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ABSTRACT 

 
Objective - The purpose of this study is to determine the level of instructional leadership among public elementary 

school administrators in Antique, Philippines. 

Methodology/Technique – The study was conducted using the descriptive survey design to a sample of 182 

purposively selected public elementary school administrators in the School Division of Antique, Philippines. The 

researcher adapted the National Competency-Based Standards for School Heads Questionnaire for this study. The 

questionnaire was originally constructed by the Department of Education (DepEd) - National Educators Academy of the 

Philippines (DepEd - NEAP). 

Finding - The results reveal that public elementary school administrators have poor knowledge in instructional 

leadership, specifically in developing programs and or adapting existing programs. The results also show that the public 

elementary school administrators have moderate knowledge in Assessment of Learning, Implementing Programs for 

Instructional Improvement, and Instructional Supervision. 

Novelty - The study suggests instructional leadership training programs for school administrators to increase their 

competence in instructional leadership so they can achieve the goals of their respective schools. 
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____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Introduction  

With the demands of globalization in today’s world, education systems need to be transformed to meet the 

needs of students. The education system needs to be designed taking into consideration the demands of the 

21st century and future generations. Rapid development and technological advancement have made most 

advanced countries in the world to re-evaluate their education systems (Bakar, 2013). 
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Nonetheless, implementing of these new initiatives will not materialize if the school leaders who are the 

change agents are incompetent and cannot handle the programs effectively. Experienced school leaders 

should cooperate with the government in achieving the agenda of the nation's educational growth. On the 

other hand, incompetent school leaders in leadership perform poorly in the process of educational 

transformation (Yusri, 2012). This makes quality instructional leadership essential to educational 

transformation. The effectiveness of education is a product of Good School Leadership Practices. These 

practices contribute greatly to the transformational process of every educational institution.  

Several researches attest to this. The essence of Instructional Leadership Principles in managing change 

has been highlighted by some recent researchers (Sim, 2011; Kin, 2013; Bibi, 2012; Hazura, 2009). As a 

result, instructional leaders are considered as the key contributors to the success in the implementation of 

change in schools (Leithwood & Day, 2008; Sahin, 2011). Because of this, in every educational 

transformation, the practice of instructional leadership is always highlighted. Wahyuni, Putrawan and Sari 

(2019) report that empowering educational institutions is extremely important, especially in countries where 

education is lagging behind. This means that the role of effective instructional leadership is critical. In 

relation to this, Mulyasa (2012) states that school principals play a large role in coordinating and 

harmonizing educational resources in schools. Principals are therefore mandated to have competent 

management and leadership skills in order to lead educational institutions.  

The present Philippine educational system is being decentralized. Authority for making decisions for 

school improvement has devolved to the school level and therefore calls for school principals to be 

accountable for the quality of education provided in their schools. School principals play a vital role in a 

decentralized education system, more specifically on the capacity for instructional leadership of public 

administrators (Governance of Basic Education Act of 2001, Republic Act 9155). 

The researcher (a former Education Program Supervisor) observed that there is a need to improve the 

educational management outcomes among school administrators in the division with the focus on school 

administrators’ leadership capacity and instructional leadership support. This will help them to realize the 

vision, mission, goals, and objectives of the Department of Education (DepEd). DepEd has already invested a 

significant amount in providing Technical Assistance for public elementary school administrators with the 

School-Based Management (SBM) at the frontline, and there is the need to look into the factors that 

contribute to their effective instructional leadership capacity so as to improve school quality under the 

decentralized system. This would strengthen management at the school level and help in providing teachers 

incentives to motivate and improve teaching practice.   

1.1 Theoretical Background 

 Kursunoglu and Tanriogen (2009) explain instructional leadership as a series of behaviors that affect 

classroom instruction. The theory of instructional leadership has been widely studied (Hallinger & Walker, 

2017; Montecinos et. al., 2018; Akiba, 2017), and there are various models and theories that explain 

instructional leadership. Some of these models and theories include that of Hallinger and Murphy Models 

(1985), Model Weber (1996), Model Jensen and Murphy (1990) and Mc Ewan Model (2009). Hallinger and 

Murphy (1985) explain instructional leadership as principals' behaviors that promote and improve the process 

of teaching and learning in schools. This theory involves teachers, students, parents, school planning, school 

management, school facilities and resources. Most researchers (Jamelaa, & Jainabee, 2011; Premavathy, 

2010; Sukarmin, 2010; Wan Roslina, 2011; Brown & Chai, 2012; Lyons, 2010; Mattar, 2012) on 

instructional leadership anchored their studies on the model of Hallinger and Murphy (1985).  

The Hallinger and Murphy (1985) Model presents 3 dimensions in instructional leadership activities. The 

dimensions are: 

1) determining school mission; 

2) managing instructional programs; and 
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3) creating school learning environment.  

 

The instructional leadership in this model includes 11 leadership components:  

1) drawing on school goals; 

2) explaining school goals; 

3) supervising and evaluating teaching; 

4) coordinating curriculum; 

5) monitoring students’ progress; 

6) assuring instructional time; 

7) maintaining learning support; 

8) providing incentives for teachers; 

9) enforcing academic standards; 

10) promoting professional development; and 

11) providing incentives for learning.  

 

Philip Hallinger built the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) of this model. This 

instrument has been used in more than 175 surveys worldwide (Hallinger, 2015). The concept of instructional 

leadership is related to the needs and requirements of policy, research and management, and practice of 

school leadership. This makes it necessary to look into the factors that contribute to effective instructional 

leadership capacity of principals within a decentralized system.  

1.2 Literature Review  

Instructional leadership is generally defined as the management of curriculum and instruction by a school 

principal (Horn & Little, 2017). A study on effective school movement in the United States revealed that a 

principal’s role is key to effective instructional leadership (Printy, Marks & Bowers, 2009). Moreover, a 

principal is vital in ensuring success in learning with children in poor urban elementary schools, and 

therefore they must be mindful, sincere, and charismatic (Hallinger, 2003, 2009).   

Instructional leadership that focuses on the principal’s role was strong during the 1990s. However, when it 

drew criticisms, scholars explored other models such as transformational leadership, teacher 

leadership, shared leadership, and distributed leadership (Spillane, Halverson & Diamond, 2001; Hallinger, 

2009; Halverson, Grigg, Prichett & Thomas, 2007).   

1.2.1 Instructional Leadership Approaches 

Instructional leadership is either exclusive or inclusive (Robinson, Lloyd & Rowe, 2008). In Exclusive 

Instructional Leadership, the principal is the main authority in setting goals for the school, supervision and 

instruction (Hallinger, 2015). On the other hand, Inclusive Instructional Leadership includes other school 

staff in addition to the principal. According to Marks and Printy (2003), an inclusive approach to 

instructional leadership is a shared leadership where principals collaborate with teachers in developing 

curriculum and instruction to improve the academic performance of pupils. In addition, Hallinger (2003) 

suggests the integration of transformational leadership with instructional leadership wherein staff are 

empowered in their role and are encouraged to support the principal.  

Southworth (2002) further explains that instructional leadership involves both direct and indirect 

activities. The direct activities are considered a narrow mode of instructional leadership with immediate 

actions related to instruction, such as classroom observation and curriculum development as the focus. On the 

other hand, the indirect activities are a broad mode of instructional leadership which broadly focuses on 

creating the school climate, as well as direct activities. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Shared_leadership
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1.2.2 Instructional Leadership and School Excellence   

It is reported by Lee, Hallinger and Walker (2012) that policymakers and policy practitioners consider 

instructional leadership as a key factor in effective schools. This is because the concept of instructional 

leadership according to Hallinger (2003) and Hallinger and Leithwood (1994) is based on effective school 

research, implementation of change and school improvement. In this regard, the practice is emphasized by 

the Ministry of Education (MOE) as a means of ensuring excellence in schools. The Malaysian Quality 

Standards introduced by the Inspectorate and Quality Assurance stipulate that principals in Malaysian 

schools serve as instructional leaders. Principals lead the implementation of the curriculum and create a 

learning environment that encourages the adoption of a learning culture among students (Butler et. al., 2015). 

Hoy and Hoy (2003) emphasise the importance of instructional leadership by stating that the main function of 

the school is the teaching and learning process. Therefore, as instructional leaders, principals need to 

prioritize improving the quality of teaching and learning as the main focus of the school. 

The quality of teaching has an important correlation with the level of instructional leadership practices in 

a school. Several studies on the relationship between instructional leadership and teaching quality have 

identified a significant correlation between the 2 (Zahara & Suria, 2011; Sazali, Rusmini, Hut & Zamri, 

2007). Yusri and Aziz (2014) reveal that instructional leadership has a positive relationship and contributes 

significantly to teachers' teaching competence. This is also supported by the study of Rahimi and Yusri 

(2015). According to the researchers, instructional leadership of principals contributes significantly to the 

teaching competence of teachers. Since teachers are the main facilitators of teaching and learning in the 

classroom, the quality of teaching can affect the learning output of students (Hallinger, 2011). 

Research by Abdullah, Ali, Mydin, and Amin (2019), Zahara and Suria (2011) and Quah (2011) also 

confirms that instructional leadership practices contribute to the quality of students’ learning outcomes and 

has a stronger influence on student learning than transformational leadership (Abdullah, Ling & Sufi, 2018). 

This means that instructional leadership is a major factor for achieving school goals and improving students’ 

learning outcomes. 

1.2.3 Instructional Leadership and Managing Change  

Changes in educational policies and systems aim at improving the quality of existing education systems. 

The outcome therefore is to provide higher quality human capital in the nation (Santhidran, Chandran, & 

Borromeo, 2013). In this regard, schools should be dynamic and undergo evolution in this era of 

globalization. This means principals must embrace change in terms of values, practices, attitude and thoughts 

(Hou, Cui & Zhang, 2019). As good as this may sound, this is not always straightfoward. Most educators find 

it very difficult to embrace change. This much is confirmed by several researchers (Hallinger, 2009; Fullan, 

2007). Thus, school leaders must endeavor to embrace change in implementing new educational policies in 

order to achieve learning outcomes (Khan & Malik, 2013; Jamelaa, 2012; Helterbran, 2010); Fullan, 2007). 

Several other researchers state that school leaders who practice instructional leadership find it easier to 

implement changes in education in Malaysia (Nor Azni, 2015; Bond, 2015; Rahimi, 2014; Yusri, 2012; 

Jameela, 2012; Hattie, 2015).  

A willingness to change is the first change phase based on the Model of Kurt Lewin (1951). It should be 

addressed to ensure that resistance to change is minimized in school leaders. School principals will fail in 

their attempts to manage change effectively if the members of the organization are not ready to change even 

in the first stage of implementation (Urick & Bowers 2014). A study by Jamelaa (2012) reveals that there is a 

significant correlation between instructional leadership and the attitude of the principals on change. 

Emphatically, when the leaders of instruction display a positive attitude towards change, teachers support and 

are ready to implement the change (Nor Azni, 2015). However, competence on the part of the principals is 

very crucial. They must possess the skills and knowledge to implement change (Suseela & Sim, 2010). 
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2. Research Methodology 

This study was conducted using a descriptive survey method. The study involved 182 Public Elementary 

School Administrators (PESA) in the School Division of Antique, Philippines from 2018-2019. The study 

adapted a questionnaire from the National Competency-Based Standards for School Heads (NCBSSH) of the 

Department of Education (DepEd) - National Educators Academy of the Philippines (NEAP) (DO No. 32, 

2010).  

The questionnaire consisted of 4 competency strands. Each strand had statements that focused on the 

competencies of the school administrators. The strands were: 

 

1) Assessment of Learning; 

2) Developing Programs and or Adopting Existing Programs; 

3) Implementing Programs for Instructional Improvement; and 

4) Instructional Supervision.  

 

The scores of individual respondents in the Instructional Leadership Capacity Questionnaire were 

determined by adding the numerical equivalents of the options chosen and then means were computed. The 

weight and their corresponding response categories were adapted from DO No. 32 series of 2010. The data 

was analyzed using frequency, percentage, standard deviation, and mean. All statistical computations were 

processed through SPSS software, Version 22.0 (Hair, Black, Babin & Anderson, 2010). 

3. Results and Discussions 

3.1 Overall Level of Instructional Leadership Capacity (ILC)   

Table 1 below shows the Overall Level of Instructional Leadership Capacity among the public-school 

administrators. The ILC for the entire administrators was high with a mean score of 2.78, and a standard 

deviation of 0.40. This means that the school principals are moderately competent in instructional leadership. 

The results also portray limitations in the administrators’ ability to manage and implement programs in their 

schools. The overall mean for developing programs and/or adopting existing programs was 2.35 with a 

standard deviation of 0.36. The descriptive equivalence was low. This indicates that the administrators have a 

poor know-how in developing programs and/or adopting existing programs. These findings could be due to 

the lower amount of instructional leadership training available for principals, and their incompetence in the 

conduct of the research (Hallinger, 2013).  

  
Table 1. Overall Level of Instructional Leadership Capacity  

 

Instructional leadership  Mean SD Description 

A Assessment of learning  3.05 0.49 High 

1 Manage the processes and procedures in monitoring student achievement. 3.11 0.57 High 

2 Ensure utilization of a range of assessment processes to assess student 

performance. 

3.06 0.53 High 

3 Assess the effectiveness of curricular/co-curricular programs and/or 

instructional strategies. 

3.13 0.49 High 

4 Utilize assessment results to improve learning. 3.10 0.53 High 

5 Create & manage a school process to ensure student progress is conveyed to 

students and parents/guardians, regularly. 

2.85 0.73 High 

B Developing programs and or adopting existing programs  2.35 0.36 Low 

1 Develop/adapt a research-based school program. 2.13 0.55 Low 
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2 Assist in implementing an existing, coherent and responsive school-wide 

curriculum. 

2.36 0.51 Low 

3 Address deficiencies and sustain successes of current programs in 

collaboration with teachers, and learners. 

2.43 0.53 Low 

4 Develop a culture of functional literacy. 2.46 0.44 Low 

C Implementing programs for instructional improvement  2.57 0.50 High 

1 Manage the introduction of curriculum initiatives in line with DepEd policies   

2.65 

 

0.45 

 

High 

2 Work with teachers in curriculum review. 2.55 0.54 High 

3 Enrich curricular offerings based on local needs. 2.52 0.58 High 

4 Manage curriculum innovation and enrichment with the use of technology. 2.58 0.52 High 

5 Organize teams to champion instructional innovation programs toward 

curricular responsiveness. 

 

2.54 

 

0.53 

 

High 

D Instructional supervision 3.15 0.55 High 

1 Prepare and implement an instructional supervisory plan. 3.18 0.62 High 

2 Conduct Instructional Supervision using appropriate strategy. 3.14 0.64 High 

3 Evaluate lesson plans as well as classroom and learning management. 3.21 0.65 High 

4 Provide in a collegial manner timely, accurate and specific feedback to 

teachers' regarding their performance. 

 

3.10 

 

0.62 

 

High 

5 Provide expert technical assistance and instructional support to teachers. 3.12 0.69 High 

 Over-all Mean 2.78 0.40 High 

3.2. Level of Instructional Leadership Capacity According to Age 

Table 2 displays the findings from the analysis based on age. It can be observed that strands A, C and D 

were high among the school administrators. It could be inferred that if the administrators are grouped by age, 

they are moderately competent in instructional leadership. On the other hand, their ability to develop 

programs and/or adopt existing programs was low, meaning that they have poor ability to develop programs 

and/or adopt existing programs. This could partly explain why most instructional leaders resist change in 

programs and systems in schools. Their know-how does not match the competence it takes to implement new 

programs and systems (Hoy, 2013). 

 
Table 2. Level of Instructional Leadership Capacity According to Age 

 

 

Instructional leadership 

32-41 years old 42-51 years old 52-62 years old 

Mean SD Desc. Mean SD Desc. Mean SD Desc. 

A Assessment of learning 3.06 0.57 High 3.02 0.44 High 3.02 0.48 High 

B Developing programs and or 

adopting existing programs 

 

2.50 

 

0.39 

 

Low 

 

2.41 

 

0.34 

 

Low 

 

2.44 

 

0.37 

 

Low 

C Implementing programs for 

instructional improvement 

 

2.55 

 

0.18 

 

High 

 

2.53 

 

0.20 

 

High 

 

2.54 

 

0.20 

 

High 

D Instructional Supervision 3.21 0.69 High 3.17 0.49 High 3.08 0.60 High 

3.3. Level of Instructional Leadership Capacity according to Length of Administrative Experience 

Table 3 below presents the results on the level of instructional leadership capacity of the school 

administrators according to their length of experience. For strands A, C and D, the principals’ level of 

competence was rated as high with means of 3.03, 2.51 and 3.16 respectively, and a standard deviation of 

0.42, 0.16 and 0.40 respectively. It can therefore be inferred that the principals are moderately competent 

with regards to strands A, C and D. It could also be said that length of experience does not have any 

significant influence on their level of competence in instructional leadership. Interestingly, irrespective of 
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length of experience, all the administrators’ level of competence did significantly differ. Conversely, their 

level of competence in the implementation of programs and/or adapting existing programs was rated as low. 

It could be explained that the administrators, irrespective of their age, have poor know-how in developing 

programs and or adapting existing programs (Carrier, 2011). 

 
Table 3. Level of Instructional Leadership Capacity according to Length of Administrative Experience 

 

 

Instructional leadership 

1-9 years 10-19 years 20-30 years 

Mean SD Desc. Mean SD Desc. Mean SD Desc. 

A Assessment of learning 3.05 0.46 High 3.04 0.48 High 3.03 0.42 High 

B Developing programs and or 

adopting existing programs 

 

2.41 

 

0.33 

 

Low 

 

2.49 

 

0.33 

 

Low 

 

2.50 

 

0.30 

 

Low 

C Implementing programs for 

instructional improvement 

 

2.51 

 

0.20 

 

High 

 

2.53 

 

0.20 

 

High 

 

2.51 

 

0.16 

 

High 

D Instructional Supervision 3.12 0.53 High 3.15 0.59 High 3.16 0.40 High 

3.4 Level of Instructional Leadership Capacity according to position   

The results in Table 4 below reveal that the administrators have high Instructional Leadership Capacity 

across the 3 competency strands of instructional leadership namely: assessment of learning, implementing 

programs for instructional improvement, and instructional supervision. This demonstrates that the positions 

of the administrators had no significant influence on their competency in instructional leadership. It could be 

said that they are moderately competent in the 3 strands mentioned above. Further examination of the table 

however reveals that regardless of their position, the respondents have low ILC in implementing programs 

and/or adapting existing programs. This may imply that these administrators have poor knowledge on 

program implementation and therefore need training in relation to how to implement new programs and adapt 

existing programs (Boohene & Williams, 2012). 

 

Table 4. Level of Instructional Leadership Capacity According to Position 

 

 

Instructional leadership 

Principal Head Teacher OIC/TIC 

Mean SD Desc. Mean SD Desc. Mean SD Desc. 

A Assessment of learning 3.07 0.47 High 3.02 0.43 High 2.94 0.57 High 

B Developing programs and or 

adopting existing programs 

 

2.46 

 

0.36 

 

Low 

 

2.43 

 

0.35 

 

Low 

 

2.42 

 

0.40 

 

Low 

C Implementing programs for 

instructional improvement 

 

2.53 

 

0.18 

 

High 

 

2.52 

 

0.19 

 

High 

 

2.52 

 

0.30 

 

High 

D Instructional Supervision 3.15 0.49 High 3.05 0.49 High 2.63 0.88 High 

3.5 Level of Instructional Leadership Capacity According to Sex  

The results of the ILC for the respondents when grouped according sex is provided in Table 5. The results 

show that both male and female public elementary school administrators have high ILC in assessment of 

learning, implementing programs for instructional improvement and instructional supervision. Male 

administrators seemed to show more consistency with higher mean scores in all of the strands compared to 

their female counterparts. This may suggest that males might be more competent in instructional leadership 

than females. However, both male and female administrators had low ILC in strand B (developing programs 

and/or adopting existing programs). This may imply that the administrators are poor in stand B and therefore 

may need more training on program implementation and management (Lyons, 2010). 
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Table 5. Level of Instructional Leadership Capacity According to Sex 

 

 

Instructional leadership 

Male Female 

Mean SD Desc. Mean SD Desc. 

A Assessment of learning 3.07 0.40 High 3.00 0.49 High 

B Developing programs and or adopting 

existing programs 

2.49 0.35 Low 2.43 0.36 Low 

C Implementing programs for instructional 

improvement 

2.54 0.15 High 2.52 0.21 High 

D Instructional supervision 3.13 0.48 High 3.02 0.57 High 

4. Conclusion and Recommendations 

Based on the findings, the following conclusions can be drawn:  

 

1) Public elementary school administrators are poorly equipped with the knowledge and skills in 

performing their instructional leadership functions specifically in developing programs and/or 

adopting existing programs.  

2) Public elementary school administrators are moderately competent in strands A, C, and D 

(assessment of learning, implementing programs for instructional improvement, and 

instructional supervision respectively).  

 

It is therefore recommended that Instructional Leadership Capability Enhancement Training should be 

conducted among public elementary school administrators on program development and/or adapting existing 

programs. This training will equip the administrators to perform their duties well. DepEd officials may 

formulate a comprehensive development plan as a basis for capability enhancement programs to raise the 

level of instructional leadership of public elementary school administrators. Furthermore, they may 

implement measures to monitor and evaluate the school administrators so as to provide appropriate 

interventions in schools that need attention. 
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