum 

development and instruction, coordinating curriculum, supervising and evaluation of 

instruction, monitoring progress , setting standards , setting expectations, protecting 

time and promoting improvement. Sergiovanni (2001) summarizes instructional 

leadership dimensions in to five sets of leadership forces ; leaders behaviors, 

technical , human, educational symbolic and cultural forces. 

Thus from the above statement we can understand that principals practicing 

instructional leadership, play a great role in the success of strategies to improve 

teaching and learning process. The knowledge they have on good teaching and 

learning practice, the leadership they provide for school community and the 

organizational support they give to teachers and students are elements that are 

important for implementing successful school reforms . Therefore the need to shift 

educational leadership from traditional management practices to instructional 

leadership role becomes evident; so as to give high emphasis for learning 

improvement and ultimately ensure quality education. 

Although instructional leadership is said to be essential skill to educational 

administration, there is a gap in practicing it by all principals. Such defect in the 

practice of instructional leadership inevitably would result in poor performance and 

low achievement on the parts of the learners . 
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Finally, regardless of the theories discussed in brief, stakeholders' opinion and 

personal experiences of the researcher both as a teacher and principal for quite a 

number of years reveal that such instructional leadership practices were not executed 

effectively in many secondary schools of Arada Sub City of Addis Ababa. 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

The primary purpose of schooling is learning. Ensuring the accomplishment of 

instructional goals is of paramount importance for effective leaders. Studies reveal that 

the role of school leaders and the process of leadership are significant contributing 

factors in the achievement of successful school improvement (Telford, 1996:1). The 

importance of the principals role as educational leader and the direct relationship on 

changing instructional practices to improve student performance has been given due 

attention. 

Instructional leadership is associated with roles or tasks of the principals which 

include such things as assuming an important role in farming and communicating 

school goals, establishing expectations and standards, coordinating the curriculum, 

supervising and evaluating instruction, promoting students opportunities to learn and 

enhancing professional development for staff (Murphy and others, 1985). 

In Ethiopia principals need to be instructional leaders. According to MOE (1994) 

principals are expected to perform well with educational leadership activities such as 

planning, supervision, research work, professional development, working with school 

communities, provision of instructional materials and evaluation to meet the needs of 

education and training policy. 

However, Lahuri - Ako (200 l) observed that principals tend to spend more time in 

completing administrative tasks rather than instructional leadership tasks. Most 

principals have engaged in routine behaviors of administrators such as planning 

infrastructural resources, directing and controlling staff performance through 

evaluation and providing fed back aimed at to achieve desired results within the 

school rather than using their natural and learned ability, skill and personal 
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characteristics to conduct interpersonal relations which influence people to take 

desired action. Despite their good intentions, little of their work day is actually spent 

handling matters directly related to teaching and learning. 

Similarly, Morris and his colleagues (Cited in Murphy, 1990), substantiate the idea that 

secondary school principals spent little of their time in classroom. Other research 

works conducted on similar issues depicted that school principals heavily devote their 

time to matters other than curriculum & instructional issues. 

Recently, instructional leadership role has become the most widely accepted role of 

the school principal. This means the core duties of the school leaders has to be 

redirected from routine administrative duties to instructional leadership. MOE (1999) 

stated that, principals that did not engage in monitoring and providing feedback of the 

teaching and learning process had a negative effect on teachers and classroom. 

Teacher's with non instructional leaders felt a sense of abandonment, anger, and 

futility as well as lower levels of trust and respect for the principal, motivation and self 

efficacy. 

In this regard Araya (2007) supplement that success of any school is critically linked to 

the leadership effectiveness. Good school leader protect the school day for teaching 

and learning activities. They actively support learning and motivate their teacher for 

high academic performance. They make sure that the teachers have necessary 

materials and assistance they need to teach well. 

Although research clearly shows that instructional leadership practices make 

difference, there is a wide gap between the ideal and the actual behaviors of 

instructional leaders owing to barriers to principals actually exercising instructional 

leadership. Mc Ewan (2003: 11-14) has concluded that lack of skill and training, teacher 

cooperation, vision and good will shortage of time, are common impediments to 

principals instructional effectiveness. Principals are less effective in performing their 
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educational leadership responsibility because they are engaged in carrying out day 

today routine activities of administrative tasks. 

In this respect Temesgen (1998:74) argued that most of the Ethiopian principals are not 

providing educational leadership , currently principals ' daily tasks are filled with 

activities of scheduling, directing and reporting. This indicates that most principals do 

not meaningfully supervise and evaluate teachers , plan and coordinate curriculum, 

actively monitor the progress of students, or spent much time in classroom. 

A closer look of student researcher in to instructional leadership practices of the 

secondary schools in the Arada sub city clearly exhibits that many principals are often 

pre-occupied with daily managerial routines, consecutive and prolonged meetings 

instead of dealing with planed transformational change agendas of the schools which 

is their central job. More over critical observation of some factors and differences that 

prevail in government and private secondary schools such as organizational 

characteristics, school facilities , educational back ground, training and experience of 

principals, and degree of interference of Woreda and sub city educational bureau 

initiated the researcher to focus on the problem. 

This study, therefore attempts to describe the current instructional leadership 

practices of principals in government and private secondary schools in Arada Sub City 

of Addis Ababa. To this end, the study attempts to obtain reliable response for the 

following basic questions. 

1. What are the current instructional leadership practices of principals in both 

government and private secondary schools? 

2. Do school principals execute different dimensions of instructional leadership such 

as defining mission of the school, managing curriculum and instruction, 

supervising instruction, monitoring student progress and promoting school 

learning climate? 
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3. What are the similarities and differences between government and private 

secondary school principals in instructional leadership effectiveness? 

4. What are the major problems or factors that affect the instructional leadership 

effectiveness? 

1.3. Objectives of the Study 

1.3.1. General Objective 

The general objective of this study is to assess the current instructional leadership 

practice of principals, influencing factors and possible solutions in government and 

private secondary schools in Arada Sub City of Addis Ababa. 

1.3.2. Specific Objectives 

1. To assess the current instructional leadership practices of principals in government 

and private secondary schools. 

2. To assess the extent of implementation of d ifferent dimensions of instructional 

leadership in government and private secondary schools. 

3. To examine the similarities and differences between government and private 

secondary school principals' instructional leadership effectiveness. 

4. To identify the major influencing factors that hinder or promote the effectiveness of 

principals in their instructional leadership roles. 

1.4. Significance of the Study 

Since the need to improve educational quality is a public agenda in Ethiopia, 

instructional leadership effectiveness is paramount importance for enhancing quality 

of education that results in overall development of the learners. Hence the information 

emanated from the findings of this study is expected to have the following importance. 
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1. Principals may recognize the gap between what has to be done and what is actually 

being done concerning instructional leadership and may obtain some valuable 

ideas on how to become effective in their instructional leadership role. 

2. Students may benefit from the study in that any improvement in the instructional 

leadership practice of principals is believed to add positive effect to the teaching 

and learning process. 

3. It may help higher officials, policy makers and trainers of school administrators to 

visualize the existing practice of principals as an instructional leader and some 

influencing factors, so as to take possible appropriate measures that improve 

instructional leadership based on the findings and recommendations of the study. 

4. It can serve as a valuable document to create some awareness in educational 

leaders so that teaching learning process will receive due attention and may also 

serve as an input for those who want to conduct further study can serve as a spring 

board and basis for those who want to conduct further study in the same area. 

1.5. Delimitation of the Study 

The study was conducted in secondary schools (grade 9-10) in Arada Sub City of 

Addis Ababa. However, for the purpose of its manageability the study is delimited to 

three government and three private secondary schools with the assumption that they 

can provide good picture on what is going on in practicing instructional leadership in 

the secondary schools of the Sub - City. 

Even though instructional leadership roles can be carried out by supervIsors, 

department heads and head teachers, this study focused on the role of the principals 

in attempting instructional leadership role because dimensions used to conceptualize 

instructional leadership are mainly the responsibilities of principals and vice­

principals than others. 

1.6 Limitations of the study 

Among the constraints of this study, one was failure to incorporate PSTA as data 

sources who are important stakeholders of education system and who are believed to 
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have some information regarding overall process of school leadership. This exclusion 

was due to shortage of finance and time to collect data from these sources. Despite the 

prevalence of all these limitations, the researcher made at most efforts to overcome 

the limitations. 

1.7 Definition of [{ey Terms 

Government Schools - Schools fully run by the government as per proclamation No. 

260/1984 in Ethiopia. 

Leadership - Is a formal and informal net influence In a direction desired by the 

person holding offices (cohen, 2005:148). 

Educational Leadership - At the school level, it refers to the principals influence on 

the school community towards setting and accomplishing educational objectives 

focusing on learning, pedagogy and curriculum. That is in diagnosing and solving 

problems in the teaching -learning process (Dimmock, 2000:251) . 

Instructional Leadership Dimension - Refers to the main pillars or frame works of 

responsibilities, competence, the role that an instructional leader performs to achieve 

improved schools inputs (Krug,1992). 

Instructional Leadership- is a leadership activity carried out by the school leaders 

with special emphasis to the teaching learning process. 

School Leaders- refers to instructional leadership namely supervisors, principals, 

department heads and senior teachers taking part in the leadership of teaching and 

learning management. 

Principal-The administrative head and professional leader in charge of secondary 

schools (Good, 1973: 136). 

Secondary School - Refers to the school system established to offer two years of 

general education (9-10) and extra two years of pre college preparation (Preparatory). 

12 



Private Schools - Schools that are owned by individuals or group of individuals and 

fully run by themselves following the education and training policy of the country. 

1.8. Organization of the Study 

The study is organized in to five chapters. The first chapter is the introductory part 

which deals with the background, statement of the problem, objectives, significance, 

delimitation, limitations of the study and definitions of key terms. The second chapter 

presents review of related literatures, while the third chapter consists of the research 

design and methodology. The forth chapter contains analysis and interpretation of 

data. Finally, the last chapter is concerned with the summary of the major findings, 

conclusions and recommendations. 
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CHlIPTER TWO 
Review of Related Literature 

Instructional leadership typically assumes that the critical focus for attention by leaders 

is the behavior of teachers as they engage in activities directly affecting the growth of 

students learning. Instructional leadership is vital to ensure a continuous focus on 

teaching and learning but this stresses the direction rather than the process of influence 

(Leith wood et aI1999:8). 

This chapter deals with the review of related literatures of various scholars on 

instructional leadership practices of principals, so as to lay theoretical framework of the 

study. Main issues the chapter treats include concepts related to instructional 

leadership; significance and qualities of instructional leadership with respect to school 

effectiveness and academic achievement ; roles of the principal as an instructional 

leader; dimensions of instructional leadership and finally barriers to instructional 

leadership effectiveness. 

2.1. The Concept and Definition of Instructional Leadership 

For the longtime the term leadership has been a topic of research work and discussion 

especially in the field of management and organizational development at most. Such 

discussion and research work focuses on the issue of the quality of leadership, ability of 

leadership, leadership effectiveness, and leadership styles (Adlain,2003). According to 

him, leadership is rather complex concept. This is especially true because several 

approaches have been employed to give meaning to the term leadership. 

Leadership has been defined on what constitutes the leader. Many authorities, Bennett 

and Anderson (2003) tried to define the term differently, but none of them achieved 

giving synonymous definition and creating the leadership type they wanted to form. The 

authorities like Locke (1991), Bennett and Anderson (2003); Sergiovanni (2001) and 

McEwen (2003) argue that much of the earlier definitions were more of the personal 

traits and characteristics focused rather than what the leader does. 
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Conversely, the contemporary definition of the leadership focuses on both what the 

leader does and possess. As property according to Griffin (2000) leadership is a set of 

characteristics. On the other hand , what the leader does are described as functions that 

the leader focuses on mainly developing vision, empowering others, inspiring of 

followers towards the achievement of shared goals (MC Ewen, 2003); Carlson, 1996; 

Locke, 1991). Leadership as to Locke (1991) is the power of inducing others towards 

some commonly perceived goals. His definition encompasses three basic elements: 

namely followers, function and influencing power. First, leadership is rational action that 

exhibits the presence of followers wining to act. Second as a process, there is something 

to be done. Finally as a power, the leader has to possess either formal or informal power 

that he influences others . Leader at the higher post may use their legitimate power that 

he influences others. Leaders at the higher post may use their legitimate power to 

facilitate situation, however there are many other ways that formal and informal leaders 

motivate followers to get things done (Blase and Blase, 1999; Mc Ewen, 2005) . 

In addition, it is the leaders' responsibility to communicate picture of what the 

organization should be, convince followers and channel all activities towards 

accomplishing it. Hoy, & Miskel 's (2002) definition of leadership appears to be more 

recent perspective. He defines leadership as the art of transforming people and 

organization with the aim of improving the organization. Leaders in this perspective 

define the task and explain why the job is being done , they oversee the followers 

activities and ensure that followers have what they need in terms of skills and resource 

to do the job. These kinds of leaders develop a relationship between themselves and 

their followers; they align, motivate and inspire the followers to foster productivity. 

Schools are educational institutions that play a prominent role in the intellectual and 

personal growth of students. Furthermore, school is the most important institution in the 

socialization of children because it can cause an impact on children's development. 

Hence, principal's leadership is often viewed as a major focus of efforts to pursue and 

achieve excellence in education. In other words, excellence or success of a school is 

influenced by effective principal leadership. According to Ubben and Hughes (1997), 
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schools can make a difference to the level of students' performance; however, good or 

poor school depends on the person who leads the school. 

Many writers acknowledge there is no sufficient definition of instructional leadership, 

nor are there any specific guide lines or directions as to what an instructional leader 

does (Flath, 1989). Thus writers use their own definition and as a result, meaning vary 

considerably from one particular research to another. 

In support of this idea, instructional leadership has no uniform definition that satisfies 

every one (Kruger, 2002). However,Conley cited in Kruger, 2002:2), defined 

instructional leadership, as a specific part educational managers function that mainly 

focuses on curriculum development and classroom instruction. For Conley, educational 

management has many dimensions that include instructional leadership as one of its 

components. 

The term instructional leadership clearly describes the primary role of the principal in 

the quest for excellence in education. Such an action orientation theoretically 

encompasses everything a principal does during the day to support the achievement of 

the student and the ability of teachers to teach (Sebring and Bryk, 2000). 

Zaleznik and Bennis (cited in sergiovanni, 2001), described instructional leadership as a 

glue that binds school incumbents around commonly shared vision that emphasizes: 

goal and high achievement; allocation of adequate resources for learning improvement; 

and maintaining effective human relations to create collaboration and commitment 

among school members. 

Instructional leadership differs from that of a school administrator or manger in a 

number of ways. Principals who pride themselves as administrators are too preoccupied 

in dealing with strictly administrative duties compared to principals who are 

instructional leaders. The instructional leader role involves, setting goals, allocating 

resources to instruction, managing the curriculum, monitoring lesson plans and 

evaluating teacher. In short, Flath (1989) confirms that instructional leadership roles are 
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those actions that a principal takes or delegate to others, to promote growth in student 

learning. 

Instructional leadership refers to leadership that is directly related to the teaching 

process, involving the interaction between teachers, students and the curriculum. From 

a practical viewpoint, to implement leadership of the teaching process, a principal must 

playa role in the teaching and learning of teachers in terms of supervision, assessment, 

staff development and training services (Acheson and Smith, 1986). Keefe and Jenkins 

(2002) refers instructional leadership as the role of principal in providing direction, 

resources and supports to the teachers and students in order to improve the teaching 

and learning process in schools. While De Bevoise's (1984) opinion regarding 

instructional leadership, involves the principals actions to encourage growth in student 

learning. According to sergiovanni (1984), instructional leadership refers to the abilities 

to interpret the curriculum and determine objectives of teaching, the diversity of 

teaching methods, determine classroom management, provide learning climate, 

implement instructional innovation, able to influence and coordinate the teachers and 

students to achieve the goals of school education. 

Moreover, instructional leaders consists of principal behaviors that set high expectation 

and clear goals for student and teacher performance, monitor and provide feedback 

regarding the technical core (teaching & learning) of schools, provide and promote 

professional growth for all staff members, help create and maintain a school climate of 

high academic success (Murphy, 1990, Blase & Blase, 1999). 

More recently, the definition of instructional leadership has been expanded towards 

deeper involvement in the core business of schools which is teaching & learning. 

Attention has shifted from teaching to learning and some have proposed the term a 

learning leader over instructional leader (Du Four ,2002: 12). 

Blase and Blase (2000) further expressed instructional leadership in specific behaviors 

such as making suggestion, giving feedback, modeling effective instruction, soliciting 

opinion, supporting collaboration, providing professional development opportunities 
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and giving praise for effective teaching. Furthermore, instructional leadership is a 

leadership that is directly related to the process of instruction where teachers, learners 

and the curriculum interact" (MC Ewan, 2003:6). 

Instructional leadership, narrowly defined, focuses on leadership functions directly 

related to learning (Murphy Cited in Marks and Prints, 2003). On a broader view, 

however it can be defined as leaders functions that contributes to students learning and 

this , encompasses everything the principals does during the day to support the 

achievements of students and the ability of teachers to teach (Sebring and Bryk cited in 

Marks and Prints, 2003) . Similarly, Harris and others (2005:21) have defined instructional 

leadership as a model of learning that "places an emphasis on the development of the 

school through the development of others. " In attempt to make clear the distinction 

between instructional leadership and other forms of leadership MC Ewan (2003) has 

stated that instructional leadership is the creation of a climate where the principal, 

faculty, students, parents have task of education. This requires the instructional leader to 

have a sense of purpose and broad knowledge of the instructional process and learning 

theories. 

Instructional leadership is often defined as a blend of several tasks , such as supervision 

of classroom instruction, staff development and curriculum development (Smith and 

Adel's (1989). Taken together Glickman (1985) and Pajak (1989) succinctly 

conceptualize and illuminate the responsibilities and activities of what is broadly 

referred to as instructional leadership. Glickman (1985) defined the five primary tasks 

of instructional leadership as direct assistance to teachers, group development, staff 

development, curriculum development and action research. He notes that it is the 

integration of these tasks that unites teachers' needs with school goals. Pajak's (1989) 

research on what functions "Should" be a part of instructional leadership generated a 

similar list of tasks, but also included planning, organizing, facilitating change and 

motivating staff. 
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In recent years, a democratic, collaborative, human resource- based, developmental 

and transformational approaches to instructional leadership, among others have been 

widely advanced based on the principles of equality (not hierarchy) and reflection and 

growth (not compliance) (Gordon 1997). For instance, from a review of models of 

supervision, pajak (1993) concluded that, in contrast to the common practice of 

instructional leadership as "reinforcing specific prescribed teacher behavior and 

skills." (P.318), the emerging dialogue stresses classroom teaching, curriculum and staff 

development aspect of instructional leadership and helping teachers discover and 

construct professional knowledge and skills (p.318). He also reported that in much 

contemporary thinking learning is viewed as contextual and complex, teaching is based 

on reflective judgment, and schools are seen as democratic teaching and learning 

communities. 

Likewise , Schon's (1988) concept of instructional leadership emphasizes collegial 

classroom observations and specifically focuses on support, guidance, and 

encouragement of reflective teaching. Glickman (1992) described ideal instructional 

leadership as a collaborative endeavor enacted in a supportive environment that deals 

to an all school action plan. Rectzug and Cross (1993) have discussed an inquiry -

oriented practice of instructional leadership (i .e . "critical collaboration") that 

encourages teacher voice and acknowledges diverse contexts as well as the complexity 

of teaching; the principals role is one of facilitating a teachers thinking about practice. 

By comparison, smyths (1997) approach is more inclusive, he conceptualizes 

instructional leadership as a discursive collaborative, and critical study of classroom 

interaction to achieve a just and democratic world. 

In sum it appears to be clear that the definition of instructional leadership tends to be 

much more focused on specific than many other concepts of leadership in education. 

Elmore (cited in Harries and others 2006:21) argued that the skills and knowledge that 

matter in school leadership are those that can be connected to or lead directly to the 

improvement of instruction and student performance. Instructional leadership is also 

19 



understood as learning - centered leadership and concentrates on the improvement of 

learning and teaching. 

2.2. Rationales for Instructional Leadership 

In the due course of time, the idea of instructional leadership becomes prevalent in 

educational organization. During 1980s, it became leading archetype for school leaders 

after educational researchers observed that efficient schools typically had ideologies 

that put high emphasis on curriculum and instruction. 

In the first half of 1990s, focus on instructional leadership seemed to vacillate, shifted by 

arguments in relation to school-based management and facilitative leadership. In 

contemporary perspective the idea of instructional leadership include classic analysis of 

professional development by putting a special emphasis on the usage of data in order to 

make decisions (king 2002). Focus on the implication has significantly been shifted from 

teaching to learning, hence few researchers prefer to define it as "learning leader" over 

"instructional leader" (Du Four, 2002). 

The Significance of instructional leadership in the light of responsibilities of a principal 

cannot be underestimated. However, this is equally true that good leadership skills are 

hardly ever run through in practice. In order to conduct an appropriate mode of 

instructional leadership in school settings, principals need the necessary information 

and skills in terms of understanding definition of instructional leadership along with the 

process of becoming an instructional leader. The functionalities of an instructional 

leadership entail all the beliefs, decisions, strategies, and policies that a principal 

should use to create instructional effectiveness by virtue of focusing on learning and 

instruction altogether. The effectiveness of a students' performance is dependent on 

teachers' accomplishment, which in turn, crucially dependent on the management of 

instructional leadership. Thus these two should be viewed as supportive phenomenon, 

not as isolated entities. 
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2.3. Qualities of Instructional Leadership 

Duke (cited in Flath, 1989) concluded from his research on instructional leadership 

qualities that "there is no single leadership skill or set of skills presumed to be 

appropriate for all schools or all instructional situations. On the other hand, kroeze 

(cited in flath, 1989:20) found that certain instructional leadership activities could be 

grouped in to the following four categories: 

1. Goal emphasis- Set instructional goals , high expectations and focus on student 

achievement. 

2. Coordination and organization - work for effectiveness and efficiency. 

3. Power and discretionary decision making - secure resources, generate alternatives, 

assist, and facilitate to improve the instructional program. 

4. Human relations. Deal effectively with staff, parents, community, and students. 

However, throughout the literature there are recurring themes on instructional 

leadership qualities and a perusal of the research of several well- known authors in this 

field follows. Basket and Miklos (1992) present a person - centered leadership approach 

which emphasizes 

sensitivity to working with teachers , peers and members of the pUblic. Also, there is the 

work of Rutherford (cited in Anderson & Pigford, 1987) who mentions five general 

leadership qualities of effective leaders. 

1. Have a vision. Work toward a shared understanding of the goals, progress toward 

their achievement and coordinate curriculum, instruction and assessment. 

2. Translate the vision into action. Work as a team, emphasize school wide goals and 

expectations. 

3. Create a supportive environment. Promote an academically - oriented, orderly, and 

purposefully school climate. 

4. Know what 's going on in the school. Find out what teachers and students are doing 

and know well. 
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5. Act on knowledge . Intervene as necessary accommodating different teacher 

personalities, styles, and teaching strategies. 

Generally instructional leadership ensures that all students have ongoing access to high 

quality teaching and learning to achieve curriculum out comes. Therefore, instructional 

leaders demonstrate instructional leadership when they: 

~ Focus on improving the effectiveness of instruction to increase the achievement of all 

students. 

~ Know, when how and why to initiate and sustain instructional change. 

~ Create a school - wide inclusive culture of high expectations for achievement and for 

rigor, relevance and respect in the classroom. 

~ Ensure instructional practices are appropriate to the context and grounded in 

research and authentic assessment of student learning. 

~ Close the knowing - doing gap by moving successfully from sound theory to 

effective practices. 

~ Are knowledgeable about and deeply involved in the implementation of instructional 

program of the school. 

2.4. Instructional Leadership and School Effectiveness 

Based on the philosophical stand, specially, anyone can be an instructional leader if he 

has vision a, basic knowledge, willingness to risk, willingness to work for a long period 

of time, and willingness to undertake change, maintain growth, develop changes and to 

empower others (Mc Ewan, 1998). A study done by Davis and Nicklos (1986) proved that 

the principal's role is indispensable in promoting staff development program to achieve 

the schools goals. In addition, Hall (1986) found that principals' support in staff 

development programs indicated an increase in knowledge, communication skills and 

participation in decision making among teachers. Consequently, the support of the 

principals in the success of staff development programs can influence the effectiveness 

of the school organization. 
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As instructional leader, the principal is the pivotal point within the school who affects the 

quality of individual teacher, instruction, the height of student achievement, and the 

degree of efficiency in school functioning. Findley and Findley (1992: 102) state that if a 

school is to be an effective one, it will be because of the instructional leadership of the 

principal. "Flath 1989:20) concurs: "research on effective schools indicates that the 

principal is central in bringing about the conditions that characterize effective school". 

Ubben and Hughes (cited in Findley & Findley, 1992:102) claim that "although the 

principal must address certain managerial tasks to ensure an efficient school, the task of 

the principal must be to keep focused on activities which pave the way for high student 

achievement. If our goal is to have effective schools, then we must look at ways to 

emphasize instructional leadership. 

Considerable evidence exists that a strong instructional leader is a fundamental 

characteristics of an effective school (Edmonds, 1979, Hallinger & Heck, 1996). Barth 

(1990:64) stipulates the principal is the key to a good school. The quality of educational 

program depends on the school principal. The principal is the most important reason 

why teachers grow or are stifled on the job. The principal is the most potent factor in 

determining school climate. Show me a good school, and I'll show you a good principal. 

2.5. Instructional Leadership and Academic Achievement 

It is not surprising that instructional leadership and academic achievement are 

significantly related as reflected in the works of a few leadership researchers. For 

instance, Andrews' (1987) study found that principal's instructional leadership is 

positively related to student achievement in school examinations. Andrews proved that 

teachers do have positive perceptions towards the effectiveness of instructional 

leadership when the classroom environment is good. In addition, Rossow (1990) 

outlined seven positive behaviors of principal such as priority to student performance, 

conducive school climate, clear goals, effective leadership, evaluation of students 

support staff development and coordination of teaching and learning programs have led 

to effective teaching and learning to improve student performance in academic 

achievement. Russow's study substantiated that factors such as controlling the quality of 
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teaching, paying tribute to the achievement of students, analyzing and evaluating 

student progress directly affect student's learning performance. As such it is important 

to note that principals; are directly involved in the teaching and learning programs in 

schools. Interestingly, Wang et.al (1990) findings showed the school factors that 

comprised principal instructional leadership, classroom management quality of 

teaching, classroom climate , student- teacher interaction and peers' influence have a 

greater influence towards student's academic achievement. 

In depth studies of teachers perceptions about characters of school principals that 

influence teachers classroom instruction have concluded that the behaviors associated 

with instructional leadership positively influence classroom instructions (larson - knight, 

2000; blase and blase , 1998; Sheppard, 1996; Chris peels, 1992). Especially, Blase and 

Blase (1998, 1999) findings indicate that when instructional leaders monitor and provide 

feedback on the teaching learning process, there were increases in teacher reflection 

and reflectively informed instructional behaviors a rise on implementations of new 

ideas, greater variety in teaching strategies , more responses to student diversity, lesson 

were prepared and planned more carefully, teachers were more likely to take risks and 

more focus on the instructional process, and teachers used professional directions to 

make changes in classroom practice. Teachers also indicated positive effects on 

motivation, satisfaction and confidence and sense of security. 

Conversely, principals that did not engage in monitoring and providing feedback of the 

teaching and learning process had negative effect on teachers and classroom practices 

(Blase and Blase, 1998). Teachers with non instructional leaders felt the sense of 

abandonment, anger, and futility, as well as lower levels of trust and respect for the 

principal motivation and self efficacy. 

Instructional leadership behaviors associated with promoting professional growth and 

staff development yield positive effects on classroom practice (Larson - Knight, 2000; 

Blase and Blase 1999; Sheppard, 1996, Chrispeel, 1992). 
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In particular leaders that engage in behaviors that inform staffs about current trends and 

issues, encourage attendance at workshops, seminar and conferences, build a culture of 

collaboration and learning, promote coaching, use inquiry to drive staff development, 

set professional growth goal with teachers, and provide resources foster teacher 

innovation in using a variety of methods, materials , instructional strategies, reflective 

practice, and technology in the classroom. This in turn, increases the likely hood of 

increased student achievement (Sheppard, 1996, Blase and Blase , 1998) . 

2.6. Principal Roles as Instructional Leader 

Demands for greater accountability, especially appeals for the use of more outcome­

based measures, requires the principal to be instruction oriented. The focus on results; 

the focus on students achievement; the focus on students learning at high levels, can 

only happen if teaching and learning become the central focus of the school and the 

central focus of the principal (Blank stein, 2010; Lunenburg, & Potter, 2008). 

Shifting the focus of instruction from teaching to learning; forming collaborative 

structures and processes for faculty to work together to improve instruction; and 

ensuring that professional development is ongoing and focused toward school goals are 

among the key tasks that principals must perform to be effective instructional leaders in 

a professional learning community (Lunenburg & Irby, 2006) . 

Several researchers confirmed that principals who put special emphasis on academics 

as a priority experience may lead to an increase in student accomplishment (Bartell, 

1990, Cotton, 2000; Johnson & Asera, 1999; short & Spencer, 1990). Principals typically 

reserve sufficient freedom in establishing priorities within the school setting. 

The role of principals as instructional leadership is still in the state of transition from 

administrative emphasis to more instructional democratic and participatory leadership 

(Marks and Prints, 2003). The pressure of globalizations and social expectations is 

inducing principals to take the lead in the instructional activities such as setting goals, 

leading academic programs, examining and evaluating teaching learning performance. 
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Thus, principal's primary role as an effective instructional leader is to promote the 

learning and success of all students. The school principal can accomplish this by: 

1. Focusing on Learning- Principals can help shift the focus from teaching to learning 

if they insist that there are certain critical questions that are being considered in the 

school , and principals in a key position to pose those questions (Du Four, Du Four, & 

Eaker, 2008). Are the students learning? What criteria will be used to evaluate 

students ' progress? How can we use time and resource available to help students 

learn? These are the question principals need to pose in order to shift the focus in 

schools from teaching to learning. 

2. Engaging Collaboration - A key task for principals is to create a collective 

expectation among teachers concerning student performance. This is, principals 

need to raise the collective sense of teachers about student learning (DuFour, 

DuFour, Eaker, Karhanek, 2010). Then the principals must work to ensure that 

teacher expectations are aligned with the schools instructional goals. Furthermore, 

principals need to eliminate teacher isolation so that discussions about student 

learning become a collective mission of the school (Elmore , 2005; Senge, 200 1 ,2006). 

Principals must develop and sustain school structures and cultures that foster 

individual and group learning. That is , principals must stimulate an environment in 

which new information and practices are eagerly incorporated into the system. 

Teachers are more likely to pursue their group and individual learning when there 

are supportive conditions in the school, such as particularly effective leadership 

(English, 2008; North House , 2010). Schools where teachers collaborate in discussing 

issues related to student learning are more likely to be able to take advantage of 

internally and externally generated information. 

3. Using Data to Improve Learning - availability of performance data of each student 

related to the specific objectives and target levels of the school curriculum enables 

teachers to develop individual and small - group education plans to ensure mastery 

of areas of weakness from previous years while also moving students forward in the 

school curriculum. 
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Based on the student performance data, once students are targeted who are in need 

of help, then the school faces the challenge of how they are going to respond to the 

students who are not learning (Murphy, 2010). The challenge is not simply re­

teaching in the same way in which teachers taught before, but providing support for 

teachers to expand their repertoire of skills and providing support and time for 

students to get additional assistance they need in order to master those skills. When 

students are not learning, principals must insure that professional development 

programs are in place to give additional support to teachers and intervention 

strategies are in place to give additional support to students Goyce & Calhoun, 2010). 

4. Providing Support - Teachers need to be provided with the training, teaching tools, 

and the support they need to help all students reach high performance levels. 

Specifically, teachers need access to curriculum guides, text books, or specific 

training connected to the school curriculum. They need access to lessons or teaching 

units that match curriculum goals. They need training on using assessment results to 

diagnose learning gaps (Downey, Steffy, Poston & English 2009). Teachers must 

know how each student performed on every multiple - choice item and other 

questions on the assessment measure and training must be given in the teachers' 

subject areas. Only then can teachers be prepared to help students achieve at high 

levels. 

In addition to professional development for teachers, all schools need an 

intervention and support system for students who lag behind in learning the 

curriculum. Schools need to provide additional help to students who lag behind in 

core subjects either in school, after school, on weekends, or during the summer. 

Boards of education and school superintend ants need to supply the financial 

resources to fulfill this mandate. This involves acquiring materials, information, or 

technology, manipulating schedules or release time to create opportunities for 

teachers to learn; facilitating professional networks; and creating an environment 

that support school improvement efforts (Lunenburg & Ornstein, 2008). 
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5 Aligning Curriculum Inst t' . . . , ruc Ion and Assessment- Pnnclpals need to ensure that 

assessment of students learning is aligned with both the school's curriculum and the 

teachers' instruction (English 2000; popham, 2010a). When they are well constructed 

and implemented, assessment can change the nature of teaching and learning. They 

can lead to a richer, more challenging curriculum; foster discussion and 

collaboration among teachers within and across schools; create more productive 

conversations among teachers and parents; and focus stakeholders' attention on 

increasing student achievement. Curriculum goals must be clear to have an impact 

on what happens in the classroom teachers need to know that the curriculum contain 

enough detail and precision to allow them to know what the student needs to learn. 

English (2000) encourages schools to consider three principles. These are, 

assessments not based on the curriculum are neither fair nor helpful to parents or 

students; assessments must tap both the breadth and depth of the content and skills 

in the curriculum, and assessments must become more challenging in each 

successive grade. 

To sum up, the instructional leadership of the principal is a critical factor m the 

success of a school's improvement initiatives and the overall effectiveness of the 

school. The primary responsibility of the principal is to promote the learning and 

success of all students. School principals can accomplish this goal by focusing on 

learning, encouraging collaboration, using data to improve learning, providing 

support and aligning curriculum, assessment and instruction. 

2.1. Dimensions of Instructional Leadership 

Instructional leadership is a multifaceted practice as it applies to schools. Maseko, 

(2002) has looked into these dimensions as aspects of instructional leadership that 

include setting objective, curriculum coordination and team building practice, 

similarly, marks and Printy (2003) have added to these dimensions, the development 

of school mission and goals, creating climate for learning, coordinating and 

monitoring instruction. Still others have proposed a model of instructional programs 

and promoting school climate. (Hopkins 2005:58). 
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From its very definition inst t ' .... , ruc lonal leadershlp lS assoclated wlth roles or task of 
the principals which includ h h' .. . , e suc t mgs as assummg an lmportant role m frammg 

and communicating school goals, establishing expectations and standards, 

supervising and evaluating instruction, promoting students opportunities to learn 

and enhancing professional development for staff (Lahui-Ako, 2001). Hallinger (cited 

in Lahui -Ako, 200 I : 237) has echoed the domains as functional areas instructional 

leaders that include "defining and communicating school goals, managing the 

curriculum and instruction, promoting positive learning climate. Observing and 

giving feedback to teachers and assessing instructional program. 

Hallinger and Murphy (1985) created a frame work of instructional management with 

three dimensions and eleven job descriptions. Hallinger and Murphy (1985) used the 

eleven job descriptors from the three dimensions of instructional management to 

create an appraisal instrument of principal instructional management behavior. 

Murphy (1990) provided a systematic and comprehensive review of instructional 

leadership in his synthesis of research findings from the effective schools , school 

improvement, staff development and organizational change literature. Using this 

review he built an instructional leadership framework which incorporates studies 

and findings. The framework consists of four dimensions of instructional leadership 

broken down in to sixteen different roles or behaviors. The four dimensions of the 

instructional leadership are, developing mission and goals; managing the 

educational production; promoting an academic learning climate and developing a 

supportive work environment. 

Murphy's instructional leadership comprehensive framework provides an extensive 

examination of an instructional leader. However, this framework, developed through 

a synthesis of the literature, has not been empirically tested. It is not apparent that a 

leader who exhibits behaviors from all dimensions has an impact on the fundamental 

goal of schools high student achievement. 
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Weber (1996) addressed th . 
e need for instructional leadership regardless of the 

schools organizational struct W 
ure. eber concludes "the research suggests that even 

if an instructional leader we t .. .. re no package as a pnnc1pal, 1t would shll be necessary 

to designate such a leader. The leader less _ team approach to a school's 

instructional program has powerful appeal, but a large group of professionals still 

needs a single point of contact and an active advocate for teaching and learning 

"(1996:264). Webels" point is especially poignant in today's educational arena of 

shared leadership and site - based management. Attention to instructional 

leadership will need to continue regardless of the hierarchical nature of a school 

organization. 

Weber (l996) model of instructional leadership incorporates research about shared 

leadership and empowerment of informal leaders to create a school that underscores 

the emphasis of academics and student achievement for all students. Synthesizing 

the three predominant models (Hallinger & Murphy, 1986; Murphy, 1990, Weber, 

1996) of instructional leadership already discussed, three distinct similarities 

emerged. All three models indicated the importance of instructional leaders defining 

and communicating goals, monitories and providing feedback on the teaching and 

learning process and promoting and emphasizing the importance of professional 

development. 

The following section will present the common issues raised by all authorities 

concerning the dimensions of instructional leadership. Blase and Blase, (1999), Krug 

& others cited in Krug, (1992), Hallinger & Heck, (l996), and Weber (l996) identified 

five essential domains of instructional leadership: defining the school mission, 

managing curriculum and instruction, promoting a positive learning climate, 

observing and improving instruction and assessing the instructional program. Thus it 

seems to be logical to consider the above five dimensions of instructional leadership 

on the basis of their practicality to our education program and school system. 
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Z.1.1.Defining &Communicatl'ngth ShIM' , e c 00 ISSlon 

Weber (1996) described defl'nl'ng th hI " d' f ' e sc 00 s mIssIon as a ynamlc process 0 

cooperation and reflective thinking to create a mission that is clear and honest. The 

mission of the school should bind the staff, students and parents to common visions. 

The instructional leader offers the stakeholders the opportunity to discuss values and 

expectations for the school. Together they work to create a shared mission for the 

school. 

The dimension of defining the school mission, include the principal's job descriptors 

of framing school goals and communicating school goals. Principals demonstrate 

framing school goals by working with parents and staff to identify the areas of 

improvement within the school and developing performance goals to these areas 

(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). The function of communicating school goals refers to the 

ways the principal expresses the importance of the school goals to staff, parents, and 

students. This can be achieved through the use of formal or informal communications 

(e.g handbooks, staff meetings, school assemblies, conversations with staff and 

students, bulletin boards, and teachers and parents conferences). 

Developing a mission and goals is fundamental in creating a sense of shared purpose 

and linking efforts within the school around a common vision (Murphy 1990). Murphy 

broke down this dimension in to two major roles or behaviors of the principal 

framing school goals and communicating school goals. Framing school goals 

encompasses setting goals that emphasize student achievement for all students, 

incorporating data on past & current student performance and including staff 

responsibilities for achieving the goals. Communicating goals frequently, and 

formally and informally to students, parents, and teachers stresses the importance 

that school goals guide the activities of the school. 
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2.1.2. Managing Curriculum andl t t' ns ruc lon 

Managing curriculum and instruction must be consistent with the mission of school 

(Weber 1996). The instructional leaders' repertoire of instructional practices and 

classroom supervision offers teachers the needed resources to provide students with 

opportunities to succeed. The leader helps teachers use current research in best 

practices and instructional strategies to reach school goals for better student 

performance . 

Managing the instructional program dimension involves working directly with 

teachers in areas related to curriculum and instruction (Hallinger & Murphy 1985). 

Job functions included in this dimension consists of, supervising, evaluating 

instruction and coordinating the curriculum. Supervising and evaluating instruction 

comprises activities that provide instructional supports to teachers, monitor 

classroom instruction through informed classroom visits and aligning classroom 

practices with school goals (Hollinger & Murphy, 1985). Coordinating the curriculum 

refers to principal activities that provide opportunities for staff collaboration an 

alignment of curriculum to students and achievement tests. 

Managing the educational production emphasizes management behaviors of the 

principal. The instructional leader promotes quality instruction by conducting 

teachers conferences and evaluations, visiting classroom, providing specific 

suggestion and feedback on the teaching and learning process and determining 

teachers assignment in the best interest of student learning and determining 

teachers assignment in the best interest of student learning (Murphy, 1990, Teddlie & 

Sting field 1985). Additionally, the principal allocates and protects instructional time 

with school policies and procedures. The principal works with teachers to coordinate 

the curriculum though aligning school goals and objects with state standard 

assessments and district curriculum. The instructional leader monitors the progress 

of students frequently. 
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2.1.3 Promoting a Positive School L 'CI' earnmg Imate 

School learning climate refers to th " , e norms belIefs and attitudes reflected in 
instructional patterns and b h " , 

e aVlOral practIces that enhance or Impede student's 
achievement (Lezotte Hathw M'll ' , , ay, I er, Passalacqua, and Brookover cIted In Murphy 

1990:174). Various studies on school system indicate that school performance and 

better achievement emanated from learning climate or environment as they are 

intermingled with personal qualities and abilities of teachers. It is also underlined 

that for both teachers and parents the principal is the fundamental agent in fixing 

school climate (Coleman, 1983) , 

Promoting a positive learning climate comprises the expectation and attitudes of the 

whole school community "Indeed, of all the important factors that appear to affect 

student learning, perhaps having the administration, teachers, and students hold 

about learning (Weber, 1996:263), Leasers promote a positive learning climate by 

communicating instructional goals, establish high expectation for performance, 

establishing an orderly learning environment with clear discipline expectations, and 

working to increase teacher commitment to the school. 

Promoting a positive school learning climate dimension encompasses principal 

behaviors that protect instructional time promote professional development, 

maintain high visibility, provide incentives for teachers, develop and enforce 

academic standards, and provide incentives for learning (Hallinger & Murphy, 

1985). The principal 's job function consists of mostly indirect activities that help 

create a positive learning environment. According to Hallinger and Murphy 

(1985:233) "principals can influence student and teacher attitudes through the 

creation of reward structures that reinforces academic achievement and production 

effort; through clear, explicit standards embodying what the school expects from 

students; through the careful use of school time and through the selection and 

implementation of high quality staff development programs", 

Promoting an academic learning climate refers to the behaviors of the principal that 

influences the norm, beliefs and attitudes of the teachers, students, and parents & a 
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school ( Murphy 1992 174) "P ' , 
, . nnc1pals foster the development of school learning 

climate conducive to teach ' & 1 ' . 
mg earmng by establishing positive expectahons and 

standards, by maintaining hi h . 'b ' . . , , 
g V1S1 111ty, prov1dmg incenhves for teachers and 

students, and promoting professional development". This dimension deals directly 

with the teaching learning process in classrooms. 

Developing a supportive work environment, denotes how an instructional leader 

establishes organizational structures and processes that support the teaching and 

learning process, The principal that exemplifies this dimension creates a staff and 

orderly learning environment, provides opportunities for meaningful student 

involvement, develops staff collaboration and cohesion secures outside resource in , 

support of school goals and form links between the home and school (Murphy 1990). 

Establishing a positive expectation and standard mainly comprises the view that 

every child can learn and achieve better if guided and aspired to success. Many 

research works indicate that less expectations transfer into teachers ' behavior that 

affects low ability students, in terms of academic performance. Moreover the 

researchers have discovered that instructional leaders in schools with high levels of 

student 's achievement are activity involved in defining high academic and 

behavioral expectations for their students and are less likely to base expectations on 

adult beliefs about the social characteristics of student (Brookover, and others. 1979; 

Wimpelberg,1986 cited in Murphy , 1990). 

Researches show further that the instructional leaders' ways of viewing the school 

climate influences the student achievement more powerful than any other 

predicators. Hence , the instructional leaders should materialize the significance of 

the school climate into school policies and practices that reflect and define positive 

expectation for students in ways like placing more instructional demand on 

teachers; targeting interest in student achievement, establishing clearly defined 

comprehensive academic standard; developing standards that apply to all students ( 

Brookover and others 1979; Brookover and Loztte, 1977; Rutter and others 1979; 

Teddli and String field, 1985; Wellisch and others 1978 cited in Murphy, 1990). 
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Visibility refers to the presence of the instructional leaders on the school and in 
classrooms. High visibility indo t . 

lca es management by walking or movmg around and 
it has been associated by .. 

POSItive effects on students and teachers attitude and 

behavior (Casey, 1980; Clark and others, 1980; Lasey and Wayson, 1982; cited in 

Murphy, 1990). Even though it is very difficult to conclude, researchers generally 

find that instructional leaders spend more time in classrooms and on the school 

campus than those the average school administrators (Clark and others 1980; High 

and Achilles 1986; Teddlie and String field, 1985a; cited in Murphy, 1990). 

Providing incentive for teachers and students is one of the aspect of the instructional 

leadership role in creating positive learning climate which involves setting up a 

work structure that rewards and recognizes teachers for their effort, instructional 

leaders are found to give discretionary reward to their teachers which have 

demotivating factor rather than motivating teachers (Boyd, 1983 and Crows on, 1981 

cited in Murphy, 1990) . 

Instructional leaders in effective schools make sure that rewards given frequently 

and that they reach high percentage of students and special emphasis is given to 

recognizing academic excellence in sum, effective instructional leaders often 

establish student rewards programs that are both public in nature and closely 

connected in time to the behavior for which recognition is given (Wynne, 1980) . 

2.1.4. Supervising instruction 

Haughey & Mc Elwain, (1992) Defined supervision as a general leadership function 

that coordinates and manages those school activities concerned with learning. Other 

writes Glickman 1990; stress the importance of the involvement of teachers in the 

process. Sergiovanni (1987:105) presented a reflective model of supervision in 

which he proposed that since teachers vary in their goals and learning styles, 

supervisors should be responsible to these differences in the ways they supervise 

and the principal influence though, may be more indirect, creating a favorable 
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climate for learning; the most ff . 
e echve role may be supportive rather than supervise 

or evaluative. 

Haughey & Mc Elwain (1992) h " 
, emp aS1ze mstructional supervision as a fundamental 

component of instructional lead h' ". . . . 
ers 1P, V1ewmg th1S role as Imperative to Improved 

instruction and student achievement. Haughey and Mc Elwain, (1992; 106) point out 

that there 1S general agreement amount writers that the focus of instructional 

supervision is the enhancement of student learning but it is in the practice of 

instructional supervision that they differ. These authors point out some of the areas in 

which researchers differ. 

An area integral with all instructional leadership , or supervision models, is that 

planning in service training, or staff development. Well- recognized models include 

the work of Dagley & Orso,(1991 :72) theory ,practice, feedback and coaching to 

application, as well as Gold hammers (cited in Dagley & orso, 1991;75) five steps of 

clinical supervision that include pre - observation conference, analysis of 

observation, post observation- conference, and planning for improvement. 

Glickman's (1990) educational philosophies relate to an individual's belief system 

and to a corresponding method of supervision. 

Observing and improving instruction starts with the principal establishing trusting 

and respectful relationships with the school staff. Weber (1996) proposed that 

observations are opportunities for both the observer and the one being observed. In 

other words a reciprocal relationship develops, where both people involved gain 

valuable information for professional growth. Principals enhance the experience by 

emphasizing research as the foundation for initiating teaching strategies, 

remediation and differentiation of the lessons. 

2.1.4.1. Supervisory Skills 

An intelligent leadership creates an environment and situation which can lead to the 

achievement of goals. A proper understanding of psychology of the group is very 

essential to play the leadership role in an effective manner supervisor's management 
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success and leadership eff t 
e eness largely depends on their supervisory skills. 

Singhet et al. (1996; 1 00) remarked that a supervisor must possess the required skills. 
Likely, Elsbree, Mc Nally and '. 

wynn (Clted m Glickman & et a1.2005) pointed out that 
the classification of the professi 1 d " . ona s eC1Slon makmg, planning, organizing, 
communicating, influencing, d " co or matmg and evaluating are helpful in 
comprehending the art and scienc f d " . . . . d S e 0 a mlmstrahon Katz m serglOvanm an tarratt 

(1999;25) identified three basic skills upon which he believes successful supervision 

rest on conceptual human and technical skills. The skills are quite interdependent 

and intrinsically permeable to one another. 

Technical Skills: Griffin (2000) viewed technical skill as specialized knowledge, 

analytical ability to use tools and techniques of particular tasks. Monolakes (cited in 

Glickman & et. al 2006) brought the surface that a major portion of time that 

supervisors as advisors spend with teachers is in the technical domain. He further 

described those supervisors as technical advisor deal with their concerns in a variety 

of ways. 

They often serve as source of specific ideas and activities; they sometimes plan with 

teachers ' new activities or instructional units and then actually work along the 

teachers in the classroom to help implement these plans. They also demonstrate 

techniques of activities and allow the teacher to observe and critique the episodes, 

they offer teachers feedback through visits classroom, followed by conferences. 

Technical skills as characteristic of administrative supervisory behavior and are 

concerned with the facility of dealing with things in school setting. 

Human Relation Skills: refers to supervisors' ability and judgment in working with 

and through people. These skills require self understanding and acceptance and as 

well as consideration for others. Their knowledge base, as to sergiovanni and Strratt 

(1999) include understanding and group dynamic and the development of human 

recourses. Human relation skill as remarked by Griffin (2000) human relation 
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pertain to the executive's abTt 
1 1 Y to work effectively as a group member and to build 

comparative effort in the team he 1 d ea s. 

Conceptual Skills: are ber d . 
leve to be part and parcel of professional skIlls that 

supervisors possess. Conceptual skill, according to kats in sergiovanni and Stratt is 

the facility to deal with idea. Conceptual skills pertain to the supervisors ' ability to 

view the school, the district and the components of the school, as an organizational 

system, the educational program, as an instructional system and the human 

organization as a functioning human system. From the point of views and beliefs of 

authorities supervisors are expected to have a substantial breadth and depth of 

educational experience besides being well trained for their profession in short, the 

supervisor should be able to conceptualize the environment, the organization and 

his Iher own job, so that he or she can set appropriate and relevant goals for hislher 

organizational achievement. 

2.7.4.2.lJ.pproaches to Instructional Supervision 

According to cogan (cited in Glickman & et aI, 2004) there are a variety of 

approaches in implementing institutional supervision. They provide options for 

instructional supervision to be used depending on the needs and circumstances of 

teachers. These are clinical supervision, collegial supervision, self directed 

supervision, informal supervision and inquiry based supervision. 

Clinical Supervision: means a supervision that is conducted m class (school 

based) . According to Gold hammer, Anderson and krajeweski (cited in Glickman & 

et al. 2004) clinical supervision is; "an approach of instructional supervision which 

draws its data from first hand observation of actual teaching events and involves face 

to face interaction bin the supervisor and the teachers in the analysis of teachings 

behaviors and activities for instructional improvement." 

Beach and Reinhartz (cited in Glickman & et al ,2004) indicate if schools are to 

improve the quality of instruction it will be at the local building level (school 
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based)with the teachers at th h . 
e eart of lmprovement process. This indicates that for 

the improvement of instruct" . . 
lon conductmg school based supervision lS very 

important. One of these appro a h . 1" ., . 
c es lS c lnlcal supervision. Clinical supervlslOn 

focuses on the improvement of th t . . . 
e eachers' performance through dlrect mteractlOn 

of supervisors and teachers in nat 1 t . Cl" . . .. d t ura se tmgs. lnlcal supervlslon lS carne ou 

through the stages of five steps that are repeated to form an ongoing cycle. The five 

stapes are: pre- observation conference, class observation, analysis of conference, 

post observation conference and post conference analysis. 

1. Pre Observation Conference: involves the discussion between the supervisors 

and teachers before class observation. They get to know each other and the 

situation in which the teacher will be observed. They also exchange expectations 

and possible fears if any. Agreement will be reached upon the lesson that will be 

observed, the data to be collected, the way the data will be collected and the 

rules to be followed during observation. 

2. Class observation: the supervisor observes the performance of the teacher and 

the students . He collects data on an agreed up on concerns. 

3. Analysis of Observation: the data obtained during class observation is analyzed 

and specific points are selected to be discussed in post observation conference. 

4. Post Observation conference: observations , reflections are shared and possible 

improvements are discussed with the teacher. They set goals for the next 

supervision and also develop a plan on how to achieve the goals. 

5. Post Conference Analysis: At this stage the process and outcomes of the 

supervision activity is evaluated and reflection of one's own supervisory behavior 

is done. 

Collegial Supervision: is defined as a " moderately formalized process by which 

two or more teaches agree to work for their own professional growth, usually by 

observing each others' classroom, giving each others' feedback about the 

observation and discussing shared professional concerns. 
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These help teachers to share th . 
elr experience without any fear among themselves at 

the grass root levels. Collegial . . . 
supervision might take five different forms: 

1. Professional Dialogue' en bl . 
. a es to be mvolved in a guided discussion focusing on 

teaching as a process and th' k' 
m mg. It also enhances reflective practice. 

2. Curriculum Development· T h . eac ers can work together on such themes as how to 
operationalizing the existing curriculum. 

3 Peer Supervision: is in whi h t h . . c eac ers observe each others teachmg followed by 
analysis and discussion. 

4. Peer Coaching: Teachers can engage in collaborative development and practice 

of new teaching methods and skills. 

5. Action Research: This involves collaborative study to problems being faced and 

the development of the feasible solutions that results on exchanges in one's 

teaching practice. 

Generally, collegial supervision extends supervision well beyond classroom 

observation. It provides a setting in which a teacher can informally discuss 

problems they face , share ideas, help one another in preparing lessons, exchange 

the tips of the devise and materials, and provide other support to one another. 

Self - Directed Supervision: As Goldhammer & et al. (cited in Glickman & et aI, 

2004) suggested that: in self directed supervision, teachers work alone by assuming 

responsibility for their professional development. They might for example develop a 

yearly plan that includes targets or goals derived from an assignment of their own 

needs. The supervisions are expected to ensure that the plan and the selected 

improvement targets are both realistic and attainable. 

Informal Supervision: is comprised of the casual encounter that occurs between 

supervisor and teachers. It is characterized by frequent informal visits to teachers' 

classrooms' conversation with teachers about their work, and other informal 

activities. Typically no appointments are made and classroom visits are not 
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announced because they are considered 
as normal part of the work flow of the 

school. 

Inquiry based Supervision' Ac d ' 
. cor mg to Sergiovanni (1999:79) inquiry based 

supervision in the form of act' '", 
lon research 1S: ophons that can be represented and an 

individual initiative or collab t ' 
ora 1ve effort as pairs (teachers working together to 

solve problem) . Now the ide f t h " , a 0 eac er researcher 1S w1dely orgamzed. A teacher 
learner is an observer a q t ' " , , ues lonna1re of h1S/ her teachmg a learner and more 
complete teacher " Generally the b f' " I ' , , a ove 1ve approaches of mstructlOna superv1s1on 

are used at the school to improve the quality of teachers instruction and to create a 

well concerned citizens at the national level. 

2.1.4.3. Tasks of Instructional Supervision 

The survey of the literature dealing with supervision, uncover many definitions and 

purposes and "these range from a custodial orientation to humanistic orientation" 

wanzare and Dacosta, (cited in Glickman & et aI , 2004). Sergiovanni and Starratt 

(1987) believed that supervisor activities needed to include the process that includes 

the teachers ' knowledge , skills and ability to make better informed decision as part 

of the supervision process, In relation to this Glickman (2004) states by using the 

supervision skills, supervision may promote good schools with proper utilization of 

five tasks of supervision. These are direct assistance , group development, 

professional development, curriculum development and action research. They do 

not only focus on technical problem solving with which they so often are associated. 

The supervision processing on knowledge base on supervision interpersonal skill 

and technical skill can use five tasks of supervision as vehicles for promoting the 

moral principles (compassion, wholeness, connectedness, inclusion, justice, peace, 

freedom , trust, empowerment, etc). 

Direct Assistance to Teacher: can be used to gather classroom data on the extent 

to which moral principles are present in the classroom. Supervisors, mentors and 

coaches can work with teachers to develop observation tools to describe classroom 
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culture , reflect on cUrrent co d 't' 
n 1 ions and engage in the classroom based 

improvement. The sUpervisor 
gradually can increase teachers ' decision making 

responsibility empowering teach 
ers and thus enhancing the teachers' capacity to 

empower student. 

Clinical supervision and peer h ' 
coac mg are currently the two most popular forms of 

direct assistance in School b t ' 
, u a vanety of other forms are available. A few 

additional examples of dire t . . 
c assistance are: demonstrate teaching, co - teachmg 

assistance with resource and m t '1 ' . a ena , assistance With student assessment, problem 
solving and mentoring. 

Group Development: can assess and improve group culture by gathering and 

analyzing data on how teachers treat each other. Enhancing dialogue empathy, trust 

collaboration with in adult teams will improve the function of this team and ultimately 

affect the way teachers work with student. 

Professional Development: can address teachers as whole persons, fostering 

their pedagogical, cognitive, emotional, legal and ethical development. It can 

provide teachers opportunities to enhance their teaching through learning and 

leading critical reflection and professional dialogue can help teachers develop the 

skills to actualize more principles in their classroom. 

Curriculum Development: can involve teachers in infusing moral principles 

throughout the curriculum. Teachers can design a curriculum that can educate the 

whole child, teachers ' compassion and justice and include all children in significant 

learning. Teachers can develop curriculum that can integrate learning within the 

school and connects academic learning with community service. Finally teachers can 

develop the curriculum that promotes a democratic community of learners in the 

present, as well as democratic and just in the future . 

Action Research: can gather data to assess the gap between the community vision 

of good school and current reality, plan for change aimed at bridging the gap 

integrate the tasks of supervision to bring about change, evaluate results and revise 
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action plan in a cycle of Conti . 
. . nuous Improvement. Only the school that becomes a 

central of mquuy will continue t . . 
o envIsIon a better future and continue the journey 

toward its vision. 

2.7.5. Monitoring Instructional P rogram 
The schools primary product ' . 

IS a populahon of graduates who have the technical and 
life skills they need to cope in " . . . . 

an mcreasmgly compehhve world. Good mstruchonal 
leaders need to be aware of th ' " e vanety of ways m whIch student progress can and 
should be assessed Even m ' . . . ore Importantly, pnnclpals need to use assessment 

results in ways that help teachers and students improve and that help parents 

understand where and why improvement is needed. 

Assessing the instructional program is essential for improvement of the instructional 

program (weber,1996). The instructional management job function of mentoring 

student progress refers to the principals, use of test results for setting goals, 

assessing the curriculum evaluating instruction, and measuring progress toward 

school goals (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). The instructional leader initiates and 

contributes to the planning, designing, administering and analysis of assessments 

that evaluate the effectiveness of the curriculum. This continues creating of the 

instructional program enables teachers to effectively meet students ' needs through 

constant revision and refinement. 

2.8. Principal leadership development in Ethiopia, 

Principalship in schools is one of the influential administrative positions in the 

success of school plans. With respect to the historical background of principal ship, 

authorities give their own argument. As indicated in kenzevich (in Ahmed, 2006) the 

origin of principal ship can be traced to 1515 to the time of Johann strum in USA. The 

position developed from classroom teachers with a few administrative duties to 

principal teacher and then to supervising principal. The history of Ethiopian 

education system traces its origin to the introduction of Christianity about forth 

century A.D. Ethiopia for a very long time had found schools for the children of their 

adherents Teshome (in Ahmed, 2006). 
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However the western type of d . 
e ucahon system was formally introduced in to 

Ethiopia in 1908 with the 0 e . 
p mng of Menilik second school and there was no 

government owned high school ' h ' 
m t IS country until 1943. And it was in this year that 

the first high school which Wa d . 
s ommated by expatriates was opened. According to 

Ahmed the history of principal h" '. 
S Ip m EthlOpla was at its early stage was a history of 

dominated by foreign principal I 11 s. n a government owned schools that were opened 
before and few years after the It l ' '. . . a Ian occupahon expatnates from France, BntaIn, 
Sweden Canada Egypt and Ind', . . " la were assigned as school pnnclpals. 

After the restoration of independe . 1941 d' . h ' h . . nce In , e ucahon was given Ig pnonty 

which resulted in opening of schools in different parts the country. As there was not 

enough educated Ethiopians to teach and lead schools, most of the teachers and 

principals were in the elementary and secondary school of different provinces of 

Ethiopia during the 1930's, and 1940's. During this time Indians were given the 

principal-ship position which may be for their higher educational level and 

experiences in principal-ship. 

However, the history had developed in to a new phase where Ethiopians began to 

replace expatriates which started in 1964. According to Teshome ( in Ahmed 2006), 

this new phase of principal ship started with supervising principal. Such a person 

was responsible not only for one school but abut for the education system of the 

community where the school was located. From the second half of 1540's documents 

prove that Ethiopian school heads were directly assigned In elementary schools 

without competition among candidates, only educational level and teaching 

experience were given high priority for principal ship. After 1960, it was known that 

people who were graduated with BAJBSC degree in any field were assigned as 

schools principal or senior officer of the ministry of education. The major selection 

requirements were educational level and work experience Moe, 2002 :42). 

However, during the first few years of 1960's it was understood that those graduates 

of BA degree in pedagogy were directly assigned in secondary schools. On the other 
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hand, career structure ,promotion . 
, adverhsements that were issued from 1973 - 1976 

shown that secondary school r ' . 
. P mClpals were those who held first degree, preferably 

in educahonal management field 
and those who had at least worked for a limited 

time as a unit leader or depart 
ment head or teacher. It is also stated in the job 

description of the MOE issued i 1989 
n that secondary school principal should have a 

first degree in school administration d . . 
an supervlslon including sufficient work 

experience . 

To sum up , considering education as key element for economic social and 

technological development , many countries invest substantial amount of their 

national recourses for the improvement of their education. Similarly, the federal 

government of Ethiopia, recognizing the role of education in developing other 

sectors, by under taking teachers continuous professional development program 

and others ( MoE,2002). 

School improvement program in Ethiopia since the formulation of New Education and 

Training Policy (1994), Ethiopian government has made d ifferent educational 

reforms, especially in the title of education sector review. 

Decentralized educational management particularly at school level, is the result of 

such reform. Similarly the country has been found implementing the newly launched 

school improvement program. It is one of the components of the General Education 

Quality Improvement Program (GEQIP) ,(MOE 2007). 

The current school improvement program frame work was developed based on the 

result of the review of the best practices of the school all over the country, related 

literatures and positive experiences obtained from its pilot program implemented in 

2006 (MoE,2007). The main objective of the program is to maximize student learning 

outcomes by improving the conditions that might have impact on it. As it was 

mentioned before, the program focuses on four major domains of the schools 

namely: improving the teaching and learning, creating conducive learning 
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environment , improving school I . 

I ff
' eadershlp and enhancing community participation 

in schoo a aus. (MoE,2007: 2-3) T . . 
. he baslC objectives of the school improvement 

framework and the standard set t 
o evaluate the effectiveness of school performance 

in the manual are congruent with d ' . . 
lmensl0ns of mstructionalleadership discussed in 

this paper. 

2.9. Barriers to Instructional Leade h' E'rr • rs Ip uectlveness 
Many contextual factors negati I ff 

ve y a eet school performance. However the type as 
well as the intensity of the probl . . 

em is not the same m every school. As Bush and Bell 

(2003: 12-13) assert for example, shortage of highly educated work force is found as 

a critical problem of those economically advanced countries, while scarcity of 

resources for more investment in education has created a dividing line between 

those developed and developing nations in the world (MOE, 2007: 1). 

Many situational and environmental factors other than human material or fanatical 

assets, can affect the operation of instructional leadership practices of any school. 

For instance, incompetence in educational leadership, lack of administrative skill , 

and commitment of those assigned as school leaders , shortage of educational 

materials or finance are among problems frequently cited as factors that hinder 

effective performance of teachers (MOE, 2007). Despite the economical, social, 

political or technological variation, the following elements were cited as barriers to 

the effectiveness of instructional leadership practice. 

Lac1< of Skills and Training: Lack of Knowledge, skills and ability of instructional 

leadership, what sergiovanni (2001) calls, technical , human and educational forces 

are essential properties that instructional leaders have to possess. Leaders without 

adequate skills and training in educational leadership and professional development 

of teachers can do little, or not , for the improvement of learning (West Burnham and 

O'Sullivan, 1998; Chang, 2007). 

Lack of Cooperation: from supervisor, school board and community: Teachers' 

cooperation is essential for effective instructional leadership. Cooperation of 
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students, teachers and parents 
could be available in school climate where the 

leaders exercise democratic lead . 
ershlp (Sergiovanni, 2001; Harris and Murjs, 2005, 

MOE, (2002). 

Lack of Time: principals have multiple roles they play. Information overload, 

paperwork, too many reports, many non academic demands and work overload 

consume much of the princi I . . . . 
pa s hme. Hence only pnnclpals commltted to 

instructional improvement can choose and use their time for the enhancement of the 

classroom instruction and teachers development (Harris and Muijs; 2005; 

Sergiovanni, 2001 ; Chang, 2007). 

Lack of Jldequate Resources: Lack of adequate resources of all type and support 

from central offices discourages instructional leaders. Bureaucratic management that 

hampers timely assignment of human, financial and material resources, required can 

restrict the success of the schools and limits development of teachers (Bush and Bell, 

2003; Dimmock, 2000). 

Lack of Vision, will and Courage: Nothing affect instructional improvement more 

than lack of leaders will. Instructional leaders have to spend more time on improving 

the teaching learning, initiating changes and encouraging others to achieve 

educational goals. However, lack of vision, will and courage could hinder the 

effectiveness ofleaders' performance (Sergiovanni, 2001, MC Ewen, 2003) . 
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Summary 

Schools as educational instruct' 
Ions play a significant role in the intellectual and 

personal growth of students. S h '. 
. . cool pnnclpals should focus on this objective to 

achIeve excellence In education I . 
. nstruchonal leadership refers to leadership that is 

directly related to the teachin r ' , 
g P ocess, Involvmg the interaction between teachers, 

student and the curriculum The . " 
. slgmflcance of instructional leadership is that, it 

ensures the ongoing access of 11 d " . 
a stu ents to hIgh quallty teaching and learmng to 

achieve curriculum outcomes Th " 
. e prmclpal as an instructional leader, the principal 

is the focal person in the School to b ' b 
nng a out and exercise all condition that 

characterizes effective school Th " , , . us prmclpals' pnmary role as an effechve 

instructional leader is to promote the learning and success of all students. The school 

principal can accomplish this by focusing on learning, engaging collaboration, using 

data to improve learning, providing support and aligning curriculum, instruction and 

assessment. Different authors identify five essential domains of instructional 

leadership on effective school principal should exercise , These are defining and 

communicating school mission, managing curriculum & instruction, promoting a 

positive school learning climate, supervising instruction and monitoring instructional 

program. 

The development of educational system of Ethiopia had a long history from 

traditional to the modern one, during early times the education system was led by 

foreigners and a step by step replacement by Ethiopians took place. Ethiopian 

government has made huge investment on education sine the formulation of the new 

education and training policy in 1994. Schools are now implementing school 

improvement program aimed at maximizing student learning outcomes. 

Many contextual factors affect school performance. Despite the economical, social, 

political or technological variation elements such as lack of skill and training, lack of 

cooperation, lack of time, lack of adequate resources and lack of vision will and 

V " ' t' db' rs to the effectiveness of instructional leadership practice. ISlon Cl Ie as arne 
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RESElIRCH D~~:TER THREE 
N lIND METHODOLOGY 

"'he main purpose of this chapter w 
I as to provide a ' 

ign and method used to cond t h' n Overvlew of the basic research 
des uc t IS stUdy Th ' 

'gn employed, data sourc ' e Overvlew comprises the research 
des! es, sample and ' 

d samplIng techniques, data collection 
, struments an procedures and meth d 
In 0 s of data analysis, 

3.1. Research Design 

The research design used In this inquiry w ' 
, , as a comparatlve study, The method 

employed was descnptIve survey desi nO' 
g, n the assumptlon that it is appropriate when 

researcher wants to compare reI t' f ' 
a evan m ormatIon of the study (Best and Kahn, 

2005:95), This is because the intension of the study was to assess instructional 

leadership practices of principals in ' government and pnvate secondary schools in 

Arada Sub City of Addis Ababa, Moreover, descriptive survey design was found to be 

suitable in that it helps to gather a large variety of data related to a problem under 

study, 

In addition, according to Keeves (1990), descriptive method ofresearch is a fact finding 

study with adequate and accurate interpretation of the findings, Besides qualitative 

method of research was employed that involves with semi-structured interviews, open­

ended questionnaire, focuse group discussions and observation check lists, In addition 

to this, quantitative research method was also used for numerical data that is obtained 

from close - ended questionnaire. 

3.2. Sources of Data 

Both primary and secondary sources were consulted to collect data for the inquiry, 

Ac d' I f' h d' f tl'on was collected from teachers, department heads, cor mg y, lrst an m orma 
st d ", 'als principals and supervisors since they are the 

U en! representahves, VlCe prmcip , 
, nd front line responsible bodies for the overall 

PrImary agents of instructional process a 
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'llstructional duties going on in the sch 
I 001. Furthermo ' f ' 

dary sources from d re, In ormatIon was secured from 
secon , ocuments mainly book' , , , 
, tion and reports f ' s, Journals, artIcles, statIstIcal 
Illforrna rom educatIonal bur ' , , 

d h 1 eaus concernIng Instructional leadership , secon ary sc 00 s. 
III 

3.3. Sample and Sampling Technique 

III ,Arada Sub City there were 109 
overnment and 12 private secondary schools. Out of 

this 3 government and 3 private sch I 
00 s were selected on the basis of purposive 

electing technique. This method w d ' 
s as use In order to focus on those schools dealing 
with Grade 9 & 10 program, Accordi 1 th 

ng y, e government secondary schools were Tikur 
Anbessa Agazian No.3 and New Era a d th ' 

, n e pnvate secondary schools were Cathedral, 
Future Hopes and Jiva. 

Regarding respondents, sample of teachers were selected and included in the sample 

on the basis of proportionate simple random sampling, but school leaders (principals 

and vice principals) were included on the basis of availability sampling technique. 

More specifically, from each government and private secondary school samples, 3 

principals, 6 vice principals and 18 department heads were taken for the study. All 

principals and vice principals were taken as respondents because of the manageability 

of their number and the key role they have in instructional leadership. Out of the 36 

department heads, in each school settings 18(50%) were taken randomly. Out of the 10 

Woreda supervisors, 5(50%) were also selected randomly for an interview. 

On the other hand, from the sample government schools , out of the total population of 

164 teachers, 51 (35%) and from sample private secondary schools, out of the total 

papulation of 85 teachers, 30 (35%) were selected for the study by simple random 

sampling technique. 

I . , '0 d t were selected from both groups of schools n addltlon to thIS, 12 stu en s 

d ' ' n by systematic purposive sampling to address proportionally for focus group ISCUSSIO 
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poth male and female students in grade 9 and 
learning process. 10 playing active role in the teaching 

Table 3.3.a: Total Population fth 
o e Sarnpl St e udy secondary schools 

Type of Name of Principa 
School School Vice Department I Principal Teachers Total - Tikur Head 1 2 Students 

Anbesa 
l! 677 1301 

~ 
Agazian 1 2 

0 New Era 
11 45 775 

t:l 1 2 11 32 599 
Total 3 6 33 154 2675 

Radical 1 2 
C!) 11 43 371 .... Jiva 
~ 1 2 

~ 
11 22 100 

Future Hops 1 2 11 20 201 
r 'l1otat 3 6 33 85 672 

Table 3.3.b: Sum.mary of Total Population and Sample Size 

Type Total Population Sample Population 
of Stud- Teach- De p t V. Stud- % Teach % Dept % V. % Prin % 
School ents e rs He ads Prin. Pr ents head Prine 

in 
c 

Gover- 2675 154 33 6 3 60 2.4 51 35 18 54 6 100 3 100 
nment 
Private 672 85 33 6 3 60 8.9 30 35 18 54 6 100 3 100 
Total 11'3347 239 66 12 6 120 11.3 81 70 36 54 12 100 6 100 

3.4. Data Gathering Instruments 

Four instruments were used in the process of gathering the necessary data for the study. 

These are questionnaires and interviews, document analysis (observation check least 

and focus group discussion. This is because using more than one data gathering 

instrument is advised to assure the reliability of the data (Yalew, 2009). 

3.4.1. Questionnaires 

QUestionnaire were utilized to collect sufficient information for descriptive survey 

structured with open and close ended type. A 5 point Likert scale items were prepared 
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d administered for the sele t d 
an c e respondents C . . 
. portant to gather straight forw d . . lose - ended questionnaIre are 
1111 ar lnformation wh 

important for respondents t ere as open -ended questionnaires 
are 0 express their feel . 

. own words. The instr lngs, perceptions, and problems with 
theIr . ument was employed to collect 

I d data from principals, vice principa s an supe!"VJ.sors. 

The questionnaire consists of three p t T . 
. ar s. he fIrst part of the questionnaire contained 

the background lnformation of the 
respondents, part two deals on dimension of 

instructional leadership and part th 
ree on factors that affect instructional leadership 

practices and possible solutions. 

3.4.2. Interviews 

Interviews were used as a source of data gathering tools, so as to strengthen the 

responses obtained through questionnaires. According to Best and Kahn (2005) the 

major way in which qualitative evaluators seek to understand perception, feeling and 

knowledge of people in certain program is through interview. However, interviews are 

found to be important instruments to perceive peoples ' awareness and attitudes from 

their words and gesture. 

The researcher initiated the interviewees (i.e principals and woreda supervisors) with 

back ground questions and 6 semi structured interview guide questions. Items in the 

interviews reflect instructional leadership practices of secondary school principals. 

3.4.3. Focus Group Discussion (FGD) 

Focus group discussion was used in this study because it is an efficient and interesting 

way of gaining insight into two ways in which people share their knowledge and argue 

their different point of views (Best and James, 2004: 142). Six FGD guiding questions 

we d f t d t lated wI·th instructional leadership roles of principals. The re prepare 01· s u en s re 

d· · . d ·th the direction of group roles and duties. The number of ISCUSSlon was deslgne Wl 

. . f government schools and 60 students from private 
partlclpants, were 60 students rom 
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choo1s, selected from grade 9 
s and grade 10 r . 

t
here were 6 groups each grou . . P oporhonally. In government schools 

P ComprIsmg 10 
me arrangement was carried' members representing both sexes. The 

sa out m private 

nducted for 2 hours on ave' secondary schools. The discussion was 
CO rage WIth each group. 

3.4.4. Observation Checldist 

Observation checklist containing nin 't 
. . e I ems that enables to focus on issues related to 

instructlOnal leadershIp practices of th '. 
e prmcipal, were prepared and administered. 

Accordingly, pertinent documents show' 
. .. . mg such as rules, regulation, duties and 

responsibilltIes, strategic plans of the sch I . 
. . . 00 s, student achIevements, CPD, participation 

of PSTA, avaIlabIlIty of instructional res .. 
ources were crItlcally observed in each sample 

school to supplement the data obtained through th o er means. 

3.5. Procedures of Data Collection 

The data collection was carried out following two stages. Initially before the 

questionnaire was administered, pilot study was conducted at Betelhem Secondary 

School (government) and Abune Gorgorios secondary School (Private). 

A pilot test is a method used to test the design and or methods and instruments prior to 

carrying out the research. Pilot testing involves conducting a preliminary test of data 

collecting tools and procedures to identify and eliminate problems, allowing programs 

to make corrective changes or adjustments before actually collecting data from the 

target population. This effective practice describes advantages of pilot testing, lists 

simple procedures to pilot test instruments, and provides additional resources, (Bakel', 

1994:182). 

As a result the instruments of data collection were pilot tested in two schools from the 

non sampled schools. The participants of the pretest were first informed about the 

objective of the pilot test and how to fill, evaluate and give feedback on the relevance of 

the . f tions layout etc of the questionnaire. Based on their contents, Items, type 0 ques, ' 
r fl" 'mproved before they were administered to the main 
e eChons, the Instruments were I 
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rticipants of the study. Thus som 1 
pa e re evant 't 

. . d Lengthy item 1 ems were used few are removed, some 
I1lodlfle . s were shortened and . 

d unclear Items were paraphrased. After the 
cessary amen ments were made th r . 

ne f' e mal COpIes were distributed to be filled by the 
respondents 0 the mam study. 

3.6. Method of Data Analysis 

The gathered data were first checked d . . . . 
an coded, classIfied and tallied In the respectlve 

up of schools. Following that the d t f . 
gro , a a 0 each group were arranged and organized In 

tables and variables. The analysis of the data was undertaken in accordance with the 

basic research questions designed for the study. This research study employed different 

data analysis techniques depending on their appropriateness. Consequently data 

collected from the respondents were analyzed by statistical tools using SPSS - 20 

version program. To analyze and interpret the quantitative data the common descriptive 

techniques such as percent, mean, mode and standard deviation were employed. 

Percentage was used for interpreting the characters of respondents. Mean, mode and 

standard deviation was used for organizing and summarizing sets of numerical data 

collected by Likert type scale in the questionnaire. In addition to this, t-test at level of 

0.05 significance scale was used to determine the difference between the responses of 

the two sample groups. 

Finally the qualitative data or the information collected through open ended items, semi­

structured interviews, focus group discussions and observation check-lists were 

analyzed to validate the quantitative data. 
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CHlIPTE 
Data Presentat' 'R FOUR lon, Anal ' 

YSIS and Interpretation 
This part of the study deals with th 

e preSentation a l' . 
gathered from the respondents ' na YS1S and mterpretation of the data 

through qu r . 
discUssions and observation che kl' . es lonnalres, interviews, focus group 

c 1st on lnstructio 1 1 . 
'n government and private sec d na eadershlp practice of principals 
I on ary schools. 

4.1. Characteristics of Res d pon ents 
Table Za - Sex and Age of Resp d on ents 

/leW Catego Gov. schools 
ry I prillcipal v/prillcip Head 

Private scllOols 
I teacher 

al 
prillcipal v/prillci head Teacher 

N % N % N 
pals 

% N % N % 
Male 3 100 4 66.7 

N % N % N % 
13 72.2 35 68.6 3 100 5 83.3 \I 61. 17 56.7 

:< F~male 0 0 2 33 .3 5 27 .8 
I 

" 
16 31.1 0 - I 16.7 7 38. 13 43 .3 

rJl 
9 

Total 3 100 6 100 18 100 51 3 - 6 18 30 100 
20-29 - - - - 12 66.7 40 78.4 - -- 2 33 .3 9 50 27 90 
30-39 I 33 .3 4 66.7 6 33.3 8 15.7 - - 4 66.7 6 33 . I 3.3 

" 3 
oJ) 40-49 I 33 .3 < - - - - 2 3.9 2 66.7 - - 3 16. I 3.3 

7 
50 and I 33 .3 2 33 .3 I 2 I 33 .3 - - - I 3.3 
above 

Total 3 99.9 6 100 18 100 51 100 3 LOO 6 100 18 100 30 99.9 

As can be seen from table 2a, there were no female principals in sample schools of both 

government and private schools. As to the vice principals 4 out of 6 were male and 2 out 

of 6 were female in government school. Where as in private schools 5 out of 6 were male 

and lout of 6 was female. 13 (72.2%) of the department heads were male and 5 (27.8%) 

were female in the government school. 11 (61.11 %) of the department heads were male 

and 7 (38.9%) were female in the private schools. In the government school teachers 35 

(68.6%) were male and 16 (31.4%) female, where as in private school teachers 17 

(56.7%) were male and 13 (43.3%) were female. Thus, this indicates that the 

participation of females on the instructional leadership position is less in private schools 

as compared to the government schools. This means females are encouraged to playa 
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Ie on leadership position in 
rO goV"ernment schools w . 
private schools. here as thls opportunity is rare in 

.~Tith reference to age of respo d vy n ents th , e greater m ' . 
in the government school and 27 (90

0 
aJonty about 40 (78.4%) of teachers 

~) of the teach . . 
category of 20-29. This shows '. ers m pnvate school were in the age 

. age slmllarity of the '. . 
four of the VIce principals w maJonty of teachers m both groups. 

ere between 30 39 
rivate schools . Only one of th '. - years old in both government and 

p e pnnclpals was under the 
bove in government school d age category 50 years and 

a an two of the r ' . 

H 
" p mClpals were in the age category 40 -49 

Years. ence, maJonty of the work f . orce m both h 
b 1

· sc 001 groups were so young that they 
need to e proper y gUlded to make them ff . e echve. 

Table 2b • Educational Qualification ofR espondents 

Category Gov. schoo ls 
principal v/pri nc Dept. Head 

ipal 
teacher principa l 

N % N % N % N % N % 
BNBSC " 100 6 .) 100 17 94.4 46 90. 2 66.7 

2 
MA/MSC - - - - I 5.6 5 9.8 I 33.3 
Total , 3 1100 6 100 18 100 51 100 3 100 

Pri vate schools 
v/princi Deot.head Teacher 

pals 
N % N % N % 
6 100 18 100 29 96.7 

- - - - I 3.3 
6 100 118 100 30 100 

Regarding the characteristics of respondents in terms of educational qualification shows 

that all of the principals and two out of the three principals were first degree holders in 

government and private schools respectively. Only one of the respondents in private 

school principals had second degree. 

As it can be seen from the data in the above table (2b) most of the principals were first 

degree holders. However, a blue print of TDP (MOE, 2007; 30-31) has stated that the 

academic qualification required for secondary school principalship is a second degree . 

Most of the principals did not fulfill this standard both in government and private 

schools. The key element of school leadership is the principal. Without well qualified 

principal the goal of achieving high standard of educational plans will be threatened 

(Mc Ewen, E.k 2003:57). Seventeen (94.4%) of department head respondents and 

(100%) of department head respondents possess first degree in government and private 
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hools respectively. Fory six (9 0 
sc 0.2 Yo) of 

. f t d governm 
owned theIr Irs egree and the rest 5 (9 8

0
/ ) ent school teacher respondents 

. t . / 0 own d 
(96.7%) of pnva e school teachers res e second degree. Twenty nine 

. . pondents owned f 
cond degree. ThIs mdicates that th '. Irst degree and only one owned 

se e mInImum level f ". 
b th groupS of sample schools H 0 quahflCahon was first degree in 
o . owever the data sho 
achers to possess second de ' Ws a clue of better opportunity for 

te gree In government 
I Schools as compared to private 

schoO s. 

Table Zc-Field of Specialization ofR espondents 

'Category Gov. schoo ls 
prillcipal v/princip Head teacher 

Private schools 
a l principal v/princip head teacher 

N % N % N % als 
N % N % ~dAd - - 2 33 .3 3 16.7 N % N % N % I 2 

EdPM - - - - I 5.6 2 2 6.7 

pEDAGO I 33.3 
3.9 2 66.7 I 16.7 I 16.7 3 10 - - 2 II.1 10 19.6 

G se. 
I 33.3 2 33 .3 2 I 1.1 4 13 .3 

OTHERS 2 66.7 4 66.7 12 66.7 38 74.5 - - 5 83.3 15 83.3 21 70 rOTAL 3 100 6 100 18 100 51 100 3 100 6 100 18 100 30 100 

Regarding area of specialization of respondents, the data on the part of the principals 

reveal that 2 of the three were from other subject area and only I was from pedagogical 

science in government schools. Of the private school principal respondents, 2 of the 

three were graduated in educational planning and management and I was from 

pedagogical science. 2 out of the 6 government school vice principals were graduated 

in educational administration and 4 (66.7%) of the respondents specialized in other 

fields. In private school vice principal respondents I was graduated in educational 

planning and management, 2 out of the 6 were graduates from educationai 

administration field and the rest 3 out of the 6 were in other subject areas. As the data 

shows the majority of schools are not headed by Ed PM graduate principals both in 

government and private schools, even though the tendency of being led by such 

principals seems to be better in private schools. Concerning the area of specialization of 

prinCipals the blue print of TDP (MOE, 207:60) has stated that the school principal need 

to have adequate knowledge, skills and attitude in the area of educational 

administration and management. The researcher also argues that principals with no 
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lear understanding of theorl' 
c es and p' . 

'. nnclples in the f' 
!l1anagement WIll contnbute no l' leld of educational planning and 

or HUe to instruction . 
alleadershlp effectiveness. 

Table 2d - Current Positio 
n and Work Exp 

"--Category Gov. schoo ls 
erzence of Respondents 

principal v/principal 
Head teacher Private schools 

N % 
Principal v/princip head Teacher N % N als % N % !PriJlcipal 3 100 · N % N % · · N % N % djiriJlcipal · · 6 100 · · 3 100 · · · · . · · DeD.I-lead · · . · · · 18 · . 6 100 100 · · . · · teacher · · . · · · . · · 51 

. · 18 100 · · 'fOTAL 3 100 6 [00 [8 100 · .. . 
100 1'00 5[ 100 

· · .. 51 5 & bellow 3 100 7 38.9 26 6 100 118 100 30 100 51 
2 33 .3 I 16.7 I 5.6 12 40 6·10 5 27.8 17 33.3 2 33.3 10 55.6 13 43.3 11·15 I 16.7 6 33.3 5 9.8 
I 3 50 6 33.3 4 13 .3 16-20 16.7 I 2 

I 5.6 21·25 I 2 2 66.7 
26 & above 3 100 2 33.3 I 2 I 33 .3 I 3.3 

T01iM 3 [00 6 100 [00 51 100 3 100 6 100 18 [00 30 100 

With regard to work experience the data in the above table shows that the teacher 

respondents in government schools 26 (61 %) had a teaching experience of 6 years and 

below; 17 (33.3 %) had 6-10 years and the rest had more than 11 years of service in 

teaching. On the other hand teacher respondents in private schools 13 (43.3%) had a 

teaching experience of 6-10 years; 12 (40%) had an experience of 6 years and below 

and the rest had more than 10 years of service. The data indicates that most of the 

teachers in government schools are less experienced than those in private schools. This 

might be due to the fact that, private schools attract experienced teachers with better 

payment. 

In sum, the data from table 2a, through table 2d indicates that the characteristics of the 

majority of the secondary school teachers of the two samples, there was no significant 

differ' l'f' t' n service years and profession. Government school ence mage, qua I lca 10 , 

fern 1 t d' . 1 h d better opportunity of being in leadership position. a e eachers an prmclpa s a 

F POSI'tl'on was not proportional in private schools and emales' position in leadership 

58 



experience and 'ncipals lack prl 
schoolS. 

training in ed . 
Ucahonal ad " . . mmlstratlOn m government 

4.2.1. Instructional Leadel'shi Di . 

4
2.1. 1. Defining and Commu

P ' ~enslons 
. nlcatJng School M' , lSSlon 

This dimension is concerned with h 
ow the schools d f 

d effective instruct' I I e me their mission that directs 
loWaI s lOna eadership and . 

. ' contnbutes to a positive school climate. 
Accordmg to Weller and Hartley (1994 '25 

. . . ), schools that are improving in learning 
achievement have mission statements th t f . 

a ocus on curncular and instructional goals. 
These goals become the frame work for e . 

verythmg the school does and are translated 
10 a vision of excellence. The visionar' . 

Y mstructIonal leadership provides teachers and 
learners with an overall sense of purp d ose an what responsibility is expected of them. 

Therefore defining and communicating school mission items that describe the 

dimension were presented to the group of respondents in both government and private 

secondary schools. All items were set to elicit the practices of instructional leadership in 

Ihe schools. Respondents were asked to rate from "always" to "Never at all" depending 

on the degree of performance or implementation of each item. 

In analyzing this dimension, based on principle of rounding off, the mean which is 

probably more important measure to describe the extent of practices were interpreted 

as: Mean 2: 4.5 very high; 3.5~ Mean < 4.5 high; 2.5~ Mean< 3.5 Moderate; 1.5~ Mean< 

2.5 Low and Mean< 1.5 very low practiced. Moreover, an independent sample t-test 

was used to check whether the difference between means of samples is statistically 

significant due to respondents' position: government and private schools . In the 

analysis , the calculated t value was compared with the tabulated t value (t critical= 1.96 

at -005 I If"f] d df-133) The mean values were used to decide the degree a-. eve 0 sigm lcance an - . 

of implementation of each item and or the dimension. 
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'fable 3-Rating on the extent to 
which principals 

mission define and Communicate School 

'""No Item 
The extent to wh ieh leaders i Respon 

through the following tas~ Ill~ ~ehool under go dents I d 's as mstruetional N 
ea er ... 

'I Develop a school wide mis . . Slon focu d student learnmg se on Gov. 78 

rz Promote stakeholders partic' . . Pro 57 
setting Ipatlon In goal Gov. 78 

Pro 57 
3 Communicate the school acad . . ernie goals Gov. 78 WIth students, teachers parent d . 's an the PI'. commumty 57 

4 Allocate resources required for the 
accompllshment of instructional qoals 

Gov. 78 
Pr. 57 5 Use need assessment to secure st ff ' . . a mput to Gov. 78 miSSIOn development 
Pro 57 

6 Develop mission that is achievable and 
easily understood by the school community 

Gov. 78 

PI'. 57 
7 Use student achievement data when 

developing school goals. 
Gov. 78 
PI'. 57 

8 Articulate the school mission which gives Gov. 78 
priorities to instructional process PI'. 57 

Average Gov. 78 
Pr. 57 

N.B: Extent of the practice: Mean 2: 4.5 very high 

3.5~ Mean < 4.5 high 

2.5~ Mean< 3.5 Moderate 

1.5~ Mean< 2.5 Low 

Mean< 1.5 very low 

ResDonses 
mean sd t-test P value 

3. 18 0477 1.041 .300 
3.09 .544 
3.05 .318 -2.924 
3.28 .526 .540 

3.08 .504 -.276 
.783 

3.11 .646 

3.10 .524 -10400 
3.23 .164 

.501 
3.04 .340 1.803 

3.11 .557 
.424 

3.08 .477 0.633 
.128 

3.02 .612 

2.79 .567 -4.643 

3.25 .544 
.000 

3.10 .524 -1 .877 

3.28 .559 
.063 

3.090 .484 -.245 .202 
3.114 .563 

Item I on table 3 is about the development of a school wide mission focused on student 

learning by the principal as an instructional leader. The calculated mean of government 

school respondents was 3.18 while private school respondents' score was 3.09. This 

score revealed that principals' performance is moderate in both groups. This means 

prinCipals sometimes develop school mission focused on student learning. The t-test for 

significance was also employed. The t-test value for item I was 1.041 which is less than 

the t-critical (1.960). This shows that there is no statistically significant difference 

between the responses of the two groups of respondents. 

As depicted in item 2 of table 3, the calculated mean score of government school 

respondents was 3.05 while that of private school respondents was 3.28. This indicates 
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11 t private school principals p 
t a rOmote stakeholders Pt' . . 
l1an the government principals d T ar IClpahon in goal setting better 
t o. he t-test value' . 
. greater than the t-critical (1 96) ' obtamed for Item 2 was -2.924 which 
IS • • ThiS confirms 
difference between government and that there is statistically significant 

priVate s hI ' 
participation in goal setting. Similarl th ' ~ 00 s m promoting stakeholders 

. dYe mtervlew conducted wI'th 
supervisors an also responses bt. principals and 

o amed fro . 
frmed that there is reI l' 1 m students focus group discussion 

con I a lve y strong bond b . 
t h 1 

etween private schools and parents than 
in governmen sc 00 s. 

With regard to communicating the scho . 
01 academiC goals with stakeholders and 

resource allocation, item 3 in table 3 rated 'th 
, WI mean value 3.08 and 3.11; item 4, 3.10 

and 3.23 for government and private s hI ' . 
c 00 prinCipals respectively. The t-test value for 

item 3 and 4(.276 and -1 400) resp l' 1 . . ec we y whICh was less than the t-critical (1.960) . This 

showed that there was no statistically significant difference between the mean values of 

responses of the two group respondents. This indicates that principals of both 

government and private school perceive the tasks in a similar way. 

As can be seen in the above table item 7, considering the use of student achievement 

data when developing school goals was performed better by private school principals 

than those in government schools, with mean values 3.25 and 2.79. Item 6 of table 3, 

regarding development of achievable and understandable mission by the school 

community, both government and private schools were rated with mean value of 3.08 

and 3.02 respectively. This implies that they carry out the task in a similar way. As in 

item 5 of table 3, the calculated mean score of government school respondents was 3 .04 

While private school respondents mean score was 3.11. This score revealed that private 

school principals make need assessment to secure staff input to mission development 

better than the government principals do. In this case, the t-value was 1.80 which is less 

than t-critical (1.96). This shows that there is no statistically significant difference 

between the responses of government and private school respondents. 

As to the necessity of need assessment which is the base for school based staff 

dey 1 L h d L kwood (1998'29-34) have asserted a critical that "staff e opment, atc em an oc . 
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elopment makes sense only h 
de" w en a clear need 

ders have role and are able to d lea 0 so. 
has been identified" and school 

In the developing of mission that is a h ' 
. (. 6) c levable and easily understood by the school 

oxnmumty ltem ,respondents rated 
c government and private schools with mean 
cores (3.08 and 3.02 ) respectively indo . 

s lcatmg that principals in government schools 
had performed better in this aspect as 

compared to those in private schools. Item 8 of 
ble 3 which deals with task of princ ' I' , , 

ta ' lpa s m articulatmg the school mission which gives 
'orities to instructional process g 

pn , overnment schools were rated with mean value 3.10 
d private school group with mean I 3 2 '" , , 

an va ue , 8, Thls mdlcates that leaders m pnvate 
hools give due attention to instructl' I '" , , sc ona processes m arhculatmg the school mlSSlon. 

The interviews made with principals, supervisors and also reports of document analysis 

supported the presence of a well organized and written vision and mission of each 

school. But opinion obtained from student focus group discussion pointed out that, the 

communication method of the mission that the schools used was poor, Nevertheless, the 

overview of the average mean value this dimension showed that the practices of the 

instructional leaders of both school settings had significant difference in promoting 

stakeholders participation, use of need assessment & students' achievement data, 

private schools performing better and were more or less similar in the rest of the items 

indicated under this dimension, 

4.2.1.2. Managing Curriculum and Instruction 

M ' 'I d l'nstruction is one of the activities of instructional leaders. It anagmg curncu urn an 

refers to the provision of opportunities for staff collaboration on the alignment of 

'I f t d d and achievements In this case the principal is expected to curncu urn or s an ar s ' 
, 'I d provide the necessary assistance for work with teachers to coordmate curncu urn an 

teachers on instructional issues , 
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With this regard, twelve question 
s Were administe d 

d opinions of respondents i re to gather the perceptions, views 
all n sample govern . 

Jlected through the five point s 1 . ment and pnvate schools. The data 
CO ca e Was Inter . 
Table 4 -Respondents view 0 •• preted as Indicated in the table below. 

n pnnclpals' practl.ce 
jIlstruction 

'NO Item 
Principals in my school ... Resp 

... '" . ,' ... ... . " .... oncle N 

~ Safe guard the instructional nts 
time 

wastage by announcements, 
from Gov. 78 

trainings etc. meetings, Pro 57 

2 Control class size for effective inst f 
Gov. ruc lonal 78 process 
Pr. 57 

3 Schedule co-curricular activities in sup t 
Gov. 78 f I h' por of the orma teac mg - learning process. Pr. 57 

4 Participate actively in the review of Gov. 78 curriculum materials. Pr. 57 
5 Assess the relationship between the school Gov. 78 curricular objectives and the school Pro 57 

achievement tests. 
6 Ensure the timely allocation of human, Gov. 78 

material and financial resources, necessary Pr. 57 
for instructionalRrocess 

7 Conduct continuous supervision in the Gov. 78 
school Pr. 57 

8 Be available in the school compound Gov. 78 
during instructional time and conduct formal Pr. 57 
and informal classroom observation on 
regular bases with the necessary feed back 
to improve instruction. 

9 Promote quality instruction by conducting Gov. 78 
teaching conference. 

Pr. 57 

10 Check the standards and curriculum Gov. 78 

coverage of the exams. Pr. 57 
II Plan the activities of professional Gov. 78 

development to improve classroom Pr. 57 

instruction 
12 Discuss with teachers academic progress of Gov. 78 

students based on test results Pr. 57 

N.B. Extent of the prachce: Mean ~ 4.5 very high 

3.5$ Mean < 4.5 high 

2.5$ Mean< 3.5 Moderate 

1.5< Mean< 2.5 Low 

Mean< 1.5 very low 
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in managing curriculum and 

Responses 
mean sci t-test P 

value 
3.23 .784 

-4.224 .000 
3.77 .707 

3.27 .856 -1 .39 .891 
3.26 .768 

3.40 .779 
2.363 .020 

3.09 .714 

3.10 .891 -1 .137 
3.12 .678 .034 

3.37 .758 
-1 .893 .061 

3.61 .701 

3.59 .797 

3.63 .587 -.351 .726 

3.23 .836 
-1.410 .161 

3.42 .680 

3.27 .750 

-3.737 .000 
3.68 .540 

3.00 .822 -1 .296 .197 

3.18 .710 

3.15 .740 -1 .841 .068 
3.19 .701 
3.23 .772 

.683 .496 
3.14 .743 

.804 3.28 
-1.729 .086 

3.50 .601 



AS it was indicated in item 1 of tab1 
e 4, the calculat d 

spondents was 3.23 while priv t e mean Score of government school 
re a e school respond 
hat private schools were rated hi h' '. ents mean score was 3.77, this shows 
t g ,indicating that th ' .. . 

rding instructional time fr ey were m a better posltlon m safe 
gua om wastage b . 

ared to government s h 1 Y meetings, trainings and announcements, as 
comp c 00 s. The t-value c 
, ter than the t-cr't' I omputed for this item was -4.224, which 
}s grea Ilca (1.96). Th ' 

IS shows that there is statistically significant 
difference between the responses of the 

two groups of respondents. 

In controlling class size for effective in t ' 
, s ructIonal process (item 2 of table 4) government 

schools and pnvate schools more or less 
are at the same status as the mean value scores 

(3.27 and 3.26) indicate respectively. 

Furthermore, activities like reviewing of curriculum materials, promoting quality 

education by conducting teaching f ' con erence and checkmg the standards and 

curriculum coverage (item 4,9&10) of table 4 were least rated in this dimension as can 

be perceived from the mean values stated. The t-values obtained for the items were (_ 

1.13, - 1.29 and -1.84) respectively which was less than the t-critical (1.96). This shows 

that there is no statistically significant difference between the responses of government 

and private schools respondents. As shown in item 6 of table 4, the extent of timely 

allocation of human, material and financial resources was rated high with mean values 

(3.59 and 3.61) for government and private schools respectively. Conducting 

supervision in government and private schools was rated moderate with mean values 

(3.23 and 3.42) respectively. 

In item 3 of table 4, principals' activity in scheduling co-curricular activities in support of 

the formal teaching-learning process was rated with mean values (3.40 and 3.09) for 

government and private schools respectively. The t-test value for item 3 was 2.36 which 

W t th t 't' 1 (1 960) This shows that there is statistically significant as grea er an -cn Ica . . 

d'ff h s of the two groups of respondents indicating that co-
l erence between t e response 

. . . . 11 t ' d I'n government schools than in private schools. curncular activIties are we prac Ice 
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assessing the relationship betw 
III . een the school c. " 
achievement tests (Item 5 of table 4 urncular objectIves and the school 

) the calculated 
spondents was moderate (3.37) mean value of government school 

re . where as that of . 
. dicates that mstructional lead' pnvate schools was high (3.61). This 
III ers In privat 
ctivities were in line with the s h . e schools check whether co-curricular 

a cool achIeve men 
h's item was 1.893 which is gr t t tests or not. The t-test employed for 
t I ea er than the t- ' f . 
, nificant difference betwee th cn Ical, showmg that there is statistically 

slg n e responses of 
government and private schools. 

Item 8 of table 4 was rated with mea I 
. ' . n va ues (3.27 and 3.68) for government and private 

schOols respectIvely, mdlcating th t . . 
a pnnclpals in private schools were frequently 

available in the school compound du " . . 
nng mstructIonal tIme better than principals in 

government schools do. This shows that . . . 
pnnclpals exercIsed formal and informal class 

room supervision with the necessary feedb k . ac so as to Improve the teaching learning 
process in private schools. The t-value obtained f thO . . . or IS Item was (-3.737) WhICh IS 
greater than the t-critical (1.960) Th' h " . . , . . IS sows that there IS statIstIcally sIgmflcant 

difference between responses of government and prI'vat hid e sc 00 respon ents . 

In discussing academic progress of students with teachers, based on test results (item 

12 of table 4), government schools were rated moderate with mean value (3.28) while 

private schools were rated high with mean value (3.50). This shows that instructional 

leaders in private schools analyze test achievements so as to ensure academic progress 

of students. 

As can be seen from the data, respondents in government and private schools showed 

more or less similarities, on activities of instructional leaders such as reviewing 

curriculum materials, timely allocation of resources, conducting supervision and 

planning the activities of professional development to improve classroom instruction. 

On the other hand, significant differences were observed in activities such as, safe 

guarding instructional time, programming co-curricular activities in support of the 

instructional process, an attempt to harmonize school curricular objectives and 

achievement tests, following the instructional process being available in the school 
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IllPound and communicatin 
CO g the acad . 

It 
ernIc p 

test resu s. rogress of st d . oIl u ents wlth teachers based 

When we see the overall d ' . lmenslOn th 
. t f ' e eva 1 t' iIlstructlOn, mos 0 the items Were rat d ua lon on managing curriculum and 

h 1 H e as a moder t 
private sc 00 s. owever, in the d'. a e performance in government and 

lmenslOn of . 
iIlstructional leaders' in gove managmg curriculum and instruction, 

. . rnment schools are . 
leaders m pnvate schools as the performmg less as compared to 

mean valu f . . es 0 most of th ' . 
the exceptlOn of ltems 2,3 and 11 0 . . e ltems m table 4 indicate with 

. pmlOn gathered f " 
supervisors and from focus grou d'. rom maJonty of the principals and 

p lSCUSslons of stud 
above difference between the tw ents supports the existence of the 

o groups of schools. 

4.2.1.3 Promoting a Positive Sch 1 L . 
00 earnmg Climate 

Table 5.1 Respondents' ratingonp t t' . . 1 ro ec Ing Instruct' 1 t' 
professlona development by schoo11eaders lona llne & promoting 

No Item Respon 
Protecting Instruc tional Time dents N 

1 Make teachers to use instructional ti 
f h ' me Gov. 78 
or teac mg and practicing new skills Pro 57 

and concepts 
2 Provision of guidance to late comers 

early leavers and absentee students' 
and teachers 

Promote profess iona l development.. .... 

3 Support the use of skills acquired 
during the in service training in 
classroom. 

4 Arrange time for staff meeting to 
promote teachers share ideas 

B: Extent of the p ractice: Me n > 4. a 5 ve ry high 

3.5::: Mean < 4.5 high 

2.5::: Mean< 3.5 Mode rate 

Gov. 78 
Pro 57 

Gov. 78 

PI'. 57 

Gov. 78 

Pl' . 57 
< 1.5_ Mean< 2.5 Low 

Mean< 1.5 very low 

Responses 
mean sd t-test 
3.44 .731 -
3.68 .631 

2.062 

3.71 1.065 

3.81 . 766 
-.653 

3.65 
.621 

1.466 
3.49 .658 

3.49 .917 .261 

3.35 .851 

P value 

.041 

.515 

.145 

.040 

As it can be seen in item 1 table 5.1 , respondents were asked to rate the extent to which 

the instructional leaders make teachers to use instructional time for teaching. 

Respondents in government schools rated moderate with a mean of 3.44 and private 

schools rated high, with mean score 3.68.This indicates that instructional time was well 

protected in private schools than in government schools. In item 2 table 5.1 the 
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"rision of guidance to late co 
pro mers, early 1 

h· h . h eavers and b 
as rated Ig WIt a mean Score f (3 a sentee students and teachers 

W . . . 0 .71 and 3.81) f 
Pectively mdlCatmg that th or government and private schools 

res ere Was . . awareness 
instructional hme m both groups. creation towards protection of 

Students were asked to discuss on th 
e extent to whO h . 

. their schools . Principals ad . lC mstructional time was protected 
In n sUpervIsors t . 

. 00, were mterviewed with the same 
questlOns. Responses collected concernin th' . 

. . g IS ISsue from principals , supervisors and 
students by conductmg mterviews and f 

. . ocus group discussions strongly support the fact 
that instructlOnal hmes were wasted b 

ecause of unplanned meetings, trainings and one 
or two days before and after pUblic holida . . 

ys mamly m government schools. The t-value 
of protecting an instructional time was (-2 062) h ' h . . . 

. W lC IS greater than the cnhcal value 
(1.96) . This shows that there is statistical differenc b tw h 

e e een t e two groups of schools at 
005 significant level. This again implie th t . . . . . . s a protechon of mstruchonal hme IS moderate 

in government schools and it is high in private schools. 

It has been found that protection of instructional time is an important norm of influence 

on the behavior of teachers . Joyce and Showerce (1995) found however, that teachers ' 

innovation is possible only when teachers who try new practices released from 

competing demand on their time. With regard to meetings, Hord (1988:9) warns that 

what teachers need is more time for instruction and less for meetings. He found that 

valuing and protecting instructional time is a key element for principals ' leadership 

practice in the professional learning community. Similarly as the data collected 

revealed, principals were unable to protect instructional time from wastage. 

As indicated in item 3 of table 5.1 , concerning support on the use of skills acquired 

durl' th ' . t ., l'n classroom the calculated mean of government school ng e m servIce rammg , 

respondents was high (3.65) where as that of private school respondents was moderate 

(3 49) " . . . l ' support on the use of skill acquired during the in . . ThIS mdlcates that pnnclpa s 
. t be high in government secondary schools and 

seYVlce training in classroom seems 0 . 

. h th t principals in government school Implement 
moderate in private schools. ThIS sows a 
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CP
D program in a better way as compar . ' ed to those . 

table 5.1, m arrangmg time for staff, In private schools. As to item 4 of 
. meehng to r 

"a
lue 

obtamed was (3.49 and 3.36) f P omote teachers share ideas mean 
or gover . t th t nment and . this indIca es a government school . . pnvate schools respectively, 

. pnncipals cre t . 

a
chers to share Ideas so as to a e conducIve environment for 

te pro mot e professional d 
irt1ilarity between government and . evelopment. Thus, we can see 

s pnvate school' . 
itert1

S 
1 & 3. In Items 2 & 4 where as they differ in 

Table 5.2 Respondents Perception M' on alnt" ammg Visibility of principals 

,- No Item 
Principals in My School ...... 

1 Participate in extra co curricular 
activities. 

2 Tutor or provide direct instruction to 
classes 

3 Take time to talk informally with students 
and teachers 

4 Create opportunities for stakeholders to 
discuses on school affaires so as to 
contribute for the enhancement of the 
instruction 

Average 

N.B: Extent of the practice: Mean> 4.5 ve hi h ry g 

3.5:'0 Mean < 4.5 high 

2.5:'0 Mean< 3.5 Moderate 

Respo 
ndents N mean 
Gov. 78 3.27 
Pr. 57 

3.16 

Gov. 78 3.27 
PI'. 57 3.42 
Gov. 78 3.42 
Pr. 57 3.25 
Gov. 78 3.14 
Pr. 57 

3.23 

Gov. 78 3.275 
PI'. 57 3.33 

< 1.5_ Mean< 2.5 Low 

Mean< 1.5 very low 

Responses 
sci t-test 
.750 

.492 
1.040 

.817 

.775 
-1.101 

.861 1.307 

.714 

.768 
-.672 

.708 

.799 

.706 
-.353 

P value 

.300 

.273 

.194 

.503 

.297 

In item 1 of table 5.2, the extent of participation in extra co-curricular activities was rated 

moderate both in government and private schools with mean values (3.27 and 

3.16)respectively. However this activity seems to be better in government schools than 

in private schools. Tutoring or providing direct instruction to classes indicated on item 

2, table 6.2 was carried out in a better way in private schools than in government 

schools as mean value (3.27 and 3.42) shows respectively. On the other hand the mean 

values (3.42 and 3.25) of item 3 table 5.2 reveals that government schools take 

considerable time to discuss informally with students and teachers than the private 

school principals do. 
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cerning the attempt to cre t 
coP a e 0Pportunir 
ffairs so as to contribute for the h les for stakeholders to discuss on school 

a . en ancement of h . 
eaP values obtamed (3.14 and 3.23) t e mstruction, item 4 of table 5.2, 

ro for government . 
. dicates that the participation of st k and pnvate schools respectively, 
IP . . a e hOlders in th . . 

relatively prOmlsmg in privat e process of teachmg and learmng 
was e schoOls than in th 

bt 
ined from majority of the p . . e government ones. The responses 

o a nnclpals throu h · . 
d cted by students also st g mtervIews and focus group discussions 

coP u rengthen the result obtained. 

1!~ it can be seen from table 6 2 both 
r»> • government d . an pnvate schools performed all the 
items moderately. However they differ in 

government schools being better at items 1&3 
and private schools at items 2&4. 

In addition to this, concerning visibil ·t . h 
I y, m t e open ended questions most of the 

Principals reported that , they were not fre tl . ·bl quen y VISI e in the school compound as 

well as in the classroom due to meetings or workload A th ·d t· s. mong e gUl e ques IOns 

forwarded to students for focus group discussion, one was on the degree of visibility of 

principals in the school compound. Almost all of the government school students 

expressed their opinion saying that" school principals were not visible to give feedback 

to issues raised by students related to the teaching learning process" . The majority of 

private school students agreed that their principals frequently visit classrooms and give 

the necessary feedbacks, where as few of them confirmed that the visibility of the 

principals was not satisfactory. The t-test employed for significance revealed that there 

is no statistically significant difference between government and private school in rating 

all the items of the sub-dimension. The analysis of this concept may tell us that the extent 

of gap between the schools was commonly understood by respondents of both 

government and private school. 
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'1' ble 5.3 Views of Responde t a n Son P '. 
rO'V1SIOn of I 

No Item ncenti'Ves by principals 
Principal in Illy schoo l .... .... .. .. .... ... .. .... 

1-1 Reward special efforts of te h ac ers 
students and even parents. ' 

2 Reinforce e xcellent practices of 
performances of teachers d . 

. . unng staff 
meetmgs, pubhc gatherings, 
newsletters or memos. 

3 Honor students for best acade . 
h ' mlC ac levements, behavioral cha . nges or 

any valuable contnbution 

N.B: Extent of the practice : Mean > 4.5 very high 

3.5:S Mean < 4.5 high 

2.5:S Mean< 3.5 Moderate 

Respon 
dents N mean 

Gov. 78 3.08 Pro 57 
Gov. 3.51 

78 3.29 Pr. 57 

3.51 

Gov. 78 3.60 
Pro 57 

3.63 

1.5:S mean 2. < 5 Low 

Mean< 1.5 very low 

Responses 
sd t-test 

1.029 -
.539 3.161 
.824 

-
.504 1.865 

.811 

.616 -.236 

p 
value 

.002 

.064 

.814 

The other sub dimension depicted in 't 
1 ems 1, 2 and 3 of table 5.3 was on how 

instructional leaders provide incentives for teachers st d t d f h' , u en s an even parents or t elr 

special effort. As can be seen from the mean score results of items (l, 2 and 3) of table 

5.3, instructional leaders in private schools perform better than those in government 

schools. 

As indicated In item 1 table 5.3, the extent of reward for special efforts of teachers, 

students and even parents was rated moderate and high with mean values (3.08 and 

3.51) for government and private schools respectively. This may reveal that the main 

stakeholders are acknowledged for any special improvement they show in private 

schools better than in government schools. 

Reinforcement of excellent practices and performances of teachers during staff 

meetings, public gatherings, newsletters etc. in government schools was rated 

moderate with mean value (3 .29) while this was rated high with mean value (3 .51) in 

private schools. This shows that private school leaders consider any special 

. . so as to retain employees better than what is Improvements and provide incentlves 

going on, in government schools. 

As d of principals practice in honoring students 
depicted in item 3 of table 5.3, the egree 

f . 1 hanges or any valuable contribution was 
or best academic achievements, behavlOra c 

70 



--------------------------------------------------------, 
d high in both government . 

rate and pnvate h 
Th ' . . sc ools . h 

espectively. IS mdlCates that stude Wit mean values (3.60 and 3.63) 
r nts are treated . . 

ttings. In support of the above d t almost similarly in both school 
se a a, the student 

rn document analysis, in that researcher has obtained evidences 
fro . students Were . 

rtificates at least tWice a year in all h given material rewards and merit 
ce sc ools. 

out of 120 students participated ' f 
m ocus group discus ' 

d nts were honored for ad ' SlOn almost all agreed that 
stu e ca emlC achievemen . 

. , " . ts, behavlOral changes and for their 
clive partlClpatlon m cO-curncular s h 1 
a. c 00 clubs. School principals were also asked on 
the rewardmg system or provision of ince' . . 

' . nhves m their respective schools. All of the 

Principals and VIce prmcipals replied th t 
a students were honored for any special 

performance that adds value to the instructio I 
na process. There for both government 

Private schools show similarity at items 3 in th t 't . 
, a I was rated high, but differ in items I & 

2, private schools being better in the the provision incentives. 

4.2. Supervising Instruction 

The major aspect of supervision IS to examine the instructional process and assist 

teachers to be competent and improve students' learning. Unless the instructional 

leaders endeavor to manage and evaluate the day to day activities and cope up with 

current supervisory leadership demand, it would be difficult for them to provide the 

necessary support and services for teachers. Instructional leaders' are expected to play 

supervisory leadership role through examining the direction of the ongoing educational 

changes, teaching approach, continuous assessment, and task centered research and 

instructional materials (MOE, 2007:64). 

Thus to examine the extent to which instructional leaders of the school were involved 

mainly in clinical supervisory activities, a five point scale that ranges from "always" to 

" d 11 t nalyze and interpret the data from the respondents. never at all" was use to co ec, a . 

A . tl . 3=sometimes' 2=rarely; I =never at all, The mean 
ccordmgly, 5=always; 4=frequen y,' . 

. k and used to judge the extent to WhICh the 
results obtained under each Item were ta en 
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. 'ty was performed concer . 
acu\Tl mng the dime . 
erification, school supervisory doc nSlon, Supervising instruction. For further 

'/ uments and a . . 
'tll woreda supervisors and school '. Pinion collected through interviews 

'Ill pnnclpals Wer .. 
e cnhcally reviewed. 

'" ble 6.1 Ratings on instructional I jCl eaders' pr t· ac Ice on pr Ob e servation Conference 
~ Item 

inslructionalleade/,s of my scho I o '" .... " . 
" '" 

~ Create rapport that facilitates 
communication and understanding 

2 Agree on objectives, methods ofre d ' . cor mg 
the class and hme of observation ' 

'3 Decide on instruments of recording 
Create rapport that facilitates 
communication and understandino 

'4 Discuss on aspects of the lesson to focus 
. to on while observm 

5 Set time for post observation conference 

N.B: Extent of the practice: Mean > 4.5 very high 

3 .5:'5 Mean < 4.5 high 

2.5:'5 Mean< 3.5 Moderate 

Respon 
dents N mean 

Gov. 78 
Pro 57 

Gov. 78 
Pro 57 

Gov. 78 
Pro 57 

Gov . 78 
PI'. 57 
Gov. 78 
Pro 57 
I. < 5 Mean< 2.5 Low 

Mean< 1.5 very low 

3.28 

3.35 

3.23 

3.30 

3.08 

3.12 

3.00 
3.12 
2.35 
2.49 

Responses 
sd t-test 

.836 

.551 
-.576 

.925 

.731 
-.456 

.937 

.629 
-.321 

.822 -.944 

.629 

.770 -1.220 

.539 

P 
value 

.566 

.649 

.749 

.327 

.220 

As indicated in items 1, 2 and 3 of table 6.1, the school instructional leaders' extent of 

creating mutual understanding, agree on objectives, methods and time of observation, 

deciding instruments of recording were rated moderate with mean values of (3.28, 3.23 

and 3.08) for government schools and (3.35, 3.30 and 3.12) for private schools 

respectively. The t-value obtained for these items was (-.576 ,-.456 and -.321) 

respectively which is less than the t-critical (l.96). This shows that there is no statistically 

significant difference between the responses of government and private school 

respondents. 

In discussing with the teacher on aspects of the lesson to focus on during observation, 

(item 4) was rated with mean values (3.00 and 3.12) for government and private schools 

respectively. This shows that private school teachers do have better chance to discuss 

W
'th '. h f areas of the lesson during class observation. This 
I Instructlonal leaders on t e ocus 

. . . h Is give due attention to activities to be done 
lmphes again principals in pnvate sc 00 .' 

b b
in item 5 of table 6.1, time settmg for post 

efore class observation. But as can e seen 
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erV'ation conference Was ops rated low . 
. h In both 

d 2.49, whlc was below aVe school settin . 
all . . rage as com gs wIth mean values of 2.35 

110ws that prmclpals and teach pared to the othe't . 
5 ers rarely set t' r 1 ems m the table. This 
poth government and private schools. Ime for post observation conference in 

~o can be seen in table 6 I 
r>" • , the mean 

nt and 
. scores obtal'n d 

governme pnvate school e from responses of both 
. . . respondents on . 

upe!VlSlOn concermng activiti ' the fIrst stage of instructional 
5 es earned out 

t 
Howe . on pre obs t' modera e. ver, mstructional I erva lOn conference was 

. . eaders in private s h . 
attentlOn on the necesslty of conductin cools relatlvely pay more 

g pre observation f 
like communicating on what, how and wh can erence with the teacher, 

en the class obse . . 
compared to those in government h rvatlon IS to be carried on, as 

sc ools. Instructional 1 d . 
similar in that setting time for post ob' ea ers m both groups were 

servahon conference was poor. 

Table 6.2 Ratings on instructional lead ' . ers practice on class Ob room servation 
No item 

instrllclionalleaders of my school ... ... 
Respon 
dents N 

1 Observes the teachers teaching behavior Gov. 78 
Pr. 57 

2 Records the classroom behavior including Gov. 78 
students reflection Pr. 57 

3 Focus on events that need either Gov. 78 
encouragement or improvement Pr. 57 

Average Gov. 78 
Pr. 57 

N.B: Extent of the practice: Mean> 4.5 ve hi h ry g 

3.5:0: Mean < 4.5 high 

2.5:0: Mean< 3.5 Moderate 

< 1.5_ Mean< 2.5 Low 

Mean< 1.5 very low 

Responses 
mean sd t-test 

3.35 .923 
3.46 .657 

-.809 

3.37 .955 
3.37 .698 .024 -
3.63 .968 
3.54 .683 

.593 

3.45 .948 
3.45 .679 

.064 

P 
value 
.420 

.981 

.554 

.651 

As shown in the item 1 table 6.2, the extent to which principals observe the teaching 

behavior of teachers was rated moderate with mean values 3.35 and 3.46 for 

government and private schools respectively. On the other hand both government and 

private schools instructional leaders were rated moderate with mean value 3.37. This 

shows that there is close similarity between the principals' practices on recording the 

classroom behavior including students' reflection. As to item 3 in the above table 

principals in government schools were rated high with mean value 3.63 while private 
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01 principals with mean 1 
sehO va Ue 3.54 l-I . . Owev 

'Ilcipals m government schools f er from the res It prl ocus more u we can see that, 
. provernent than priv t on events that . or 1m a e principal need eIther encouragement 

. . s do Th 
supervisOry achvlty was 3.45 for both go . e average mean score on class 

h vernment ad' 
bservation on t e teaching behavi n pnvate schools . This shows that 

o or and record ' 
performed almost similarly. mg the classroom observation was 

Table 6.3 Ratings on instructional I eaders' pr t' ac Ice on analysis of Observation 
~ Item 

il1structiol1alleaders oj my school Respo 
... ... '" ' " ndents N mean 

~ Analyses data to display critical i 'd 
1 ly. nC1 ent Gov. 78 c ear . 3.10 

2 Organize information as a constructive 
Pr. 57 3.14 

feedback that enables to build tea h 
Gov. 78 3.28 

ap; bTty d c ers Pr. 57 
ca a 11t an teachinq behavior. 3.09 

3 Distinguish area that should be enco Gov. . uraged 78 3.28 
and those wh1ch need further impro . vement Pr. 57 
and remforcement. 3.07 

4 Consider teachers experience nature and Gov. 78 3.04 
content of the lesson and levels of Pr. 57 
relationship before post observation 3.07 
conference. 

Average 
Gov. 78 3.17 
Pr. 57 3.09 

N.B: Extent of the practice: Mean;::: 4.5 very high 1.5S Mean< 2.5 Low 

3.5:'0 Mean < 4.5 high 

2.5:'0 Mean< 3.5 Moderate 

Mean< 1.5 very low 

Responses 
sd t-test P 

value 
.749 -.309 .758 
.667 
.866 

1.597 .113 
.544 

.881 
1.607 .110 

.651 

1.050 
-.204 

.753 
.838 

.886 .454 

.653 
.674 

As shown in items 1 and 4 of table 6.3, extent of analysis of data display critical incident 

and considering teachers experience nature and content of the lesson were rated 

moderate with mean values of (3.20 and 3.14) and (3.04 and 3.07) for government and 

private schools respectively. This shows that instructional leaders in private schools 

were better in data analysis to interpret critical incidents and in taking in to account the 

level of relationship between teachers experience, nature and content of the lesson 

before the post observation conference. 

On the other hand in items 2 and 3 of table 6.3, the extent of organizing information as a 
, 

constructive feedback that enables teachers' capability and teaching behavior and 
ide t'fy t d reinforcement were rated moderate with 

n 1 area that needs improvernen an 
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eaP value of (3.28, 3.09) and 
J1l • • . (3.28, 3 07) 

ectively. ThIS mdlcates that . . for gover reSP .' . Instructional 1 nment and private schools 
f rnance m glvmg feedb k eaders in g per or ac to activities overnment schools had better 

~c revealed under the t-test result th . . 
f'" ere 1S n . 

2 
and 4. But in item 3 the c 1 1 0 stahstically significant d 'ff . 1, , a cu ated til erence on ltems 

1 ( . . -va ue was 1 60 
tabulated t-va ue t-cntlcal= 1.96 at a=O 06 I . 7 which was greater than the 

. evel of si 'f 

h
at even though distinguishing gm lcance and df =133) This shows 

t areas which ' . 
. t' 1 1 need 1mpro all'long 1nstruc lona eaders was rated vement and reinforcement 

. moderate , govern 
bit greater than pnvate schools. This ment schools rated the item a 

may be due to th . 
chO

ols 
who rated the item from th . e ratmgs of the government 

5 elr own prospective. 

Table 6.4 Respondents views on po t b . 5 0 servahon com erence 
No Item 

instructional leaders oj my 
school.. .... .. . .. . 

1 Presents data in a supportive wa . , y 
conslstent Wlth plan in advance. 

2 Holds discussion with teachers on wh t 
. I a 
IS panned and the actual classroom 
behavior. 

3 Reveal events to be encouraged and 
those requiring improvement 

4 Make an agreement on what to be done 
on both side for the next time 

Average 

N.B: Extent of the p ractice: Mean> 4.5 ve ry high 

3.5~ Mean < 4.5 high 

2.5~ Mean< 3.5 Moderate 

Respond 
ents 

Gov. 
Pr. 
Gov. 

Pr. 

Gov. 
PI'. 
Gov. 
Pr. 
Gov. 
Pr. 

N mean 

78 3.21 
57 3.11 
78 3.21 

57 2.95 

78 3.26 
57 3.16 
78 3.36 
57 3.07 
78 3.26 
57 3.07 

1.5::: Mean< 2.5 Low 

Mean < 1.5 very low 

Responses 
sd t-test P value 

.858 
.802 .424 

.588 

1.036 .081 
1.756 

.666 

.746 .394 

.591 
.825 

.868 

.728 
2.097 .574 

.887 

.646 
1.37 .368 

Concerning post observation conference activities of instructional leaders' activities in 

government and private schools were rated moderate as can be seen from the mean 

values of item 1-4 of table 6.4 above. However government and private school settings 

show close similarity in items 1 and 3 with mean values of (3.21 and 3.11) and (3.26 and 

3.16)respectively this shows that instructional leaders in both school settings present 

data for future plan and reveal events to be improved and encouraged, more or less in a 

Similar m B t " t 2 f table 6 4 that deals with conducting discussions with 
anner. u In 1 ern 0 . , 
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hers on what is planned a d 
leac n the actual 

d with mean value 2.95 classroorn ob . rale . servahon . . ' pnvate schools were 
!11al<mg agreement on activit" 

In les of What is t 
d the teacher for the future Ct 0 be done betw an . 1 ern 4) govern een the instructional leader 

36 while pnvate schools with rnent schoOls W 3. mean value 3.07 '. ere rated with mean value 

are well performed by instructional 1 d . ThIS lndicates that both items 2 d 4 
ea ers i an 

S
chools. As can be seen in the tabl b n government schools th . . e a ove th t an m pnvate 
802 and .825 for government and' e -values obtained for items I d 3 . pnvate sch 1 an were 

96) Th
' 00 s resp f 

critical (1. . IS shows that there' . ec Ively, which is less than the t-
. IS no stahsticall si " . 

twO school settmgs. But as to item 2 Y gmflcant dlfference between the 
and 4 of table 64th 

2.097 were much greater than th . . . e calculated t-values of 1.75 and 
. . e t-cnhcal (1.96) Th' 

disCUSSlOn WIth teachers on pi ann d '. . . IS shows that even though 
e achvlhes and idenffy' 

and encouraged, were collectively rated 1 mg events to be improved 
moderate, governm t h 

a bit greater than private schools' d' . en sc ools rated the items 
m lcatmg better performance 

average mean score. as indicated in the 

Table 6.5 respondent's views on post r conJ.erence analysis 

No It em 
i I1S tl'll <:t i 011 a Ilea d ers ----------------

1 Evaluate 'the whole supervisory process 
for fu ture improvement. 

2 Analyze the interest areas, the level of 
participation of the teacher and the 
feedback that was given to him. 

3 Identify what strategy to follow to 
improve once own supervisory skills. 

4 Plan for the next session of clinical 
supervision. 

N.B: Extent of the p ractice : Me n > a 4.5 ve ry hIgh 
3.5:: Mean < 4.5 high 
2.5:: Mean< 3.5 Mode rate 

RespOI1 
dents N mean 
Gov. 78 3.14 
PI'. 57 3.07 

Gov. 78 3.05 
PI'. 57 

3.18 

Gov. 78 3.09 
PI'. 57 3.07 

Gov. 78 3.19 
PI'. 57 3.09 

1.5S Mean< 2.5 
Low 

Mean< 1.5 very low 

Responses 
sd t-test P value 

.817 

.563 .119 .596 

.896 -.847 
.398 

.759 

.866 .881 

.593 -.150 

.814 

.635 
-.776 .422 

As indicated in items 1, 3 and 4 of table 6.5, the school leaders' extent of evaluating the 

whole supervisory process for future development, identifying the strategy to follow 

and improve once own supervisory skills and planning for the next session of clinical 

sUpervision were rated moderate with mean values of (3.14 and 3.07), (3.09 and 3.07) 

and (3.19 and 3.09) for government and private schools respectively. From this mean 

values obtained it can be seen that the items were performed better by leaders in 
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nrnent schools than in priv t 
go-Ver ". a e schools. How . 

the level particIpation and th eVer In item 2 I' . 
areas, e feedback . ' ana yzmg the mterest 
alueS 3.05 and 3.07, for government and . gIven to the teacher was rated with mean 

'l pnvate sch 
i-vate school leaders follow the interest I ools respectively. This shows that 

pr , eVel of part' . 
teacher slightly better than those in lClpation and feedbacks given to 

tile government sChools. 

arding to post observation analy . 
Reg SIS, as can be 
. s 1,3 and 4 of table 6.5 indicates th' seen from table 6.5 mean value of 
IteiT1 at mstructional Ie . 

w slightly better effort in evaluaf h aders m government schools 
sho mg t e whole supervisor . 

d to improve one's ow. y process, strategIes to be 
foJlowe n SupervIsory skills and . 

. . planmng for the next session of 
clinical supeTVlslOn 

In general the overall assessment of instru t' 1 . . 
c lOna SupervIsIon was rated moderate as 

revealed from data in tables 6.1- 6.5. However p ' . 1 . 
rmclpa sand woreda supervIsors were 

interviewed to evaluate the extent of their supervisory practice Th . l' d . e supervIsors rep Ie 

that due to their number as compared to the number of schools they are assigned to 

supervise and other workloads they could not give support as required. School 

principals were also asked the same question. They claim work overload as the main 

reason for failure to follow up the instructional process. 

Students were asked to give their opinion on whether regular supervision was 

conducted in their classrooms or not in their focus group discussion. Almost all of them, 

except few in private schools, reported that the class supervision practice by 

instructional leaders was poor. They added the following: 

Principals visit the class room twice a year to rate principals' performance. But they do 

not observe the instructional process frequently. We students realized that , teachers 

. h th sual as principals appear for class tned to present the lesson in a better way t an e u , 
ob . f th teachers come to classes with teaching aids, 

servahon. That day, even most 0 e 

documents and text book. 
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earcher has also observed . 
fIIIIe res USing checkl' 
1" I 1St that the . I and externa regular superv' . re IS a gap in conducting 
·nterIla. ISlon as there Was I' '. . 
1 entation of Internal and extern I HUe or no JUstlflCation for the letrl a superv' . 
iJl1P ISlon on a regular basis. 

B rriers to Instructional Leadersh . p . 
5· a lp rachces 

the purpose of the study, besides identifyin t . . 
fo! '" g he major problems In some key roles . cipals m mstructlonalleadership it' I 
of prill . ' IS a so very helpful to make analysis on major 

. rs to instructlonal leadership effect' 
barrie . Iveness of secondary school principals in 

nrnent and private schools. To identif th . 
gover y e barners that may hinder instructional 

hip practice, forecasted factors W I 
leaders ere se ected and presented to respondents to 

ted on a five point Likert sc I . 
be ra a e. strongly agree(SA)=5; agree(A)=4; 
undecided(UD)=3; disa

g
ree(DA)=2;strongly disagree(SD)= 1. For analysis purpose, 

based on principle of rounding off, the mean values were interpreted as: Mean ~4.5 
strongly agree, 3.5:SMean<4.5 agree, 2.5::::Mean<3.5 undecided; 1.5::::Mean<2.5 

Disagree and Mean< 1.5, Strongly Disagree. 

For the sake of simplicity and clarification of the barriers are analyzed under 5 sub 

divisions I) vision will and courage 2) skill and training 3) cooperation and commitment 

4) resource availability and allocation, and 5) instructional time constraint. 

Table 7,1 Respondents view on vision will and Courage 

No Item 
Instructional leaders of my 

Respon Responses 

2 

3 

4 

dents N mean sd 
schooL .......... . ... .. 

3.67 1.192 
3.86 1.025 

Gov. 78 
PI'. 57 

have clear and well communicated ~~-+-7~j-~~j--1(~ 
vision, mission in the school 

3.03 1.069 

3.07 .706 

Gov. 78 Are courageous to take risks, at any ~~_+~~j-=~j--'-'I 
t f PI'. time, for the improvemen 0 57 

instruction 78 
2.44 .636 

57 3.19 .639 

3.15 .994 
3.26 .669 Demonstrate willingness to devote L2GEO.v~·-+-5~7~rhi~!---:E~ 

PI'. more time for instructional issues. 
N.B: Extent of the practice: Mean:::: 4.5 strongly agree 

3.5::: Mean < 4.5 Agree 

1.5< Mean< 2.5 Disagree 

Mean< 1.5 Strongly Disagree 

t-test P 
value 

-1 .008 .315 

-1.439 .153 

-6.815 .000 

-.719 .473 

2.5::: Mean< 3.5 Undecided 

As . of table 7.1, respondents Indicated in item 1 
of both school settings agreed that 

schools have clear and well 
t and private instructional leaders of governmen 
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t d vision and . 
Jllunica e mission of th 

co(1l e schaal with 
ectiV'ely. Ort the other hand in item 2 mean Scores 3.67 and 3.86 

res? . h respondents of b 
to decide wether the instruct' oth school settings were _able lanaI leaders 

0". . are Courag . 
for the Improvement of lnstructio . eous to take rIsks, at any 

time, n WIth mean value 
. item 3, respondents of governm s of 3.03 and 3.07. As can be 

seen In ent school disa ree . 
. structional leaders are equipped wit 9 d wlth mean value 2.44 that 

the In h adequate knowled ' . 
. But respondentS"n . ge base, of mstructlOnal 

leadershiP, , I pnvate schools Were unable 
to decide whether ctional leaders were equipped with d 

in
Stru 

a equate knOWledge base, of instructional 
leadership or not with mean value of 3.19. 

tl'onal leaders need to demonstrate '11 
ln

struc 
Wl ingness to devote more time for 

tional issues, but from item 4 respond t f 
ins

truc 
'en s 0 government and private schools 

were rated with mean values 3.15 and 3.26 in that they were unable to decide on the 

willingness of the leaders. This may indicate willingness alone was not considered as a 

barrier for instructional leaders to devote more time for instructional issues. 

Thus, from the above mean result, both school groups show more or less similarity in 

school mission clarity, being courageous and devotion for more instructional time. But, 

differ in knowledge base of instructional leadership , in that government school 

instructional leaders were rated low where as private schools, moderate. 

Table 7.2 Respondents view on Skill and Training 

No 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Item 
In my school there are ......... ... 

Qualified instructional leaders in 
the field of education 
Qualified teachers in all subject 
area . 
Trainings on instructional 
leadership 

In-service trainings and teachers 
development program 

N.B: Extent of the practice: Mean 2: 4.5 strongly ag 

3.5:0: Mean < 4.5 Agree 

2.5:0: Mean< 3.5 Undecided 

Respo 
ndents 
Gov. 
PI'. 
Gov. 
Pro 

f--Gov. 
Pro 

Gov. 
Pr. 

ree 

79 

Responses 
N mean sd t-test 
78 2.90 1.064 -2.993 
57 3.65 .991 
78 3.45 1.112 -1 .924 
57 3.79 .940 
78 3.12 .967 

57 2.39 .901 
4.454 

78 3.65 .803 2.676 
57 3.28 .796 

1.5< Mean< 2.5 Disagree 

Mean< 1.5 Strongly Disagree 

--

P value 

.000 

.057 

.000 
I 

.000 



Picted in item I of table 7 2 
p.5 de . . The cal 

d nts was 2.90 whil· culated mean v 1 
eSpon e e pnVate scho 1 a ues of government school 
r d a resPonde 

. ales that respon ents agreed th. nts score was 3 65 Th ' 
'lldlC at pnvate h . . IS score 
I . f Id sc ools w 

alified In the Ie of educational lead ' ere led by instructional leaders 
qll ershlp. In the c 

Il value shows respondents Were ase of government school the 
J1lea unable to decid . 

uctional leaders. This shows th t e on the fIeld of qualification of the 
illst! a much has to b 

d rship position. The calculated t- 1 e done on government school 
lea e va ue (-4.071) was 

'tical ::: 1.96 at a = 0.05 level of ' ' . mUch greater than the tabulated 
(t·en " slgnlflCance and df = 13 . . 

. fcal signiflcant dlfference betw 3).Thls shows that there IS 
staUS 1 een government d . 

an pnvate school respondents. 

itelll 2, of table 7.2 government school res , 
In . . pondents were unable to decide whether 
h re were qualIfled teachers in all subJ' e t 
t e . c areas or not with mean value 3.45 while 

Private schools conflrmed the presence of qualified t h' . " 
eac ers In all subject area In thelr 

schools with mean values 3 .79 . On the other h d . 
an respondents dIsagree on the 

provision of trainings on instructional leadership in private school (item 3 rated with 

mean value 2.39). In item 4 respondents of government school agreed with mean value 

3.65 that there was in-service training and teachers ' development program, where as 

private school respondents were unable to decide on this item as the obtained mean 

value was 3.28. This indicates that training on instructional leadership and even in­

service training and teachers development program, there was relatively better 

performance in government schools than in private schools. But the presence of 

qualified instructional leaders in educational leadership in private schools is may be 

due to the fact that government schools were unable to retain the qualified and 

experience leaders in position. Private schools may also absorb skilled instructional 

leaders and teachers with attractive payment. 

r . bi 7 2 we can see the difference between rorr. the general picture of the data In ta e . , 
. . ' h 01 instructional leaders show better 

pnvate and government schools In that, pnvate sc 0 

ent schools leaders practiced well in 
performance in items 1 and 2 where as governm 
. . . vernment schools, effort has to be 
Items 3 and 4. Even though the situation IS better In go . 

d that can make dIfference on the 
added on . t tl'onal lea ers training of skilled InS rue 
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'ng and learning process F 
lesc111. . rom the t-tes 

,{,cant dIfference on items 1 2 3 t Version of . 
sigtlJ J 1 924 4 454 ' , and 4 as the ab 1 analys1S, there is statistically 

4011, -, ,. ,and 2 676 so ute valu f of' . . respectivel e 0 the calculated t- value 
¢ue(t critical=1.96 at a ==0.05 level of sign1'f' y, are far greater than the tabulated t-

h 
1cance d 

result from t e respondents' d'ff an df==l33) Th ' " . J1laY 1 erence in . . . 1S opmlOn d1fference 
POs1hon. 

able 7,3 Respondents view on Coo ' r perahon and C onlIn't 
Item 

1 rnent for Instruction 

~ There is high cooperation a nd Rcsp 

commitment for instructiona l on de 

improvement amon!!. the .. ......... . nts 

,-- community 
Gov. 
Pro 

~ Zone and Woreda Education Officials Gov. 
Pro 

3 Parent, Student, Teachers, Association Gov. 
(PSTA) PI'. 

'4 Teachers Gov. 
PI'. 

'5 Supporting Staff Gov. 
PI'. 

6 Student Gov. 

PI'. 

N.B: Extent of Agreement: Mean > 4.5 Strongly Agree 

3.5:5 Mean < 4.5 Agree 

2.5:5 Mean< 3.5 Undecided 

-
N 

Responses 
mean sd 

78 2.82 1.029 
57 3.09 .872 
78 3.10 1.027 
57 3.25 .830 
78 3.08 .894 
57 3.16 .819 
78 3.23 .952 
57 3.39 .675 
78 3.21 .985 
57 3.18 .805 
78 2.31 .831 

57 2.43 .826 

< 1.5_ Mean< 2.5 Dlsagree 

Mean< 1.5 Strongly Disagree 

t-tcs t P value 

-1.588 .115 

-.894 .373 

-.538 .591 

-1.108 .270 

.192 .848 

.781 .077 

As can be seen in items 1 , 2, 3 , and 4 of table 7.3 , the calculated mean scores of 

government school respondents were (2.82, 3.10, 3.08 and 3.23) while private school 

respondents mean scores were (3.09, 3.25, 3.16 and 3.39) respectively. This shows that 

the cooperation and commitment of the community, the sub city and woreda education 

officials, PSTA and teachers, for instructional improvement, in private schools was 

relatively better than those in government schools. 

Item S of table 7.3, depict that, the mean value was 3.21 and 3.18 for government schools 

and private schools respectively. This indicates that cooperation and commitment of the 

SU 
. . t' less in private schools than in 

PPortmg staff for instructional Improvemen IS 
. 6 ' the above table for government and 

gO\1ernment schools. But the mean value of Item In 
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schOol respondents was (2 .31 
\rate and 2.43) who h 

pfl d nts in both school settings . . lC was rated low, indicating that 
oIl e Sll1'nlarly agree th 

!esP 'tment for the instr f . at students show less cooperation 
d comIlU uc lonal unprovement 

all d . .This shows that, students tion an commitment is one am 
coopera h 1 Th ong the barriers of effective instructional 

hip in sc 00 s. e t- test obtained f thO . 
leaders . or IS Item was (1.102) which is less than the 

.' 1 (1.96) showmg that there is no . ' . . 
t_C!lllCa statlCally slgmflCant difference between 

ent and private school responde t · ' . 
go'lernm n s m thls mdicator. The analysis of this 

ay tell us that the extent of gap b tw 
concept m e een the school and students was similarly 

. d by respondents of both school g Th 
e!CelV'e roups. erefore from table 7.3 we can see 

~hal the two school settings differ in all items except in item 6.In item 6, the cooperation 

mmitment for instructional improvement among students were found to be low. and CO 

h cooperation and for instructional improvement among the community sub city Bul Ie, 

d Oreda education office , parents, PSTA and teachers was found to be moderate an W 

though it is slightly better in private schools. But as can be seen from the data in even 
, 6 commitment and cooperation of staff towards instructional improvement is better Item, 
ingoV'ernment schools than in private schools . In both group of schools we see similarity 

, k f "nterest towards instructional improvement by students. 
1R lac 0 1 
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lelA. Respondents view 
tab ctional improvement 

on the 

jJlStJ1l 
~.- Item 
~o There is adequate 

Respon 
dents I-

amount of .... .. '" ........ 

~ Stationary materials for Gov. 
teaching Pro 

l-z Student text Gov. 
Pr. 

~ Laboratory space, Gov. 
eQuipment & time PI'. 

Y Classroom furniture Gov. 
PI'. 

~ Library space and time Gov. 
PI'. 

~ Qualified human Gov. 
resource PI'. 

7 Re current budget Gov. 
support PI'. 

~ Teachers guide Gov. 
PI'. 

~ Instructional time Gov. 
PI'. 

10 ICTservice Gov. 

PI'. 
N,B: Extent of Agreement: Mean> 4.5 Strongly Agree 

3.5:5 Mean < 4.5 Agree 

2.5:5 Mean< 3,5 Undecided 

availability 
and allocation f 0 resources for 

NI--- Resnonses mean sd 
78- f-

W.m t- test p 
e- 3.23 

Rank 

57 1.194 3.27 
va lue 

78 
r-- 3.32 .890 -.474 .636 8 

3.78 
57 .907 

3.77 3.77 
78 .732 .945 9 

_2.90 1.100 
.069 

57 
78 

_ 3.12 1.036 3.01 -1 .205 .230 3 

57 
3.21 1.024 
3.09 .192 .848 5 

78 .892 315 
3.24 .809 57 3.05 .875 3.14 1.303 .193 4 

78 3.74 .973 
57 3.95 .610 

-.474 .636 10 
3.84 

78 3.08 .864 
57 3.28 3.18 

6 
.648 .069 .945 

78 3.60 1.036 
57 2.89 .880 3.24 4.173 7 

78 2.86 
.000 

1.148 2.96 1 57 3.07 .651 -1 .350 ,214 
78 3,18 

57 2.81 
.722 2,99 
,639 2,891 

1.5:5 Mean< 2.5 Disagree 

Mean< 1.5 Strongly Disagree 

2 

.004 

As can be seen in table 7.4 ,government and private schools show similarity ,in that the 

respondents agreed on the availability of resources indicated under items, 1 ,3,4,5,7,9 

andlO to be moderate. This indicates that stationary materials, laboratory space & 

equipment, classroom furniture, library apace , re-current budget, instructional time and 

leT service hindered the instructional leadership more or less moderately. The two 

school settings also show similarity in that, both rated the availability of student text and 

qualified human resource high with weighted mean values 3.77 and 3.84. But 

government schools differ from private schools in the availability of teachers guide was 

rated high with mean value of 3.60 and moderate in private schools with mean value of 

2.89 
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~own in table 7.4 , concer . 
f.S S . nlng resource 

t affect leadership effectiven availability 
tI1a . eSs of gov and allocatio 

da -Sub City have been idenff' ernment and ' n the major factors 
}.fa 1 led and pnvate se 

.. rice, laboratory space, equi ranked. Acco ' condary schools in 
sep ' Pment and . rdlngly instr . 

SId to be the three top fact !lme (i.e items 9 1 ' uChonal time, reT 
(0 ' ors which ' 0 & 3) were ra k 51 

'ghted mean values of (2.96 2 9 affected school 1 . n ed from 1 
\~el. . . ' . 9 and 3.01) eadershlp practices with 

t there IS no statIstIcal signific ' respectively Th t/la . ant difference be . e t-test conducted show 
spondents on Items 9 and 3 B tween govern Ie .' . . ut from an in ment and private school 

tatistically slgmflcant difference on 't dependent sample t 5 1 em 10 as th - test , there is 
's greater than the tabulated t-valu ( . . ' e calculated t-value of thO 't 
I _ . . . e t-cnhcal::: 1.96 at _ IS 1 em (2.891) 

and df - 133). ThiS mdlcates that reT ' ex - 0.05 level of sign'f' service . 1 lcance 
. d' In governm t 

perceIve as a senous problem that affe ' en schools is not relatively 
. . . cts lnstructional Ie d . 

private school. ThiS fmdmg was in r . a ershlp as compared to 
me wlth the data obt . 

. db' amed from st d ' diSCUSSIOns an 0 servatIon checklist. u ents focus group 

Table 7.5 Respondents view on inst t' . ' ruc lonal tim . leadershIp effectiveness e constramt affecting instructional 

No Item 
There is. adequate tim e to carryou t 

Res po 

instructIOnal leadership in my school 
ndents 

because of ............ 
1 Limited roles of the principal Gov. 

Pro 
2 less paper work, and few reports Gov. 

Pro 
3 Non-academic demand Gov. 

Pro 
4 

No information and work overload 
Gov. 
Pro 

N.B: Extent of A reernent: Me n > g a 4.5 Strongly Agree 

3.5~ Mean < 4.5 Agree 

2.5~ Mean< 3.5 Undecided 

Responses 
N mea n sd 

78 2.74 .746 
57 2.84 .862 
78 2.77 .882 
57 2.95 .915 
78 2.44 .831 
57 2.53 .758 
78 2.69 .916 
57 2.89 1.047 
< 1.5_ Mean< 2.5 DIsagree 

Mean< 1.5 Strongly Disagree 

t-test P 
value 

.709 .479 

-1.141 .256 

-.648 .518 

-1 .194 .235 

As it can be seen in items 1, 2, & 4 of table 7.5.the mean values of each item was rated 

moderate for government and private schools. This indicates even though the situation 

~slightly better in private schools, the average mean value in the items were below 

average indicating that there is considerable instructional time constraint that could 

affect instructional leadership effectiveness. But government schools differ from private 

84 



in that instructional leaders are 
~ools more affected b . . 

sC • private schools. Moreover th tYnan lnstruchonal activities than 
ose In . '. ' e -test analysis co ~ 1 sigmflcant dIfference betw nducted show that there is no 

tstiC
al 

Y een government 
S dents on these items. This may r school and private school 

span eveal that both . 
Ie ts agreed that prinCipals d h pnvate and government school 

pond
en 

0 aVe multiples r I 
res academic demands a does, more paper work and many 

orIS, non n work load which 
rep . . . . enables them not to spend more f r instruchonal achVlhes. Opinion g th 
;",e 0 a ered from s . . . 
tP" upeXVlsors and pnnclpals h interview revealed that, most of them 
thl"oUg . agreed on the fact that instructional time 

I protected by the Instructional leaders d 
\'las no Ue to the above limiting factors . But few 

hool principals disagree with this i . 
priV"al

e 
sc ssue, as If they were following the teaching 

. 9 process properly. 
learnln 

6. Factors affecting the effectiveness of instructional leadership 

Many factors hinder principals from being effective in their instructional leadership 

I Respondents in this study were asked to rank the factors that affect instructional 10 e. 

leadership practice of school principals. The respondents were required to rank nine 

, according the degree of the problems. ItemS 

Table 8 - Ordering Factors Restricting Instructional Leadership Effectiveness 

No Item Responses 
Got (N-78) Private (N-S7) 

I Ranlt Ranlt 
!t Lack of knowledge base 6 6 

2 Lack of vision 3 4 

13 Lack of commitment 9 9 

4 Lack of trust in others 4 3 

5 Being unable to empower others 2 1 

6 Wastage of allotted instructional time I 2 

5 11 7 Resistance to change 
7 

Inadequate & poor allocation of 5 8 

resources 
8 - 8 9 The presence of pressing non 

-- instructional jobs 

1· t of nine factors that were 
As c b bI 6 I from the IS 

an e seen in ta e . . . Is in the school, 
, of pnnClpa 1tistructional leadership effectiveness 
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d instructional time Was r t 
~otle a ed as first 

s bY government school re and mOst se . 
esder spondents !lous proble . 
I schOols. This indicates th where as thi . m of mstructional 
~~ate at Wasta e s Hem Was rated a 

p 1 I!1 in secondary schools' ev g of allotted inst. s second by 
plOP e en though the d ruchonal time is a serious 

egree v . a!lesslightl 
5 was rated as 2nd by resp y. 

lIeJ1l ondents in . . governm 
ting factor m prIvate schools B h ent school sa 1 a/fec . ot groups mp es, and as 1st 

others as a serious problem of instructional I agreed on being unable to empower 
eaders 

~ight1Y. Empowerment requires devoting i even though the degree varies 
. . '. n stakeholders th . . 

deterrtunatlOn of school objectIves prof . e nght to participate in the 
, esslonal jUdgment a . 

heer (2003) states that teaching is f nd curnculum. Cohen and 
se undamentally 
quires, teachers' to participate meani fl ' a moral activity and as such it 

re ng u ly m decision m k' 
Response gathered through open ended ' a mg about their schools. 

questlOns of sam Ie 
lavor of both failure to delegate others and p respondents too was in 

" wastage of instructional time as predominant 
problems that affect mstructIOnal leadershi . " 

. . " P prachce of pnncIpals in the schools. Lack 
01 VISion found on ltem 2 m the table was k d 

ran e as the third serious problem by 
government school respondents , but it was ranked f as ourth factor by private school 
respondents. This indicates that lack of vision of high hi ' , , sc 00 pnncIpals contnbutes more 

10 the un effectiveness of instruction leadership as co d t .. , . , mpare 0 pnncIpals m pnvate 

school. 

limilarly respondents in government schools rated item 4, lack of trust in others as the 

Ilh most serious problem where as this is rated as the 3rd problem in private schools. 

To be fully effective instructional leaders must work hard in the area of developing trust. 

Regarding this, Johnson and Johnson (1987:430) note that, when the trust level is low in 

ilie group, members will be evasive, dishonest and inconsiderable in their 

communication. The above impeding factors of effective instructional leadership are 

inter.related by in large. Commitment may be caused by the inhibiting factors such as 

~ck af com . t' d t t hl'gh level of interpersonal conflict, non alignment of 
mumca lOn an rus, 

per be improved by promoting factors 
sanal and organizational goal, such problems can 
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administrative SUpport 
c~ as , 

s~ a 1991, Menzies, 1995). 
~a!or. 

empowerment 

d quate and poor allocation of 

, Collegialit 
y and cOllaborative climate 

In a e resource mate . 1 
t h 1 na s Ct . hill governmen sc 00 s, and ranked as 7th . I em 8) In the table was ranked 

5t In private h 
I'ed item 1, lack of knowledge ba sc ools. Similarly respondents 

ra(11' se as the 6th b 
1 F pro lem' b h . ate schoo groups. urthermore . In ot government and 

po" , resIstance to h '. 
I'ed as i h by government school r c ange IndIcated in item 7 was 

ra(11' espondents 5th b . 
y pnvate school respondents. 

all be seen from table 8 , governme t . 
As c nand pnvate schools conve . . 

d 9) and showed difference at 't rge at 3 Items (I.e I, 
3, all I ems 2,4,5,6 , 7 and 8 

. b . However we can generalize 
h t respondents In oth school settings ad ' 
t a, gree on ltem 5 6 2 " s , , ,and 4 to be the major 
I ur impendmg factors of Instructional lead h ' . 
o ers Ip practice of school principals . These 

Vlere; being unable to empower others, wastage f 11 . . . 
o a otted mstructIonal time lack of 

vision and lack of trust in others. ' 

The interview conducted with principals , supervisors and opinions collected from 

students' focus group discussions, almost all of them reveal that being unable to 

empower others mainly due to lack of trust, wastage of instructional time due to 

prolonged meetings and incidental trainings, lack of vision, were taken as the major 

factors that influence the instructional leadership practice of principals. To confirm the 

correlation between the response of government and private school respondents,' a 

spearman test was conducted. The spearman correlation rank P = (0.91) shows that 

fuere is nearly positive correlation between the responses of the two groups of 

respondents. This implies that the respondents view the impeding factors of 

instructional leadership in the school almost in the same manner. 
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CHlIPTER.l7VE 
Summary, COnclu . 

SJOn and R. 
, chapter deals with the summar ecollunendation 

1'JI15 y of major fin ' 
,~di!lgs, and recommendations that the re dIngs, Conclusions drawn from the 
I"' "1 searcher ff 

t'Ces of pnnclpa s. 0 ers on instru t' 1 ' praC 1 c lona leadershIp 

5.1. Summary of Major Findings 

main purpose of the study Was t 
Tlte 0 assess the instruc ' 

I in government a d honal leadership practices of 
P
ri!lcipa s n private secondar 

y schools and th 
trast the performance of prinCipal en to compare and 

con " s on the basis of the 
0egarding mstructlOnal leadership objectives of the study. 
~ practices of princi 1 ' 

f ' , pa s, executIon of different 
di'rnensions 0 mstructIonal leadership diff erences and s' 'I " , , lml anhes between government 
nd prIvate secondary school prmcipals' 't ' 

a , , inS ruchonal leadership effectiveness and 
"a)'or factors affectmg mstructionalleadershl'p , '" were raIsed, 

To this end, a descriptive survey design was employed in this study, The study was 

carried out in six secondary schools, 3 from government and 3 private schools, The 

subjects of the study were 6 principals, 12 vice principals, 36 department heads, 81 

teachers 5 Woreda supervisors and 120 students were also involved in the study to 

collect quantitative and qualitative data, The study employed questionnaires for 

principals, vice principals, department heads and teachers, Interview was carried out 

lrith principals and Woreda supervisors using semi- structured guide questions, Focus 

group discussions were also conducted with student respondents, Check-list and 

document analysis was also used as data collection instrument, The data collected were 

analyzed using statistical tools such as percentage, frequencies, mean, standard 

deviation, and an independent t-test for sample mean comparison, Based on the analysis 

, " f h t d in relation to the research basic 
made, the following were major fmdmgs 0 t e s u y 

questions, 

88 



acteristics of Respondent 
~~ s 

rning the characteristics of 
collce respondents th 

Ie schools of both government .' ere Were no fe 1 '. . 
saJllP and pnvate ma e pnnclpals m the 

male and 33.3% were female . schools. As to the vi '. 
\qere SIn governm ce prmclpals 66.7% 

3
01. were male and the rest 16 70/ ent schools where as i . 

83. 70 • / 0 Were fem 1. n pnvate schools 
h i I d h' a e. Thls sh 

ellder in sc 00 ea ers lp Position. The role ows that there is imbalance of 
g . . of females a th . 

'tion is less m pnvate schools as n e mstructionalleadership 
pOSl compared t 

d 66 7 0 / . . a governme t h 
Ids of stu Y . /0 pnnclpals Were with . n sc ools. Concerning 

6e teachmg related s . 
dPM graduates. The reverse was the ' ub)ects. Only 33.3% were 
e case m private sch 

tter condition in private schools ge 1 ools. Even though there is a 
be ' nera ly schools w . ere not headed b " 1 'ned with educahonal planning and y pnnclpa s, 
!ral management I 

. . . n terms of qualification 66.7% of 
the pnnclpal respondents were qualified with f 

. lrst degree and the rest 33.3% with 
second degree both m government and private h 1 

sc 00 s. Thus most of the principals do 
not fulfill the standard set by MOE as a seconda h '. ry sc 001 pnnclpal. 

Defining and Communicating School Mission 

The extent to which instructional leaders define and communicate school mission was 

analyzed from the data obtained in table 3. Accordingly, government school 

instructional leader's performance was slightly better in developing school wide 

mission that is achievable and easily understood by the community on the other hand 

private school instructional leaders were better rated in activities such as promoting 

stakeholders participation communicating the school mission, allocating resources 

based on need assessment and students achievement data to develop school goals, 

From the data obtained in table 3, there was no statistically difference between sample 

means of activities, developing and communicating achievable school mission and 

. .' t' I oals Where as in practices like 
resource allocation for accomplIshmg mstruc lOna g . 

ment and students achievement data; 
stakeholders participation, the use of need assess 
fu ment and private schools. 
ere was statistically difference between govern 
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111 the overall performa 
oe

J\era nce of th e items u 
t!'tOUgh the performance Was l' nder this di ' 

e1ell 1 lkely prom' , menslon was moderate 
llment schoo s. However th ISing in ' 

go'ler , e data Colle pnvate Schools than In 

,,",ullicahng the school academ' cted reveals th ' , 
,01111" IC goals t at actIvIties such as 

ctional goals, and articulat ' 0 stake holders, resource 
)
'nstrtl lng the allocation for school " 

ctional process, were done l' mISSIon which instrtl We 1 In privat gives priority to 

1'JtiS ill turn indicates that there is relatively str e Schools than in government schools, 

the community in private schools, ong connection between the school and 

Managing Curriculum and Instruction 

t'< rn the data obtained in table 4 
pO ' respondents i , , n government ad ' 
howed more or less slmllarities, on act' 't" n pnvate schools 

S . IVI les of Instructional lead ' , 
~,rriculum matenals, timely allocatio f ers such as reVlewmg 
~",' n 0 resources cd' , , , ' on uctmg supervision and 

P
lanning the actlvltIes of professional dev 1 e opment to improve classroom instruction, 

On the other hand significant differences W b , ere 0 served in activities such as, safe 

guarding instructional tIme, programming co-curricular actl'vI'tl'es in support of the 

instructional process, an attempt to harm' h ' omze sc 001 curncular objectives and 

achievement tests, following the instructional process being available in the school 

compound and communicating the academic progress of students with teachers based 

on test results, 

When we see the overall dimension, the evaluation on managmg curriculum and 

instruction, most of the items were rated as a moderate performance in government and 

private schools. However, in the dimension of managing curriculum and instruction, 

instructional leaders' in government schools are performing less as compared to 

leaders in private schools as the mean values of most of the items in table 4 indicate with 

ilie exception of items 2,3 and 11,(Le controlling class size for effective instructional 

process, promote quality instruction by conducting teaching conference and plan the 

activitl'es ' t to improve classroom instruction). Opinion 
of professlOnal developmen 

9 h d rvisors and from focus group 
at ered from majority of the principals an supe 
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'ons of students supports th . 
diSCIlSSl e eXIstence of t 

ollPs of schools. he above difference between the two 
~ 

oting a Positive School Lear . 
prozt1 nlllg Clil11ate 

study, the data in table 5.1 reve 1 
I~ the a that, there is m 

vernrnent schools as compared t . ore wastage of instructional time 
jJ1. go 0 pnvate h 

d d sc ools Re rvisors an stu ents revealed that . . sponses obtained from 
s~pe proteCtion of instruc . . . 

vernrnent schools because of f honal hme lS under question 
ill go requent and prolan . 

ctional demand mainly. The part'. . ged meetmgs and non 
illstrll IClpahon of stake hold' . . 

. relatively promising . . ers m the mstructIonal 
rocess IS m prIvate schools th . 

P . . ' an m government schools as the 
n values (3.23 and 3.14) m Item 4 of tabl 5 l ' . 

Illea e . mdlcates. As to visibility of principals 
. the school compound, results obtained from all d' . ' . 
In . lrechons mdlCate that government 

hOol princlpals tends to be less visible in the sch 1 th' . . 
SC 00 an pnvate school prmclpals . 
l!I1.e provision of incentives for teachers stUdents and f . 
JII 'or parents as the data m table 5.2 

indicates, even though it is moderate, it is not satisfactory as it is supposed to be. 

concerning the overall assessment of supervisory support and instructional evaluation, 

delivered to teachers by instructional leaders particularly in clinical supervision, the 

data showed that it was nearly moderate. However opinion gathered from teachers and 

woreda supervisors through interviews, focus group discussions of students and 

analysis of documents reveal that the rate of formal observation made to class rooms 

was low. 

Barriers to Instructional Leadership Practice 

From the above mean results in table 7.1 both school groups show more or less 

. b' geous and devotion for more similarity in school mission clanty, emg coura . . 
I d base of instructional leadershIp , m 

instructional time. But, differ in adequate know e ge . 
. tructionalleaders to be rated low wlth 

Ihat, respondents agreed government schools ms . . . 
'th mean value 3.19 mdlcatmg that 

mean value 2.87 while private schools moderate Wl . 
ot equipped wlth adequate 

. t chool were n 
l!IStructional leaders in governmen s . h 1 

d to those in pnvate sc 00 s. 
knOWledge of instructional leadership as compare 
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tne general picture of the d ' 
~oll' ata In table 
, Ie and government schools in th 7.2, We can 

plI\'a. at, pri" see the diffe 
A rJllance in the presence of qual 'f' ate schaal instruct" renee between 

~j10 1 led lead lonalleaders h 
nJllent schools leaders Wer b ers and teache (' s ow better 

go'Ver e etter in the rs ltems 1 and 2) where as 
.. g and teachers development presence of ' , 

~alJlln program (ite InstructIonal leadership 
ms 3 and 4) . 

ndents of both school setf 
ReSPo lngs agreed w'th 

ctively that students' cooperaf 1 mean values 2 31 
respe Ion and comm't ' and 2.41, 

, R d " I ment w 
(instructlOn. egar mg avallability and 11 ' as very low for improvement 
o a Ocahon of resource 

eaJl values (2.96, 2.99 and 3.01) revealed s, the data analysis with 
III that Wastage of ' , 
rrice, and lack of laboratory spaces ' mstructIonal time , lack leT 

se ' equlpment and t' 
ff ' lme were fou d t b 

P 
factors that a ect mstructional lead h' , n 0 e the three 

10 ers lp m both 
b.city. It is also found that due to mull' I groups of school settings in the 

sU lp e roles, work load non ' 
and a number of paper work and report ' , ' academlC demands 

," s, mstructlOnal leaders could not en a e 
Ihemselves In to mstructIonal activities as needed I ' " g g 

" . n addItIon to thIS, failure to empower 
olhers, wastage of mstructlOnal time and lack f ' , 

, 0 VlSlon and lack of trust on others were 
lound to be the major factors that restrict instru r 1 1 ' c lOna eadershlp effectiveness of 

principals, 

\,2. Conclusions 

The instructional leadership of the principal is a critical factor in the success of school 

improvement initiatives and the overall effectiveness of the school. The primary 

responsibility of the principal is to promote the learning and success of all students, In 

relation to this, a wide variety of issues related to instructional leadership practices of 

,rincipals were analyzed and based on the findings discussed earlier the following 

conclusions were drawn. 

I.Concerning the current practice of instructional leadership practice of principals, it 
. ' ' Is in government schools, were 

Was found in the study that, the majonty of the pnnclpa 

fir d t by MOE as a secondary school 
st degree holders which is below the standar se 
, , ' " 1 administration. The reverse was 

pnnclpal, and they were not trained In educatlOna 
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ase in private schools. Th' . 
t~e C IS dlfferenc 

uctional leaders in the mark t e Was due to th . 
ills!r e Which they e avaIlability of qualified 

'11 ilave an effect on the lead. Were able to att 
tJ{I. ershlp activit" ract. These conditions 
~Ilowledge , skills and ability in the fields f les of the principals in that lack of 

h k' 0 educ t" 
draW backs t at rna es pnncipals fail in th '. a lonal administration are major 

. " . elr Instruct ' 
also slgmflcant difference b lonalleadership pr f There 

'/laS etween m 1 ac Ice. 
. . T a es and f 

dership poslhon. he overall 1 emales in attaining school 
lea ro e of femal . . es on the . 

sition is less m pnvate schools tha mstructional leadership 
pO ' . . n government sChools 
. sciloolleadershlp posItion is the re 1 . . Low female's participation 
III . su t of socIetal attitude . , 

d on their effechveness on leadersh' . . towards gIrl s education 
all Ip POSItron. 

With regard to defining and comm . . 
!. umcatmg school ' . . . mISSIon as a whole the 
Performance of mstruchonal leaders in go 

. vernment schools is found to be lower than 
those in pnvate schools. But in both cases th t d 

. . ' e en ency of developing the school 
mission In relatlOn to student learning and the ff d 

' e ort one to ensure stake holders 

Participation in goal setting that takes students achievements ' t 'd ' . m 0 conSI erahon eXIsts 

to be a problem. This could be due to lack skill and knowledge in educational 

administration. 

Use of need assessment to secure staff input to mission development was practiced 

slightly moderate by instructional leaders in both school settings. School leaders 

need to provide the staff with opportunity to develop collaboratively and individually 

through various approaches based up on the analyzed and prioritized needs . From 

this it can be concluded that school based staff development was not carried out 

properly mainly in private schools. 

The study revealed that protection of instructional time, assessing the relationship 

b h 1 h ' vement test and the visibility of etween curricular objectives and the sc 00 ac Ie 

d was not satisfactory particularly in 
principals within the school compoun 

. . . . als were not fully involved in 
government schools. This mdlcates that pnnclp . 

. . was sent on administrative tasks. ThIS 
leadership activities, as much of their tlme P 

d inability to delegate tasks. 
could be resulted from a heavy work load, an 
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e study it has been found that th . 
lJ1 t~ e Interest 

~ both in government and priv- of students to . 
IO~ . ate schools D Wards learning was ve 

ed that absenteeIsm, late comi . ocument anal . ry 
p!01 ng, failing to YSIS and observ-ations 

ltperiences of most of the sch conduct home a . 
daye . oOls. In the abs

e 
SSlgnments are day to 

mitment, the intended instructio 1 nce of students ' . 
colll na goals Could cooperatlon and 

e of the challenges of school p ' . not be attained Th' I . 
as oIl nnclpals. C . . IS a so remainS 

. I . ommumty '. . 
'J1lpro¥ernent IS ow in gov-ernment school partIclpatIon in instructional 
1 s as comp 

ared to private schools. 

chers' commitment and coOperati . 
Tea. on IS v-ery essential f 
h ir instructlonal process. In this stUdy th . or schools to be effective in 
tee commltment of te h 

VI both in government and priv-ate h ac ers were found to be 
10 sc ools, ev-en though it " . 

ivate schools . This indicates that ther IS shghtly better In 
pr e was lack of t ' . 

. mo IvatIon of teachers. Less 
motivated teachers are hkely performing th . 

. .. elr expected duties less. This may lead to 

)'ob dissatisfactlon WhICh eventually results high t ' 
. . urnover of expenenced teachers. It 

is evident that thIS wIll have a negative ff 
e ect on the instructional process and 

eventually on instructional leadership. 

It was found that most schools in gov-ernment and private, were not effective to 

accomplish frequent classroom visit. They conduct classroom visit simply to evaluate 

semester performance of teachers rather than assessing the instructional process 

regularly to improve professional competence of teachers and students achievement. 

Moreover school based staff development was not implemented properly. 

I. Concerning instructional leadership barriers, the data of the study confirmed that 

being unable to empower others, wastage of instructional time and lack of vision 

were found to be the three top factors that restrict instructional leadership 

1 · I I s work load non academic 
effectiveness. It is also found that due to rnu tIp e ro e , , 

t instructional leaders could not 
demands and a number of paper work and repor s, . . 

. . . , as needed. In addition to thlS, fallure 
engage themselves in to instructlOnal actIVIties 

. d lack of vision and lack of trust 
to empower others, wastage of instructional tlrne an 
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!lers were found to be the 
o~ ot f" 

. eness 0 pnncipais. 
e~ect1~ 

major f actors th t 
a restrict. 

instructional leadership 

5.3. Recommendations 

n the findings and conclusions f h 
lJSed 0 . 0 t e study the foll . 

ted to improve mstructional leade h' Owmg Possible solutions are 
Ilgges . rs Ip practices of . . 
, I of Arada - Sub CIty. prmcipais in the secondary 
~oos 

hools are the corner stone for any . 
I. sc SocIal, cultural and . 
. I leadership exhibited by principals It" economIC development. 
~choO . . U Imately determines the school to succeed 

f il Thus wIthout appropnate leadership th . 
or a . e mtended quality of education will not 

btained. The study has shown that the m' . 
be 0 aJonty of the school principals did not 

e the required qualification, knowledge and k"ll' . 
naY " s I m educational leadership. Thus 

lheArada - Sub CIty Educational Office should assign scho I . . I . o prmcipa s on the baSIS of 

merit who possess the required qualification and appropriate training in educational 

administration. In addition to this in collaboration with Addis Ababa Education Bureau 

onjob trainings, refreshment courses, workshops should be given. Female candidates 

should be encouraged to improve their participation in school leadership positions. 

Strengthening knowledge and skill of principals leadership needs serious attention to 

change the existing situation of schools . Short term trainings and technical support 

should be given by the education office not only for government but also for private 

schools. 

. ' . 11 d th eed to have personal vision 
1. For principals to be effective mstructlOna ea ers, ey n 

. h' nt The vision and the mission of the 
for their schools aimed at hIgh learner ac Ieveme . 

t learners and parents. School 
school should be well communicated to educa ors, . 

d arents to participate in developmg 
principals should allow teachers, students an p . 

. . f used at students learmng. 
!he school mission and In goal settmg oc 

ke decision on who needs what 
N d . . I 'oritize and to ma .. 

ee assessment IS essentIa to pn revailing are identIfied, 
. ne and the problems P 

and When. Once need assessment IS do , 

95 



jt will be easy to plan on What . 
oltell . • IS to b 
P' d t b d e done atiOn an lme u gehng in a mu h Conduct". 
~oC C econo . lng tralnings 

. 'tized, enables staff devel ltUcal Way b ' resource 
. p!lorl opment. In tho ased on the basic 
~ the Sub - City Educational Oui IS case, the VVored need that 
jI1d. ce should su a educational office 

d at developmg teachers' skill Pport training , 
aiJIIe and knoWled ' s at the school level 

ge In both 
seJtools. government and private 

live principals are able to prote t . 
~ec C Instructional t' 

d f .. lme of the h 
. great nee or pnnclpals to be visibl sc 001. To do so, there 
~ a .. e and accessible to 
. visible pnnclpal has an 0pportu 't teachers and students. 
\1le my, to model beh . . 

h O
ls vision. As the problem is s·. aVlors Conslstent with the 

se 0 enous In 
. S· government school th 

"AUcation OffIce, ub - CIty Education Off s, e Woreda 
~ Ice and Addis Abab E . 
hould minimize frequent and prolonged m t' . a ducatlOn Bureau 
s . . f h ' . ee lngs dunng school days that decreases 
!he visiblhty 0 t e prmcIpals. Non educational d 

. . . emands and workloads on the 
principals should be mmimized. School prinCipals b . . 

. . . ' e It m government or private, 
should encourage actIve partICIpation of teachers t d . 

, s u ents supportmg staff and 
parents in instructional activities and share some of their tasks. 

!. As students are the main role players in the instructional process, they need to be 

motivated to achieve in their educational carrier. Joint effort of stake holders should 

create attractive school environment. Parents strict follow up and close attachment 

with the school can improve the learning behavior of students. Securing basic 

facilities and instructional materials, following attractive and participatory method of 

teaching may help students to add interest. Proper Guidance and counseling service 

must be provided by professionals at school level. Moreover, skilled teachers and 

principals and committed staff support enables the provision of quality education 
. . d pport are which intern adds interest towards learning. Frequent supervlslOn an su 

I . h . t st and commitment of students 
aso among the various factors that Improve t em ere 

d t' active participation in various 
and enhance the instructional process. Stu en s 

ed Moreover low achievers 
School clubs based on interest should be encourag . 

should be assisted by teachers. 
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r's cooperation and com"""I't,..,., 
8clle 4" ·"ent is 

ft for teachers to perfo a decisive 
,tOceSs, rm their task aspect of th ' 
r , ted and make them love th " s effectivel e mstructional 
otl'la eir Jobs T y they have t 
~ 'oil shOuld be given to realiz ' 0 do so, from 0 be highly 
rteJ\11 e teachers, school to th M 
I 'tive changes in the living cond' , mOhvation, as far as ,e OE due 
~Sl , , Ihon of t PossIble promotin 

'Ollment, exercIsmg good gov eachers, creatin ' g 
en¢ ernance in th g condUCIve work 

lives for better performance t e schools, provid' , 
~ceJ\ e c, are so"'" mg meanmgful 

, d f ' , I ·"e of th , ated, ThIS e mIte y adds valu e ways in wh' h 
111011'1 es on the imp lC they are 

rovement of ' 
mstructional process, 

an educational leader principals need to 
ft; " strengthen relati ' , 

ndillg more tIme m classroom in t ' onshlp wIth teachers by 
spe s ruchonal observat' ' 

dback after lesson observation By d ' Ion and provIde instant 
fee ' OIng so, principals su 

they could in enhancing teachers sk 'U t ' pport teachers as much 
as I 0 Improve their instruc ' 
and exert direct influence on the quality f honal competency 

, , 0 teaching and learning in the schools 
Therefore pnnclpals should give priority f f ' 

, or requent classroom observation, 
Moreover, Woreda EducatIon Office, Arada S b C' , 

, U Ity Educahon Office and A,A, 
Education Offlces need to develop or capacitate th h ' ' , e sc 001 leaders mstruchonal 

supervisory capacities and performances by providing training, and arranging 

experience sharing programs among the schools, 

[Concerning the scarcity of educational resources, first principals need to take the 

initiative and responsibility for utilizing the available resource and facility wisely and 

be creative to generate income, Besides this they need to convince authorities to 

allocate adequate budget for the school. It should be noted that without the necessary 

educational material much progress could not be made by the principals in the 

leaching learning process, Therefore in order to improve the quality of instruction, 

adequate instructional materials should be provided to schools, As education 
d t government institutions and the 
emands huge financial investment, governmen , non 

CO ' come the problem, 
mmumty at large should work together to over 
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t of the principal is to assist th 0 0 

. aIY du y e InstruchonaJ process. However, there 
e

ptlrtl lOke information and Work I ~ ng

es 

I oVer oad, paper Works (reports), non 
~alle 0 

~' . demands, etc. thus It Could be very difficult to accomplish many tasks 

",d''''' h a situation and private schools' principals shoUld appropriately share In sue 0 0 0 

~"' . other admmlstrah"e tasks to the right person or individual in the 
legate 

~d de hat they could ha"e enough time to discharge their instructional 
so t 

Sc~ools, to s Besides the above recommended solutions, factors that affect 
o du Ie . 

""er,hlP dership practices of principals could be minimized or alleviated by o nal 1ea 

:,ctrU

ctIO 

°ence sharing between Schools of the same group or between 
P'" expen 

°nuous 
CCnl1 

goVernIll e n t 
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Appendix -A 
Addis lIbab . 

School of G a Umversity 
Department of Education ra

l 
dpuate ~tudies 

a 1annzng dM an anagement 

Q"estionnaire to be filled by princip 1 . . 
ft .. as, Vlce pnnc' 1 d 
teachers. Jpa s, epartment heads and 

Dear respondents: 

This questionnaire is designed to assess instructional leadership practices of 

principals in government and private secondary schools of Arada Sub City. 

The information gathered through this questionnaire will be used by the 

researcher for academic purpose only. Therefore, your honest response and 

genuine professional opinion will be vital for the success of the study. All 

your responses will be kept confidential. Thus, you are kindly requested to 

attempt all items in the questionnaire. 

Note: 

~ There is no need of writing your name 

~ Each item has its own instruction to follow 
h son you received from, as 

~ Please return the questionnaire to t e per 

soon as possible after completion. 

Thanlc you in advance for your 
kind cooperation. 
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f)JlIt'I' ONE: - General Info . 
r rlllabon 
nil' ection: - Please put "v" 
II mark for 

b . fl qUeStions . 
ne y your opinio f Vlllth alternaf 

n or the oPen Ives, and write 
ended . 

queshon items. 

).1. Name of the School 

).2. School Type: Gover::n:m~e:n~t;---r[==J~-=~---____ _ 

O Private 0 
1.3. Sex: Male Female 0 

).4. Age: Below 20 0 
20 - 29 0 
30-39 0 
40-49 0 
50 and above 0 

1.5. Level of Educational Qualification: 

Diploma 0 
BAJBSC 0 
MAJMSC 0 
Other ____________________________ _ 

1.6. Field of Specialization: 

EdAd D Pedagogical Science D 
EdPM D Other (Specify) ________ _ 

1.7. Your experience on current position as: 

Principal D Department head D 
Vice Principal D Teacher D 

1.8. Work Experience: 

5 years and below D 
11 -15 years 0 
21 -25 years 0 

6 - 10 Years 

16 - 20 years 

26 years and above 
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P
·_.A 'fW0: Instructional Lead 
(jJ. ership D' 

llllensions 
. ection: The following state 
~ ments show the . 

hip practices. Read Unplementation f' 
leaders each statem 0 mstructional 

. ent carefull . 
hich instructional leadership is pr t' Y and mdicate the extent t 

'/I ac Iced in Your 0 

e of the boxes against each item . school by putting "/" mark in 
all USIng the foU . 

3 · Owmg ratin I t'.oequently; = sometimes; 2= Rarel . 1 _ g sca e: 5 = always; 4 = 
p y, - Never at all. 

Z 1. Defining and Communicating Sch 1M' . 
• 00 lSSlon. 

The extent to which lea in my 
through the following tasks as instru ~nder 5 

1 d ctzonal ea er 

with 

resources required the 
of instructional 

Use student achievement data when developing 
school 

2.1.6. Develop mission that is achievable and easily 
understood the school co 

2.1.7. Use need assessment to secure staff input to 
mission t 

2.1.8. Articulate the school mission which gives priorities 
to instructional 

2.2. Managing Cuniculum and Instl'Uction 

2.2.3. 

2.2.4. 

Schedule co-curricular activities in support of 

the formal te . 1 m 
. 1 . th review of curncu u Participate actIVe y In e 

r:-__ +..::m:.:..a:terials. th school 
2.2.5. Assess the relationship between h e school 

curricular objectives and t e 

achievement tests. h material 
. 11 tion of uman. Ensure the tlmely a oca cessary for 

and financial resources, ne 
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( instructional time and 
informal classroom obs cond~ct formal 

. h h ervahon and r-

I bases WIt t e necessary f on reg I 
. eed b k u ar instruchon. ac to impr 

~ aVe 
Promote quality instruct' 

by . 19 f iOn teachm con erence. conducting 

~ Check the standards and 
Curriculum of the exams. COverage 

~ Plan the activities of profe . 
sSlonal d 

to improve classrOom instru f evelopment 

~ 
. Clan 

Discuss WIth teachers acad '. 
students, emlC progress of based on test results. 

V-

g 3 Promoting a Positive School Lea ' . 
. . rnzng Clunate. 

__ r .. ,.. • .;! Instructional Time 
5, 4 3 I Make teachers to Use instructio I . 2 [ . . . . na !lme for 

teachmg and practicmg new skills and 
concepts 

Z. Provision of guidance to late com 
ers, early 

leavers and absentee studenOts & te ache rs. 

~ . .• ional n. .r~pm "r'V.""' '''' ..-.v........ -~w ... v. ent 
5 4 3 2 1 I. Support the use of sk ills acquired during the in 

service training in classroom. 

2. Arrange time for 

teachers share ideas. 
staff meeting to promote 

~ lin High Vi,c:ihility 
5 4 3 2 1 

I I. Participate in extra co-curricular activities. 

' 2. Tutor or provide direct instructions to classes 

3. Take time to talk informally with students and 
teachers 

4. Create opportunities for stake holders to discuss 
on school affairs so as to contr ibute for the 

enhancement of the instruction. . ': i ,r.&'UVlUt: Incentives " 5 " 4 3 '2 1 

Reward special efforts of teachers, students and I. 

even parents. 
2. Reinforce e xcellent practices of performances of 

, 

teachers during staff meetings, public 

gath .;. newsletters or memos. 
j ", 

3. d . c achievements, Honor students for best aca eml 
I ble contribution. behavioral changes or any va ua 
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8,4. supervising Instruction, 

t'on: School clinical sUpervis 
Alre~ ory praCtice is 
Y ., 1 one amon 

'ded to Improve c assroorn instrUct' 9 many Supervisory pract' f'{l Ion. It in I Ices 
~c~er and the supervisor have to deal With, vo Ves certain activities that both the 

rate each item using the 
~ease , 

, practiced m your school. 
~J1l1S 

scale (1-5) that best descr 'b 
1 es the degree to which the 

te'5::: always; 4 = frequently; 3= sometime '2-
~o ' 5, -- rarely; I = never at all 

a. Pre - Observation Conference 

~' ,~: I ?.{n. p,re - observation conference 
_ the supervisor and the teacher 

~ ... /1.-';.''11,., .j~ Il\d ',; 

I. Create report that facilitates 
communication and 
understandinq 

2. Agree on objectives, methods of 
recording, the class and time of 
observation 

f--.-- - -
3 Decide on instruments of 

recordinq 

4 Discuss on aspects of the lesson 
to focus on while observinq 

5 Set time for post observation 
conferenCE: 

b. Class Observation 

1. 

2. 

Observes the teaching 

behavior 
Records the classroom behavior 
including students reflection 

lUways Frequently Some 

5 
times 

4 l 

Frequently 

Rarely Never 
1110 at all 

Z l ' 

Rarely 

3 Focus on events that need either 
~ __ -1~e~n~c~o~u~ra~e~m~e~n~t~o~rJi~m~r~o~v~e~m~e~n~t_L ____ -L------~----~-----L--
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c. JJnalysis of Observation 

Observation, the Supervisor 

Analyses data to display . . ~=[:=t==-4--~~~+~~~r~~J 

4 

encouraged and those which 
need 

further improvement 
reinforcement. and 

Consider teachers e xperience, nature 
and content of the lesson, and levels of 
relationship before post observation 
conference . 

d. Post Observation Conference 

No 1'"In 'post Obse~ation Conference the 
~ Supervisor 

,. ~ 

1. Presents data in a supportive way 
consistent with plan in advance. 

2. Holds discussion with teachers on 
what is planned and the actual 
classroom behavior. 

3 Reveal events to be encouraged and 
those requiring improvement 

4 Make an agreement on what to be 
done OIl both sides for the next time. 

e. Post Conference Analysis 

the, 

Evaluate whole supervisory 
for future ' 

lUways Frequently Some Rarely Never 
times , 

at all 
5 4 3 Z · r 

~ 
J 

2. Analyze the interest areas, the level of 

participation of the teacher a.n.~d~t_h_el ____ ~ ______ t ___ I---r----l 
feedback that was to him:..., 

3 Identify what strategy to follow to 
once own skills. 

4 for the next session of clinical 
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Direction: Please tick "v'''mark to What extent the following impediments affect the 

instructional leadership practice in your school, using the following rating scale: 5 = 
ng

ly agree (SA); 4 = agree (A); 3= undecided (UD); 2=disagree (DA); 1 = strongly 
strO 

PART THREE - Barriers to Instructional Leadership Practice 

disagree (SD). 

3 1 Vision, will and Courage . . 
Instructional Leaders ofrny School 

SA A UD DA SD 

No 

S 4 3 Z I 

1 have clear and well communicated vision, 
mission in the school 

2 Axe not courageous to take risks, at any time, 
for the improvement of instruction 

3 Axe equipped with adequate knowledge base, 
of instructional leadership . 

4 demonstrate willingness to devote more tune 
for instructional issues 

3.2. Skill an raInIn d T .. g 

SD AI UD DA -- In my School there is sufficient lhnount of: SJJ. 
1 ,' 3 "2 

.:(., N~J"' , .' 
S 4 

, 
Ii::" '. . 

,\~' .'.(1 • . h r ld of education 
I.t; ":i '. \. 

', ' 

Qualified instructional leaders In t e Ie I 

2 Qualified teachers in all subject a~ea. 

3 I Training on instructional leadership 

~ 
development . . nd teachers 4 I In service trammg a 

proqram. 

vement. t fj InstructIonal Impro . d Commitmen or 

SD 

3.3. CooperatIon an _~~ 
," A . ~. UD I ,DA 't.J ( ' I-: SA 

, 3 ~ Z .. I 

, 
. eration and comrnl ne~ " 

S 4: t.' III. '" ., 

No . . ' 'l'her.e is Jugh co~p ment among them: \ 
, If "-[or instiuctio~aJ unprove '. . 

I" _. ". " 

I 1 Community r n Officials 
d Educa 10 ) 

2 Zone and Wore a Association ~PSTA_ 
St dent Teachers, 3 Parent, u , 

~' i Teachers 
5 Supportinq Staff 

I 
6 Students 
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3.4. Resource Jlvailabil't I y and JIll ocation. 

~ There is adequate am ount of: SA 

I Stationary materials f . 

A . UD I <.+DA!nh 1~:SDT 
5 4, 

or teachIng 3 .-s:-z . • J~l 1 

2 Student text 
3 Laboratory space eq1 iPl ' Ul ment & time 
4 Classroom furniture 
5 Library space and time 
6 Qualified human resource 
7 Re current budqet Support 
8 Teachers quide 
9 Instructional time 
10 ICT service 

, , 
3.5. InstructIonal tune Constr . t aln . 

3 
DA SD !here is. adequate time to carryout No 
z 

SA A UD 
InstructlOnalleadership because of: 1 5 4 

Limited roles of the principal 

2 Less a er work, and few re orts 
3 Non academic demands 
4 No information and work overload 

1. Would you please list any other factors that influence instructional leadership practice 

that are not mentioned above? 

2. What possible solutions would you suggest to be taken to avoid/ alleviate factors that 

hinder instructional leadership practice. 

3,6, factors that affect instructional leadership practice 

Direction: The following are assumed to be some of the factors that restrict instructional 

leadership effectiveness in the school. Please rank them from (1-9) according t the degree of the 

problem. (Rank the most affective problem as lSI). 

Factors that affect Instructional Leadership Practice 
1·9 

I Lack of knowled e base 
2 Lack of vision 
3 Lack of commitment 
4 Lack of trust in others 
5 Bein unable to em ower others 
6 Wa~ta e of allotted instructional time 

7 
8 
9 
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Appendix .B 
Addis lIbaba University 

Department of Educational PI . 
anmng and Management 

Interview Guide Questions for Principals 

1. How do you describe the development of " d . ' " 
mISSIon an ItS commUnICatIon In 

your school. Do you involve stake-holders in the process. 

Z. How often activities of supervision and Support carried out? How do you 

evaluate your supervisory practice (mainly clinical supervision). 

3. How could you manage curriculum and instruction? 

4. Describe the implementation of teachers professional development program 

(CPD) of your school. What are the main strengths or weaknesses. 

5. How do you describe the teaching - learning climate in your school 

particularly in terms of; protecting instruction time; providing incentives 

(reward systems); maintaining high visibility; developing a supportive work 

environment and establishing a positive expectation and standard. 

6. What do you think are the major factors that affect your instructional 

leadership practice? 
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Appendix_ C 
Add· 

IS Ababa University 
College of Education 

School of Grad t . 
Department of Educational p~a e ~tudles 

annmg and Management 

Interview Guide Questions for Sup . ervlsors 

1. Back ground information 

a. Sex 

b. Age 

c. Level of Education 

2. Guide Questions 

1.2 Year of service as 

a. a teacher 

b. a principal 

C. a supervisor 

1.3 Field of specialization 

2.1. How do you often provide supervisory services to the schools you are 

supposed to support. Do you think clinical supervision takes place in the 

secondary schools. 

2.2. To what extent you provide training to enhance the capacity of instructional 

leadership practices of principals. 

2.3. How do the schools whom you assist define school mission and communicate 

into stakeholders. 

2.4. What are the major factors that influence instructional leadership practices. 

What possible solutions do you suggest for the hindering factors as a 

supervisor? 
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Appendix- D 
Addis Ababa University 

College of Education 
School of Graduate Studies 

Department of Educational Planning and M anagernent 

Guiding Question for Students - (FGD) 

1. Are you familiar with the missions of your school. How do you describable 

the extent of your participation in the instructional activities. 

2. Is instructional time protected in your school. If yes, how and to what 

extent? It no, why not? 

3. Do you observe regular supervision conducted by concerned bodies in 

your classroom? How often principals visit your classroom to control & 

support your learning. 

4. How do you see the degree and availability of essential instructional 

facilities and resources. 

5. How often your school principals are visible in the school compound? Do 

they give feed back to issues raised by students related to the teaching -

learning process. 

6. What factors do you think are barriers of instructional leadership in your 

school. 
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Appendix. E 
Addis Ababa University 

College of Education 
School of Graduate Studies 

Department of Educational Planning and nJl' 
Ar"anagement Observation Checklist 

Name of the School: ----
Type of the School: Government 0 Private 0 
1. Documents on school goals and teaching and learning process as a whole. 

Available 0 Unavailable 0 
2. Documents showing duties and responsibilities given to role players in instructional 
process: 

Available 0 Unavailable 0 
3. Document on analysis of student achievements: 

Available 0 Unavailable 0 
4. Check list aimed at protecting instructional time: Available 0 Unavailable 0 

5, Documents on continuous professional development programs: 0 
Available CJ Unavailable 0 

6. Documents showing whether discussion is carried out with parents and PSTA on 

teaching -·learning processDailable UDailable 

7. Documents showing feedbacks from internal & external regular supervision 

programs:D 0 
Available Unavailable 

8. Attraction of the school compound (Water, Flowers shade, Green Area): 

Available [J Unavailable D 
9. Availability of instructional resources: 

r---
vailable Unavailable 

~--. 
Qualified teachers 

~~gogical center 

Student text books 

Teachers guide 
Laboratory (equipments, chemicals, manuals ... . ) 
Library (Reference materials, space, fuz:uture s ... ) 

Instructional class rooms 

Toilet (Male/ Female ... ) -
Play ground 
Instructional equipments 

I Water 
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