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Introduction 

Instructional leadership is vital aspects of school leadership that goes beyond the usual managerial 

and transformational practices to a new and more specific conception of creating accountable 

teaching and learning system in the school. Lashway (2002) mentioned that instructional leadership 

reappeared due to the need for the effective teaching and learning in schools, which in turn is 

directed by the instructional leadership provided by the principals.   Redding (2006) concurred with 

Lashway (2002) and reaffirmed that instructional leadership re-surfaced as the method to enhance 
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the school effectiveness with more accountability placed on the principal to ensure improved 

student achievement. The principal leadership is regarded as the most overriding factor to pursue 

and achieve excellence in Education since the effectiveness of a school rests with the quality of 

leadership that the principal demonstrates in the school (Hallinger and Heck, 1996). Nkobi (2008)   

affirmed   that   instructional   leadership   is   essential   for ensuring quality education by 

improving the teacher competencies to improve student achievement.  In line to it, Blasé and Blasé 

(2004) also stated that instructional leadership role played by principal influence classroom 

teachings. The importance of instructional leadership is also delineated in the guidelines for 

principals (MoE, 2011), which stated that the principals are responsible for ensuring effective 

curriculum delivery and management that foster efficient delivery of curriculums and improved 

learner achievement. In this context, DuFour (1999) stated that schools need principals who give 

more priority to instructional programs and who can align his or her leadership practices towards 

instructional programs for school effectiveness. The guidelines (MoE, 2011) further required the 

principals to demonstrate professional   leadership   alongside   the   efficient   management   system   

with   greater emphasis on accountability for quality teaching learning in the schools. Even in the 

Performance Management System (PMS, 2010), it was mentioned that principals should spend 65% 

of their time on instructional programs and consequently the principals were expected to incline 

themselves to instructional leadership roles in the school. 

Krug (1993) defined instructional leadership as management of curriculum and instruction beside 

the supervision of teachers’ performances for effective teaching and learning. Parallel to that, 

Hallinger and Murphy (1983) characterized instructional leadership as model that deeply involves 

the principal’s in matter of teaching and learning.  In addition, Hallinger & Murphy (1985) 

constructed the leadership model that encompasses 3 major functions of the instructional leader 

such as defining the school mission, managing the instructional program and promoting a positive 

school learning climate. Each of this function consists of two or more of the ten instructional 

leadership sub functions of 1) framing the school goals, 2) communicating the school goals, 3) 

coordinating the curriculum, 4) supervising and evaluating instruction.  5) Monitoring student 

progress, 6) protecting instructional time, 7) maintaining high visibility, 8) promoting professional 

development, 9) providing incentives for teachers, and 10) providing incentives for learning.  In 

alignment with the above instructional leadership model, Hallinger (1983, 1990) developed a 

survey instrument known as Principal Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) that measures principals’ 
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performances in 10 instructional leadership functions. The functions of the principals outlined in 

the guidelines for principals (MoE, 2011) correspond with the instructional leadership functions 

contained in the instructional leadership model developed by Hallinger and Murphy (1985).  

Many studies have indicated that instructional leadership practices of the principals are determined 

by school size, student population, leadership qualities and organizational context (Hallinger &  

Murphy,  1985,  Leadwood  et al.,  2004;  Silins & Mulford, 2002).The school context affects 

instructional leadership roles played by the principal with regards to mission building and other 

responsibilities. Hallinger (2005) reiterated the need for the instructional leaders to fine tune their 

leadership practices within school context as students’ achievement level is often dictated by how 

well the instructional leaders mitigate and manage the contextual factors. Researcher’s also 

discovered the positive correlation between certain principals’ demographic factors with active 

instructional leadership. Principal’s demographic factors like age, gender and   prior   teaching 

experience, years as   principal   affect   instructional   leadership (Hallinger, 2005, 2008; Hallinger& 

Murphy, 1985). The challenge that goes together with the instructional leadership is that principal’s 

role has become very complex often requiring great deal of skills and effort than in the past. The 

principals suffer from the responsibilities overload as the result instructional leadership drifts to the 

background when the principals struggle to keep up with managerial tasks.  Principals have to face 

many obstacles interposed within their   working   circle   on   daily   basis   which   impede   their   

instructional practices (Hallinger & Murphy, (1987); Kajewaski, (1977). Marsh (2000)   argued   that 

instructional leadership role was not suitable for the principals considering the high- stake 

accountability and management requirements. In align to this Hill et al. (1980) also reported that 

principals in United States face insufficient time to serve as instructional leaders as the tasks 

associated with administration are   mounting which are not related to teaching. 

Although, studies conducted on instructional leadership evidently pointed that principals’  

leadership  impacts  learners  achievement,  conversely  there  are  also many  other  studies  that  

confirmed  the  failure  of  the  principals  in  discharging  their instructional   leadership   roles   

(Krajewaski,1977;   Lovell   &   Phelps,1977;   Hill   et al.,1980;    Howel,1981;    Miskel,1991;    

Krung & Miskel,1989; Hallinger & Murphy,1987; and Taraseina & Hallinger ,1994).  In addition, 

Chell (1991) stated that “good instructional leadership skills are seldom practiced” and further 

attested that there is a need to examine skills and task required to support the principals to practice 

instructional leadership. 
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Considering   the   general   trend   of   instructional   leadership   practices Bhutanese   principals   

also   have   the   propensity   to   manifest   limited   attention   to instructional leadership functions 

due to management and administrative requirements. The issues pertaining to instructional 

leadership practices have been under-researched in Bhutan.  There is a need to bring to light the 

actions of principals around the instructional programs. 

Research Questions 

1. What is the level of instructional leadership practices of the principals under school districts 

in Eastern Bhutan? 

2. Is there any difference of principals’ instructional leadership practices based on personal 

factors? 

3. Is there any difference of principals’ instructional leadership practices based on institutional 

factors? 

4. What are the obstacles to instructional leadership practices of the principals under the 

school districts in Eastern Bhutan? 

Research Objectives 

1. To study the level of instructional leadership practices of the principals under school 

districts of Eastern Bhutan. 

2. To compare the difference of principals’ instructional leadership practices based on personal 

factors of the principals. 

3. To compare the difference of principals’ instructional leadership practices based on 

institutional factors. 

4. To identify the obstacles to instructional leadership practices of the principals under the 

school districts of Eastern Bhutan 

Research Hypothesis 

1. There is significant difference of principals’ instructional leadership practices based on age. 

2. There is significant difference of principals’ instructional leadership practices based on 

gender. 

3. There is significant difference of principals’ instructional leadership practices based on year 

of experience. 

4. There is significant difference of principals’ instructional leadership practices based on 

school level. 

5. There is significant difference of principals’ instructional leadership practices based on 

school size. 

6. There is significant difference of principals’ instructional leadership practices based on 

school location. 

Research Contributions 

1. Provide the level of instructional leadership practices demonstrated by the principals and 

would identify the salient domain of actual practices among principals as instructional 

leadership in eastern Bhutan. 

2. It will inform the type and extend of support that principals need regarding their practice as 

instructional leader and would also help the policy makers to articulate the role of principals 
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in terms of instructional leadership and plan the ways to better prepare the practicing and 

prospective principals as means to improve students’ learning. 

3. Contribute a little-known phenomenon to the already existing body of literatures from the 

Bhutanese perspective on the instructional leadership practices. 
 

Research Conceptual Framework 

Based on the literature and instructional leadership model posited by (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985), 

the researcher has set up the following conceptual framework that encompassed 10 instructional 

leadership functions and the demographic factors which have shown to affect principals’ 

instructional leadership practices.  The independent variables consisted of: 1. Principal’s personal 

factors like age, gender and year of experience and 2. Institutional factors such as school size, level 

and location. The dependent variable consisted of three domains of instructional leadership 

functions such as: defining the school mission, managing instructional program and creating 

positive school climate. These three dimensions are further delineated into two or more of the 10 

sub   instructional   leadership   functions   such   as   1)   framing   school   goals,   2) 

communicating school goals, 3) coordinating curriculum, 4), supervising & evaluating instruction,   

5)   monitoring   student   progress,   6)   protecting   instructional   time,   7), maintaining  high  

visibility,   8)   promoting  professional  development,   9)   providing incentives for teachers, and 

10) providing incentives for learning 

 

Figure 1: Conceptual framework 
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Literature Review 

This study examined the level and the differences of principals’ instructional leadership practices 

in Eastern Bhutan within the premise of PIMRS and also identified the obstacles to instructional 

leadership practices. To root the study within the context and to ascertain more germane to the 

proposed research, literatures on instructional leadership from a myriad of sources like articles, 

educational journals, dissertations, books and from the electronic databases were reviewed and 

presented as follows: 
 

School profile in Eastern Bhutan 
 

Instructional leadership in Bhutan 
 

The concept and definition of instructional leadership 
 

Leadership theories 
 

Instructional leadership model 
 

Principal instructional leadership roles 
 

Factors differentiating instructional leadership practices 
 

Obstacles to principals’ instructional leadership practices 
 
 

School Profile in Eastern Bhutan 

Bhutan is broadly divided into four regions Western, Eastern, Central and Southern. These regions are 

distinctively different from one another in terms of topographical features, people, cultural and tradition. 

The Eastern Bhutan comprises of six districts namely Mongar, Lhuntse, Trashigang, Trashiyangtse, 

Pemagatsel and Samdrupjongkhar. The Eastern region has 259 schools comprising of 194 primary 

schools (34 extended classrooms, 160 Primary schools) and 65 secondary school. (36 Lower Secondary 

Schools, 16 Middle Secondary Schools and 13 Higher Secondary Schools) that houses 47803 students 

and 2211 teachers. 

Table 1: List of schools in Eastern Bhutan 

 

Districts 

Primary Secondary  

No.stds No. of Trs ECR PS LSS MSS HSS 

Mongar 6 38 7 2 4 10406 438 

Luntshe 4 22 2 2 1 3969 211 

Trashiyangtse 0 21 7 1 1 5270 
274 
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Trashigang 9 41 10 5 4 12615 600 

Pemagatshel 9 20 6 1 2 6407 319 

Samdrupjongkhar 6 18 4 5 1 9136 369 

total 34 160 36 16 13 47,803 2211 

 

 

Instructional Leadership in Bhutan 
In the past, principals normally functioned as the manager and administrator of the school. 

Managing the resources, running the school in line with the set norms and government policies, 

attending meetings and protocols have been primary tasks of the principals as a result the 

principal spent less time on management of instructional programs and more time on 

organizational and managerial roles. Even the trainings of principals were primarily focused on 

management and the implementation of policies and procedures and less has been done to lead 

instructional practices and as a result there has been national concern about decline in quality of 

education. There was growing skepticism about the quality of education from all sectors of 

population. This obligated policy makers to restructure the principals’ roles. Consequently, the 

Ministry of Education (MoE) signed a compact agreement with the Royal Government of Bhutan 

(RGoB) recognizing the transition of principals’ roles from administrators and managers to 

instructional leaders as one of the ten charters under compact agreement. In line to this, there was 

major shift in principal’s roles from managerial and administer to instructional leaders at the 

dawn of 2010. This shift in leadership paradigm envisioned a proactive role for school leaders 

with clearly defined focus on instructional programs. This mandated the principals to adapt their 

leadership practices towards instructional programs than ever before. The importance of 

instructional leadership is also delineated in the guidelines for principals (MoE, 2011), which 

stated that the principals are responsible for ensuring effective curriculum delivery and 

management which can foster effective delivery of curriculums and improved learner 

achievement. The guidelines (MoE, 2011) further required the principals to demonstrate 

professional leadership alongside the efficient management system with greater emphasis on 

accountability for quality teaching learning in the schools. Even in the Performance Management 

System (PMS, 2010), it was mentioned that principals should spend 65% of their time on 

instructional programs. The principals were also expected to incline themselves to instructional 

leadership roles that would enable them to carry instructional programs effectively in the school. 
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Unfortunately, the instructional leadership practices designed by the ministry are seldom practiced 

due to role diversity of the principals. The principals irrespective of school level tries to balance 

administrative and the instructional roles because of the administrative and management 

requirement. As Lashway (2002) stated that the end result of balancing the entire task is certain 

task do not receive the correct time and attention. Stronge (1988) also stated that typical principals 

spent 62% of their time on administrative duties and remaining 11% on tasks related to 

instructional leadership. 

Considering the general trend of instructional leadership practices Bhutanese principals also have 

the propensity to manifest limited attention to instructional leadership functions due to 

management and administrative requirements. The issues pertaining to instructional leadership 

practices have been under-researched in Bhutan. There is a need to bring to light the actions of 

principals around the instructional programs. 

 

 

Figure 2: Instructional leadership model (Adopted from Hallinger, 1985) 

 

Coordinating the curriculum refers to the role of principal in making the school curricular 

objectives operational by closely aligning content taught in the class rooms and achievements test 
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used by the school in collaboration with the teachers. The Monitoring student progress refers to 

the use of both standardized and criterion-based test results by the principal to evaluate teachers’ 

effectiveness, classroom instruction, weakness of the students and settings goals accordingly 

(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). Promotes school climate refers to the principal in protecting 

instructional time, promoting teachers’ professional development, being visible in the school, 

incentivizing teachers and encouraging learners to enhance academic standards (Hallinger & 

Murphy, 1985). In this dimension the principal indirectly enforces instructional programs to create 

sound academic environment. In connection to the above instructional leadership model Hallinger 

(1983, 1990) developed the Principal Management Rating Scale (PIMRS), a survey instrument 

that measures the principal performance in three dimensions of instructional leadership roles. 

Hallinger (1983, 1990) stated that PIMRS was a research instrument designed to assess the 

principal instructional leadership that met general standards of validity and reliability. Hallinger 

(2011) carried out the review of 135 empirical studies that had used PIMRS and concluded that 

PIMRS has consistently yielded valid and reliable data on principal instructional leadership. This 

was further reaffirmed by Chung, Hallinger and Wen (2012) in their Meta-Analysis of Reliability 

studies on Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale that PIMRS was the widely used tool 

to assess the principal instructional leadership in which both the versions had yielded the valid 

and reliable data consistently within their respective purposes. 
 

This is the most widely used model to study the instructional leadership of the principal by the 

researchers (Hallinger, 2008).More than 100 studies have been conducted using this model and 

the with the growing policy interest in instructional leadership and performance standards, the 

research interest in this model may raise (Hallinger,2005). The model is very comprehensive and 

can be applied in any context to deepen the study on instructional leadership practices. Ali (2012) 

conducted a study on Effectives of Principal Instructional Leadership in Preparatory Schools in 

South Wollo Zone, Ethiopia. The study examined the existing status of instructional leadership 

effectiveness and explored the factors debilitating the provision of instructional leadership. The 

selected functions from Hallinger’s PIMRS were used as the indicators to rate the effectiveness of 

principals’ instructional leadership effectiveness while the personal characteristics, organizational 

characteristics and administrative characteristics were treated as the influencing factors. The study 

was carried by using descriptive survey method, 14 principals and 80 teachers participated in the 

study. The data collected were analyzed using the percentage, Pearson’s correlation and t-test 
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statistical analyses procedures. The findings from the study revealed that most principals were not 

effective either in each dimension or the overall instructional leadership functions. Of the personal 

characteristics treated, only experience as leader and credits taken in educational fields shown to 

have significant relationship with ILE. On other hand the organizational characteristics such as 

availability resources, professional norms and larger teaching staff size appeared to have positive 

relation with ILE. 

Pearisco (2011) carried out a study on principals’ instructional leadership behaviors and beliefs of 

good pedagogical practice among effective California high school serving socioeconomically 

disadvantaged and English learners. Principals are the most important ingredient of the school 

effectiveness. The views of the principals were collected based on the three instructional 

leadership dimensions outlined by Hallinger & Murphy (1985) using the PIMRS instrument. The 

parameter of the study was guided by 18 questions within the context of PIMRS & PBS 

questionnaires. The population consists of all principals from public high schools who have 

reported met Academic Performance Index (API) scores in the state of California for two 

consecutive school years however; only 71 principals participated in the study. This mixed 

methods study employed descriptive and causal-comparative study to investigate instructional 

leadership behaviors, beliefs and issues related to pedagogy and profession. The data collected 

were analyzed using Microsoft excel and PASW statistic version 18. The data were specifically 

analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics. The study revealed that effective high school 

principals are actively performed all facets of instructional leadership and effective high school 

principals are united in the belief of producing student achievement and accountability. Sim 

(2011) carried out a research study on instructional leadership among the principals of secondary 

schools in Malaysia. The study was conducted to examine the instructional leadership role and the 

exercise of principal leadership functions using the PIMRS instruments from the view point of the 

teachers. A total of 220 teachers responded to the survey questionnaire. The data collected were 

analyzed using descriptive statistics. The findings from the study indicated that Malaysian 

principals exercised seven functions of instructional leadership roles effectively and established 

the prevalence of connection between principals’ instructional leadership and students’ academic 

achievement. 
 

Kwinda (2002) has done a research on the instructional leadership role of the school principal in 

Thohoyandou district with the purpose to find out the role of instructional leadership and the 
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correlation between instructional leadership role and staff development. The principals of primary 

schools in Thohoyandou district participated in this qualitative study. The study revealed that 

principals often failed to develop staffs adequately and the staff development directives were not 

implemented properly in the schools. The review of literatures on instructional leadership reveals 

many things about the research designs, findings of the instructional leadership research. The 

research designs mostly consist of quantitative, qualitative and mixed methods in few cases. The 

findings indicated that instructional leaders exert meandering influence the school outcome 

through providing vision and promoting a positive learning climate. There is modest empirical 

evidence that suggest influence on instructional leaders’ direct supervision and management of 

curriculum on students’ achievements. The effectiveness of the instructional leader is affected by 

many factors which make it inapplicable in myriad of context. The prior researches also revealed 

that only few principals practiced instructional leadership in their school and most of them had the 

tendency to function as the manager. This information prompted the purpose and central questions 

and the research design of this study on instructional leadership practices among principals in 

Eastern Bhutan. 

 

Research Methodology 

This study examined the level and differences of principals’ instructional leadership practices 

under school districts in Eastern Bhutan within the premise of PIMRS and also identified the 

obstacles debilitating principals’ instructional leadership practices. This paper contains the 

explanation of the study design, participants, the research instrument, the modes of data collection 

and data analysis used to address the research questions. 

 

Data Collection 

Population 
 

The population of this study consisted of principals working in six eastern districts of Bhutan 

irrespective school level and size. According to the Annual Education Statistics 2012, there are 

259 principals working in six eastern districts. The region was chosen for the study because 

majority (about 40%) of the schools are located in this region. 

50 



Wangdi et al. / IJESIR-NOVUS, 02(08), 0100068IJESIR 

 

Sample 
 

The proposed sample for this study consisted of 155 principals from 259 principals. Krejcie and 

Morgan (1970) table was employed to determine the sample representing the population of 

principals in the study. The sample respondents were determined by using proportional 

probability procedure on district wise. Based on the number of schools in each district 155 

principals were selected by stratified random sampling as shown in the table below. In the 

qualitative phase, the participants were selected based on the return rate of PIMRS and seniority 

(principals with over 15 years of experience). 6 principals were selected for the interviews, 4 from 

the primary schools and 2 from the secondary schools because they were the most veteran of those 

participating and majority of the respondents in the quantitative phase were from primary schools. 

 

Table 2: Population and sample principals in the study 

   
    

District 

population  Sample 

Primary Secondary Primary Secondary 

Mongar 44 13 26 8 

Lhuntse 26 5 16 3 

Trashiyangtse 21 9 13 5 

Trashigang 50 19 30 12 

Pemagasthel 29 9 17 5 

Samdrupjongkhar 24 10 14 6 

Total 194 65  155 
 

 

Results and Discussion 

This study examined level and the differences of principals’ instructional leadership practices under 

school districts of Eastern Bhutan and also identified the obstacles debilitating principals’ instructional 

leadership practices. The data collected from the questionnaire and interviews were organized into two 

sections. 

General information of the respondents 
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 Personal factors Frequency(n) Percentage (%) 
    

 Age   

 20-30 years 12 8.2 

 31-40 years 71 48.3 

 41-50 years 61 41.5 

 51-60 years 3 2.0 
    

 Mean=40 years, SD=5.79 Max=52 years, Min= 28 years  
    

 Gender   

 Male 132 89.8 

 Female 15 10.2 
    

 Years of experiences as principal   

 1-5 years 8 5.4 

 6-10 years 33 22.4 

 11-15 years 69 46.9 

 Above 15 years 37 25.2 
   

 Mean=12 years, SD=3.35, Max=19 years, Min= 5 years  
    

 School level   

 Primary 111 75.5 

 Secondary 36 24.5 
    

 School size   

 Less than 300 students 72 49.0 

 301-600 students 55 37.4 

 More than 601 students 20 13.6 
    

 School location   

 Urban 55 37.4 

 Rural 92 62.6 
    

 Total 147 100 
    

Table 3: Frequencies and percentage of the demographic factors of the respondents (n=147) 

 

The information of the respondents was presented in the table 3. Of the 147 respondents, 48.3% of 

the principals were 31-40 years old, 41.5% were aged 41-50 years, 8.2% were 20-30 years old and 
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only 2% were 51-60 years. The mean average age was 40 years, this may be due to their long 

years of service as teachers and vice principals prior to the present post. 89.8% of the respondents 

were male and 10.2% were female. As indicated in table 3, the majority (46.9%) of the 

respondents have served as principal for 11-15 years. 25.2% of them spent more than 15 years as 

principal and 22.4% have served as principal for 6-10 years while 5.4% of them served only for 1-

5 years in the present post. The result indicated that most of the respondents were veteran 

principals. From the total respondents, 75.5% of them work in the primary schools while 24.5% of 

them work in the secondary schools. According to the data 62.6% of the schools are located in the 

rural area and 37.4% are located in the urban area. 49% of the principals work in the small schools 

that have student populations of less than 37.4% of the principals headed the schools that had the 

student populations of 301-600 while 13.6% of the respondents were principals employed in the 

large schools that have more than 600 students. 

 

Table 4: Mean and standard deviation of function I: Framing school goals (n=147) 

 
 

Framing school goals 
   

S.D Practice level  X  
     

1. Develop a focused set of annual school-wide 4.60 .60 Highest 

 goal      

2. Frame the school’s goals in terms of staff 4.20 .63 High 

 responsibilities for meeting      

3. Use needs assessment or other systematic 4.31 .66 Highest 

 methods to secure staff inputs on goal      

 development      

4. Use data on student academic performance 4.37 .67 Highest 

 when developing the school’s academic      

 goals      

5. Develop goals that are easily translated into 4.45 .59 Highest 

 classroom objectives by teachers      
     

 Average 4.40 0.51 Highest 

Note: 1.00-1.80=Lowest, 1.81-2.60=Low, 2.61-3.40 = Moderate, 3.41-4.20= High, 4.21-5.00 = 

Highest. 
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The mean scores and the standard deviations of the first leadership function, structuring school 

goals and related items was presented in table 4. The overall mean score of this function was 4.40 

at highest level. Item 1, developing a focused set of annual school-wide goal was at the highest 

level with the mean score of 4.60. Item 2, framing the school’s goals in terms of staff 

responsibilities for meeting was the lowest with mean score of 4.20 at the high level. 

 

Table 5: Mean and standard deviation of function II: Communicating school goals 
 

Communicating school goals 
   

S.D Practice level  X 
     

1. Communicate the school's mission effectively 4.49 .58 Highest 

 to members of the school community      

2. Discuss the school's academic goals with 4.48 .58 Highest 

 teachers at faculty meetings      

3. Refer to the school's academic goals when 4.41 .60 Highest 

 making curricular decisions with teachers      

4. Ensure that the school's academic goals are 4.43 .66 Highest 

 reflected in highly visible displays in the      

 school      

5. Refer to the school's goals or mission in 4.18 .59 High 

 forums with students (e.g., in assemblies or      

 discussions)      
     

 Average 4.40 .44 Highest 

Note: 1.00-1.80=Lowest, 1.81-2.60=Low, 2.61-3.40 = Moderate, 3.41-4.20= High, 4.21-5.00 = 

Highest. 

The means and standard deviations of this function and the related items were presented in table 

5. The overall mean score was 4.40, which particularize being frequently practiced at highest 

level. The item with the highest mean score of 4.49 at highest level was communicating the 

school's mission effectively to members of the school community. The item with the lowest mean 

score of 4.18 at the high level was referring to the school’s goals or mission in forums with 

students. 

Table 6: Mean and standard deviation of function III: Coordinating the curriculum (n=147) 
 

Coordinating the curriculum 
   

S.D Practice level  X  
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1. Make clear who is responsible for 4.12 .75 High 

 coordinating the curriculum across grade      

 levels (e.g., the principal, vice principal or      

 teacher-leader)      

2. Draw up the results of school-wide testing 3.22 .74 Moderate 

 when making curriculum decisions      

3. Monitor the classroom curriculum to see 3.20 .74 Moderate 

 that it covers the school’s curricular      

 objectives      

4. Assess the overlap between the schools’ 2.95 .74 Moderate 

 curricular objectives and school’      

 achievement test      

5. Participate actively in the review of 2.30 1.13 Low 

 curricular materials      
     

 Average 3.16 0.65 Moderate 

Note: 1.00-1.80=Lowest, 1.81-2.60=Low, 2.61-3.40 = Moderate, 3.41-4.20= High, 4.21-5.00 = 

Highest. 

The means and standard deviations of this function and its associated items are located in 

the table 6. The overall mean score of this function was at the moderate level with the mean score of 

3.16. The item with the highest mean score of 4.12 at the high level was making clear who is 

responsible for coordinating the curriculum across grade levels (e.g., the principal, vice principal or 

teacher-leader). Participating actively in the review of curricular materials was the lowest with the 

mean score of 2.30 at low level. 

Table 7: Mean and standard deviation of function IV: Supervising and evaluating instructions    

(n=147) 
 

Supervising & evaluating instructions 
   

S.D Practice level  X  
     

1. Ensure that the classroom priorities of 3.77 .73 High 

 teachers are consistent with the school goals      

2. Revise student work products when 3.36 .79 Moderate 

 evaluating classroom instruction      

3. Conduct informal observations in 3.05 .90 
Moderate 
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 classrooms on a regular basis      

4. Point out specific strengths in teacher’s 3.27 .74 Moderate 

 instructional practices in post observation      

 feedback      

5. Point out specific weakness in teacher 3.24 .73 Moderate 

 instructional practices in post observation      

 feedback      
     

 Average 3.34 .62 Moderate 

Note: 1.00-1.80=Lowest, 1.81-2.60=Low, 2.61-3.40 = Moderate, 3.41-4.20= High, 4.21-5.00 = 

Highest. 

The means and the standard deviation of this sub leadership function and associated items of 

supervising and evaluating instructions was indicated in the table 7. The overall mean score was 

3.34 at the moderate level. The highest tended item was ensuring that the classroom priorities of 

teachers are consistent with the stated goals of the school with mean score of 3.77 at the highest 

level. The least practiced item was conducting informal observations in classrooms on a regular 

basis with the mean score of 3.05 at the moderate level. 

Table 8: Mean and standard deviation of function V: Monitoring student progress 
 

Monitoring student progress 
   

S.D Practice level  X  
     

1. Meet individually with teachers to discuss 3.40 .75 Moderate 

 student progress      

2. Discuss academic performance results with 3.24 .86 Moderate 

 the faculty to identify curricular strengths      

 and weaknesses      

3. Use tests and other performance measures to 3.19 .87 Moderate 

 assess progress towards school goals      

4. Inform teachers of the school’s performance 3.03 .80 Moderate 

 results in written form (e.g., in a memo etc)      

5. Inform students of school’s academic 3.31 .89 Moderate 

 progress      
     

 Average 3.24 .76 Moderate 
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Note: 1.00-1.80=Lowest, 1.81-2.60=Low, 2.61-3.40 = Moderate, 3.41-4.20= High, 4.21-5.00 = 

Highest. 

As indicated in table 8 below, the overall mean score of this function was 3.24 at the 

moderate level. All the items were at the moderate level. The item with the highest mean score of 

3.4 at the moderate level was meeting individually with teachers to discuss student progress. The 

least practiced item was informing teachers of the school’s performance results in written form 

(e.g. in a memo etc) with the mean score of 3.03 at the moderate level. 

Table 9: Mean and standard deviation of function VI: Protecting instructional time (n=147) 
 

Protecting instructional time 
   

S.D Practice level  X  
     

1. Limit interruptions of instructional time by 4.13 .80 High 

 public address announcements      

2. Ensure that students are not called to the office 3.67 .87 High 

 during instructional time      

3. Ensure that tardy and truant students suffer 3.25 .74 Moderate 

 specific consequence for missing instructional      

 time      

4. Encourage teachers to use instructional time 4.12 .73 High 

 for teaching and practicing new skills and      

 concepts      

5. Limit the intrusion of extra- and co-curricular 3.95 .66 High 

 activities on instructional time      
     

 Average 3.82 .49 High 

Note: 1.00-1.80=Lowest, 1.81-2.60=Low, 2.61-3.40 = Moderate, 3.41-4.20= High, 4.21-5.00 = 

Highest. 

The overall mean score of this function was 3.82 at high level. The item with the 

highest mean score of 4.13 at the high level was limiting interruptions of instructional time by 

public address announcements. The lowest rated item with the mean score of 3.25 at moderate 

level was ensuring that tardy and truant students suffer specific consequence for missing 

instructional time as indicated in table 9 above. 

Table 10: Mean and standard deviation of function VII: Maintaining high visibility (n=147) 
 

Maintain high visibility 
   

S.D Practice level  X  
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1. Take time to talk informally with students and 3.23 .94 Moderate 

 teachers during recess and breaks      

2. Visit classrooms to discuss school issues with 2.90 .91 Moderate 

 teachers and students      

3. Attend/participate in extra- and co-curricular 3.68 .78 High 

 activities      

4. Cover classes for teachers until a late or 2.84 .88 Moderate 

 substitute teacher arrives      

5. Tutor students or provide direct instruction to 3.71 .86 High 

 classes      
     

 Average 3.28 .61 Moderate 

Note: 1.00-1.80=Lowest, 1.81-2.60=Low, 2.61-3.40 = Moderate, 3.41-4.20= High, 4.21-5.00 = 

Highest. 

Table 11: Mean and standard deviation of function VIII: Promoting professional Development 

(n=147) 

      
 

Promoting professional development 

   

S.D Practice level  X  
     

1. Ensure that in-service activities attended by 4.20 .61 High 

 staff are consistent with the school's goals      

2. Actively support the use of skills acquired 4.18 .66 High 

 during in service training in the classroom      

3. Obtain the participation of the whole staff in 4.33 .61 Highest 

 important in-service activities      

4. Lead or attend teacher in-service activities 4.24 .57 Highest 

 concerned with instruction      

5. Set aside time at faculty meetings for teachers 4.21 .58 Highest 

 to share ideas or information from in-service      
     

 Average 4.23 0.49 Highest 

Note: 1.00-1.80=Lowest, 1.81-2.60=Low, 2.61-3.40 = Moderate, 3.41-4.20= High, 4.21-5.00 = 

Highest. 

Table 12: Mean and standard deviation of function VIII: Providing incentives for teachers 

(n=147) 
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Providing incentives for teachers 
   

S.D Practice level  X  
     

1. Reinforce superior performance by teachers 3.33 .72 Moderate 

 in staff meetings, newsletters, and or memos      

2. Compliment teachers privately for their 3.26 .71 Moderate 

 efforts or performance      

3. Acknowledge teachers’ exceptional 3.02 .80 Moderate 

 performance by writing memos for their      

 personal files      

4. Reward special efforts by teachers with 3.10 .78 Moderate 

 opportunities for professional recognition      

5. Create professional growth opportunities for 3.27 .73 Moderate 

 teachers as reward for special contributions      

 to the school      
     

 Average 3.20 .60 Moderate 

Note: 1.00-1.80=Lowest, 1.81-2.60=Low, 2.61-3.40 = Moderate, 3.41-4.20= High, 4.21-5.00 = 

Highest. 

As indicated in table 12. The overall mean score of this function was 3.20 at the moderate level. 

The item with the highest mean score of 3.33 at the moderate level was reinforcing superior 

performance by teachers in staff meetings, newsletters, and or memos. The item with lowest 

mean score of 3.02 at the moderate level was acknowledging teachers’ exceptional performance 

by writing memos for their personal. 

Table 13: Mean and standard deviation of function X: Providing incentives for learning (n=147) 
 

Providing incentives for learning 
   

S.D Practice level  X  
     

1. Recognize students who do superior work 3.32 .77 Moderate 

 with formal rewards such as an honor roll      

 or mention in the principal’s newsletter      

2. Use assemblies to honor students for 3.86 .87 High 

 academic accomplishment or for behavior      

 or citizenship      

3. Recognize superior students’ achievement 3.04 .85 Moderate 

 or improvement by seeing in the office the      

 students with their work     
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4. Contact parents to communicate improved 2.89 .92 Moderate 

 or exemplary students’ performance or      

 contribution      

5. Support teacher actively in their 3.52 .76 High 

 recognition or reward of students      

 contribution and accomplishments in class      
     

 Average 3.33 .65 Moderate 

Note: 1.00-1.80=Lowest, 1.81-2.60=Low, 2.61-3.40 = Moderate, 3.41-4.20= High, 4.21-5.00 = 

Highest. 

The means and standard deviations of this function and associated items were presented in table 

13. The overall mean score of this function was 3.33 at the moderate level. The item with the 

highest mean score of 3.86 at the high level was using assemblies to honor students for academic 

accomplishment or for behavior or citizenship. The item with the lowest mean score of 2.89 at the 

moderate level was contacting parents to communicate improved or exemplary students’ 

performance or contribution. 

 

Summary of instructional leadership practices of the principals 

The aggregated means and standard deviations of ten instructional leadership functions were indicated in 

table 14 

Table 14: Mean and standard deviation of overall level of instructional leadership practices 

(n=147) 
 

Instructional leadership functions 
   

S.D Practice level  X  
     

1. Framing the school goals 4.40 0.51 Highest 

2. Communicating the school goals 4.40 0.44 Highest 

3. Coordinating the curriculum 3.16 0.65 Moderate 

4. Supervising & evaluating instructions 3.34 0.62 Moderate 

5. Monitoring student progress 3.24 0.76 Moderate 

6. Protecting instructional time 3.82 0.49 High 

7. Maintaining high visibility 3.28 0.61 Moderate 

8. Promoting professional development 4.23 0.49 
Highest 
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9. Providing incentives for teachers 3.20 0.60 Moderate 

10. Providing incentive for learning 3.33 0.65 Moderate 
     

 Total 3.64 .167 High 

Note: 1.00-1.80=Lowest, 1.81-2.60=Low, 2.61-3.40 = Moderate, 3.41-4.20= High, 4.21-5.00 = 

Highest. 

The overall mean score of the ten instructional leadership functions was 3.64 at the high level. 

This indicates that principals were actively involved in instructional leadership practices. The 

functions with the mean score of 4.40 at the highest level was framing and communicating school 

goals. The least practiced function with the mean score of 3.16 at the moderate level was 

coordinating the curriculum. The findings also revealed that principals were engaged more in 

formal and indirect instructional leadership functions. 

Analysis of the differences in principals’ instructional leadership practices based on 

personal factors 

The second research question determined the differences in principals’ instructional leadership 

practices based on specific personal factors such as age, gender and year of experience. The 

respective factors were compared using t-test and one-way ANOVA against the mean score of 50 

PIMRS items. The post hoc test was carried out on the area of significance. 

 

Table 15: Difference in Principals’ IL practices based on gender (n=147) 

 

Gender n Mean S.D. t P- value 
      

Male 132 3.61 .41 1.86 .064 

Female 15 3.82 .38   
      

 

As presented in table 15, almost equal levels of practice were found in male and female 

respondents. There was no significant difference in the instructional leadership practices of male 

and female principals. The test of significance was more than .05 level (t=1.86).The finding 

indicated the parity between the male and female principals in terms of their likelihood to practice 

instructional leadership. 

Table 16: Difference in Principals’ IL practices based on age (n=147) 

Age n Mean S.D. F P -value 
      

21-30 years 12 3.28 .41 8.80 .001** 
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31-40 years 71 3.56 .40   

41-50 years 61 3.77 .33   

51-60 years 3 4.16 .69   

     * The mean difference is significant at the 0.01 level 

The ANOVA output in the above table 16 for the age groups indicated the statistically significant 

differences among age groups at.05 level (F=8.80).This denoted the variations in the instructional 

leadership practices of the principals based on age. 

Table 17: Tukey’ HSD Post Hoc Test: Age and Principal’s IL practices (n=147) 
 

  AGE   

AGE 
    

21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 
 Mean 

years old years old years old  years old 
     

21-30 years old 3.28  * * 

31-40 years old 3.56  * * 

41-50 years old 3.77    

51 -60years old 4.16    

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.01 level. 

 

In order to ascertain pairs of groups that were significantly different, Tukey’s post hoc test was 

used among the groups. This analysis revealed the significant difference between the leadership 

practices of principals who were below 40 years of age and principals who were above 40 years. 

The respondents who were above 40 years of age rated their likelihood of practicing instructional 

leadership significantly higher than those below 40 years of age as detailed in table 17. 

 

Table 18: Difference in Principals’ IL practices based on year of experience (n=147) 

Experience n Mean S.D. F P- value 
      

1-5 years 8 3.49 .71 6.56 .001** 

6-10 years 33 3.47 .33   

11-15 years 69 3.61 .35   

Above 15 years 37 3.86 .40   

             *The mean difference is significant at the 0 .01 level 

As detailed in table 18, statistically significant difference was revealed between the principals’ 

year of experiences and their instructional leadership practices at .05 level (F=6.56). The 
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principals with more years of experiences involved more in instructional leadership practices than 

those with fewer years of experiences. 

 

Table 19: Tukey’s HSD Post Hoc Test: year of experience and IL practices (n=147) 

Year of experience 

Year of experience 
     

Mean 1-5 6-10 11-15 Above 15  
      

1-5 years 3.49    * 

6-10 years 3.47    * 

11-15 years 3.61    * 

Above 15 years 3.86     

           * The mean difference is significant at the 0.01 level. 

 

In order to examine pairs of groups that were significantly different, Tukey’s post hoc test was 

used among the groups. The results showed a pair-wise significant difference between the 

principals with less than 15 years of experience and ones with more than 15 years of experience 

regarding their IL practices. The finding indicated that the principals with old hands were more 

likely to practice instructional leadership than the ones with less experience as demonstrated in 

table 19 

It was evident from the above findings that personal factors of principals such as age and year of 

experience significantly differentiated their leadership practices while gender did not reveal any 

significant variation. 

Analysis of the differences in principals’ instructional leadership practices based on institutional 

factors 

The third research question examined the differences in principals’ instructional leadership 

practices based on institutional factors such as school level, school location and school size. The 

respective factors were compared using t-test and one-way ANOVA against the mean score of 50 

PIMRS items. The post hoc test was carried out on the area of significance. 

 

Table 20: Difference in principals’ IL practices based on school level (n=147) 

Level n Mean S.D. t P- value 
      

Primary 111 3.54 .40 7.27 .001** 

Secondary 36 3.94 .23   

             *The mean difference is significant at the 0 .01 level 
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The table 20 revealed the statistically significant difference between the primary and secondary 

school principals at .05 level (t=7.27) in term of their instructional leadership practices. The 

secondary principals demonstrated more prospect of practicing IL than the primary principals. 

 

Table 21: Difference in principals’ IL based on school location (n=147) 

 

Location n Mean S.D. t P- value 
      

Urban 55 3.78 .38 3.58 .001** 

Rural 92 3.54 .40   

 

*The mean difference is significant at the 0 .01 level 

 

The statistically significant difference was observed between the rural and urban school 

principals concerning their IL practices at .05 level (t=3.58). The finding depicted that urban 

principal frequently involved in IL practices than their rural counterparts as detailed in table 21. 

 

Table 22: Difference in principals’ IL based on school size (n=147) 

School size n Mean S.D. F P- value 
      

Less than 300 students 72 3.50 .39 10.07 .001** 

301-600 students 55 3.72 .41   

More than 601 students 20 3.89 .24   

* The mean difference is significant at the 0 .01 level 

 

The table 22 revealed a statistically significant variations at .05 level (F=10.07). The result 

indicated differences in principals’ IL practices between the small and large school principals. 

 

Table 23: Tukey’s HSD Post Hoc Test: school size and IL practices (n=147) 

 

School size 

School size Less than 300 301-600 More than 
 Mean 

students 600 students  students 
    

Less than 300 students 3.50 * * 

301-600 students 3.72   

More than 600 students 3.89   

 

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.01level 
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The Tukey’s HSD post hoc comparisons of three groups pointed out the significant difference 

between IL practices of principals of small schools with less than 300 students and the principals 

of large schools with more than 300 students. The above findings affirmed and established the 

institutional factors such as school level, school location and school size differentiated principals’ 

Instructional leadership practices. 

Summary of the Hypothesis Tests 

The research hypotheses were tested using t-test and one-way ANOVA. The significance levels 

were set a p< .05. The results indicated statistically significant differences in the principals’ 

instructional leadership practices as measured by PIMRS based on their age, year of experience, 

school level, school location and school size with the exception of gender. Therefore, the 

following hypotheses can be accepted or rejected. 

Table 24: Summary of the hypotheses tested   
    

  Hypotheses Results  
    

 1. There is a significant difference of principals’ instructional Accepted  

  leadership practices based on age   

2. There is a significant difference of principals’ instructional Rejected 

  leadership practices based on gender   

3. There is a significant difference of principals’ instructional Accepted 

  leadership practices based on year of experience   

4. There is a significant difference of principals’ instructional Accepted 

  leadership practices based on school level   

5. There is a significant difference of principals’ instructional Accepted 

  leadership practices based on school location   

6. There is a significant difference of principals’ instructional Accepted 

  leadership practices based on school size   
     

 

 

Discussion 

This study examined the existing level of principals’ instructional leadership practices in the school 

districts of Eastern Bhutan and compared the effects of personal and institutional factors on the 

principals’ instructional leadership practices and also identified factors debilitating principals’ 
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instructional leadership practices. The data for the study was collected through questionnaires and 

interviews. The data collected were analyzed using the statistical tools such as frequency 

distributions, percentage, mean, standard deviation, t-test, and one way ANOVA.  

Principals’ instructional leadership is vital factor for any school to succeed academically. Rooney 

(2009) asserted that “schools are often the long shadows of their principals and the school looks 

and feels like its leader”. As such, it is essential for school leaders to have a sound knowledge and 

insights about an instructional leadership function. This study examined the ten instructional 

leadership functions using the PIMRS. The ten functions consisted of: 1) framing school goals,2) 

communicating school goals, 3) supervising and evaluating instructions, 4) coordinating 

curriculum, 5) monitoring student progress, 6) protecting instructional time,7) maintaining high 

visibility, 8) providing incentives for teachers, 9) promoting professional development and 10) 

providing incentives for learning (Hallinger and Murphy,1985). There was uniformity in the rating 

among the principals despite the differences in their individual subscale scores. The first question 

sought to examine the instructional leadership being practiced by the principals of Eastern Bhutan. 

The finding indicated the high level of instructional leadership practices with the overall mean of 

3.64.The principals constantly demonstrated sub leadership functions of framing and 

communicating school goals and promoting professional development. They frequently 

implemented the sub leadership function of protecting instructional time and occasionally carried 

out the sub leadership functions of supervising instruction, monitoring student progress, 

coordinating curriculum, providing incentives for teachers, maintaining high visibility and 

providing incentives for learning. On the balance, the findings revealed that principals frequently 

practiced all the ten instructional leadership functions which signaled that, the principals were 

familiar with the instructional leadership functions and were mindful of the teaching learning 

processes in the schools as substantiated by the qualitative phase. These findings matched with the 

views of Hallinger & Murphy (1985) and Krug (1992), who stated that more precedence must be 

given to instructional leadership in the schools to accomplish good academic goals. On the 

contrary, the findings contradicted with other studies that corroborated the failure on the part of 

the principals as an instructional leader (Krajewaski, 1977; Kyung & Miskel, 1989; Hallinger & 

Murphy, 1987; Miskel, 1991; and Taraseina & Hallinger ,1994). Furthermore, the finding also 

disproved the common arguments that principals shied away from the instructional leadership 

roles. 
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On the closer examinations of the results, the principals in this study rated well in some of sub 

functions of the PIMRS, predominantly in broad and formal instructional leadership functions of 

framing and communicating school goals, promoting professional development and protecting 

instructional time and rated moderately in the individualized leadership functions of supervising 

and evaluating instructions, coordinating curriculum, monitoring student progress, maintaining 

high visibility, providing incentives for teachers and providing incentives for learning. This 

finding was more aligned to Miskel’s study (1991) which showed that most Australian principals 

play a lesser role as instructional leaders, particularly in assessment of student performance, 

curriculum management and interactions with teachers concerning the students’ achievement. The 

finding portrayed that principals usually engaged more in the formal and indirect instructional 

leadership functions in the schools. It could be assumed that formal functions were usually 

achieved through entrustment or dissemination of information whereas in the individualized 

functions the principals must make some personal interventions. Their engagement in the 

individualized functions such as supervision, coordinating curriculum, assessment of teaching and 

interacting with teachers and students are constrained by the lack of time and their engagement in 

other pressing issues and works that are not related to teaching. This assertion was in conformity 

with Blasé’s study (2001) who acknowledged that “many school administers spent their daily 

working time for administrative duties, which are irrelevant to teaching”. The quantitative phase 

also supported this contention. 

The results also indicated that principals were more actively involved in framing and 

communicating the school goals. In terms of articulating the school visions, missions, and goals, 

the finding cohered with the beliefs of Ubben and Hughes (1997), who illustrated that every good 

planning started from a well-set vision and goals and believed that vision for effective teaching 

was indispensable for enhancement of teaching and teacher development. In the dimension of 

managing the instructional program, the findings indicated that principals were more involved in 

facilitating the smooth conduct of teaching and providing feedback to teachers about their 

instructions. The finding concurred with Bevoise (1984), who stressed that principals need to 

monitor teaching and learning programs in order to enhance the academic achievement of the 

students. The findings also denoted that the principals were more focused on the monitoring of 

student progress. This finding was in line with the findings of (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; 

Rossow, 1990; and Songan & Jashet2000), who attested that principals continuously monitor the 
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student progress. The principals’ involvement in the subscale of coordinating curriculum was 

found at the moderate level with the mean score of 3.16. The principals engaged more in the 

formal activities of coordinating curriculum and less in individualized practices. Although, 

principal delegated the curricular responsibilities to the vice principal and teacher- leaders and 

utilized the test scores to schedule the curricular activities their involvement in the review of 

curriculum materials was found very limited. The results have shown that principals’ engagement 

in the function of coordination of curriculum was least among the ten instructional leadership 

functions. The findings led the researcher to conclude that principals’ engagement in this function 

was constrained by leadership knowledge, limited opportunities to attend curricular review 

meetings as substantiated by qualitative phase. Pertaining to the dimension of promoting a 

positive school learning climate, the principals frequently implemented the sub functions under 

this dimension. The findings indicated that principals engaged more in promoting collaboration 

and team work. The findings were supported by the views of Thandi (1979), who expressed that 

school climate was critical in ensuring quality learning in school owing to the fact that school 

climate had enormous effect on self-concept, leading to work together and develop interpersonal 

skills. The finding revealed that principals constantly protected the instructional hours by limiting 

the intrusion of other activities on the instructional time, encouraging the teachers to use the 

instructional time in the efficient way. This finding corresponds with the notion of Elmore (2000), 

who argued that “principals need to buffer away distractions from teachers to allow them to 

concentrate on teaching and learning”. The findings also showed that principals frequently 

motivated the students by naming and awarding the outstanding students publicly and making the 

assembly as the avenue to motivate students in academics and other school related activities. 

Promoting professional development is one sub function which is more reasonably focused on by 

the principals. The findings indicated that principals regularly facilitated the professional 

development of teachers both within and outside the school to meet teachers’ needs. Beside the 

principals also encouraged the teachers to attend courses to keep themselves professionally active. 

This finding concurred with views of Desimone, Smith & Ueno (2006), who stated that the duty 

of managers at all levels of education was to provide quality professional development for 

teachers. Despite the impediments in terms of context and role, the principals irrespective of 

school rated themselves high in dimensions one and three and moderate in dimension two. This 

indicated that principals were frequently involved in the broad and formal instructional leadership 
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practices and modestly involved in individualized practices. The findings implies that limitation 

still can be seen in terms of executing instructional leadership role due to the fact that all the 

dimensions are not equally focused although other dimensions also play vital role in teaching and 

learning processes. However, considering nature of responsibilities taken by principals and as 

identified by literature, it is believed that balance must be kept as all ten functions are essential 

attributes of an effective instructional leader. The principals need not be expert in all the functions 

but rather have to show genuine interest in and have the knowledge of these functions. They 

should remove the obstructions to these functions and provide expert professional advice in all the 

ten functions. The qualitative phase substantiated these findings and asserted that providing 

resources should be one important instructional leadership attributes which was not covered by 

PIMRS. 

In the summary, the discussion in the preceding paragraphs indicated that, on average, principals 

in Eastern Bhutan demonstrated high level of instructional leadership practices that met the 

threshold for frequent practices (4.0) in the instructional leadership functions of framing the 

school goals, communicating the school goals, promoting professional development and 

protecting instructional time. And occasional practiced leadership functions of supervising and 

evaluating instructions, coordinating curriculum, monitoring student progress, maintain high 

visibility, providing incentives for teachers and providing incentive for learning. 

The discussions contained in the paper provided the useful information to draw conclusion 

concerning the relative practices of principals’ instructional leadership. The findings revealed that 

principals frequently practiced instructional leadership and were aware of their leadership roles. 

Nonetheless, it is not surprising to note that principals discharge their leadership roles in the face 

of obstacles. The study also established personal and institutional factors such as age, year of 

experience, school size, school level and school location as the determinants of principals’ 

instructional leadership. The discussion also acknowledged that while the quality instructional 

leadership is requisite for effective schools there is a need to strengthen and sustain it in order to 

achieve the goals of teaching and learning. The researcher contends that it is not wise to ignore the 

instructional leadership role on the pretext of time shortage. As stated by Mazarella (1983), the 

principals must not disregard their time in focusing on teaching and learning since it is the 

linchpin of the school system and instructional leadership can be still effective in spite of more 

complex and thornier role of principals. 
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Conclusion 

This study was set out to examine the existing level of principals’ instructional leadership practices in 

the school districts of Eastern Bhutan and to compare the difference in the principals’ instructional 

leadership practices based on personal and institutional factors and identify the factors debilitating 

principals’ instructional leadership. Within these aims, central questions addressing the provision of 

instructional leadership in general, the effect of principals’ personal and institutional factors and 

obstacles on the provision of their instructional leadership practices were raised. In order to answer 

the four research questions, the study was conducted using both quantitative and qualitative 

methods in the school districts of Eastern Bhutan. The subject of the study was determined using 

the probability proportional and stratified random sampling in the quantitative phase. In the 

qualitative phase, the respondents were selected based return rate of the PIMRS and the seniority. 

A total 147 principals took part in the study. The data for the study was collected through PIMRS 

questionnaire and personal interviews. 
 

The data obtained were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) by 

the way of descriptive for demographic information and t-test and one-way ANOVA to find out 

the difference in principals’ instructional leadership practices based on demographic used in the 

study. In the qualitative phase, content analysis was used to transcribe the recorded interviews. 

Both the phases of the study revealed some findings pertaining to the practices and issues 

principals’ instructional leadership practices. The key findings of this study are: 

The finding indicated the high level of principals’ instructional leadership practices with the mean 

of 3.64.The sub functions of framing and communicating school goals are on the high end of 

frequently be practiced(M=4) while sub function of coordinating the curriculum (M=3.16) was at 

the low end of occasionally being practiced. The result also portrayed that principals in Eastern 

Bhutan mostly engaged in formal and indirect instructional leadership functions. 
 

The test of significance was conducted to determine the differences in principals’ instructional 

leadership practices based on personal factors. The finding revealed the statistically significant 

differences in principals’ leadership practices concerning the age and year of experience at .05 

level, while gender has shown no significant difference. 
 

The test of significance was conducted to determine the differences in principals’ instructional 

leadership practices based on institutional factors. The findings indicated the statistically 
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significant differences in principals’ instructional leadership based on all the three institutional 

factors at 0.5 level. The principals in the smaller rural schools rated low in almost all the ten sub 

instructional leadership functions compared to the principals in large schools. 

The findings revealed the obstacles to the instructional leadership practices of the principals. They 

faced a wide range of obstacles such as multiple role, time constraints, work overload, limited 

instructional resources, lack of time, teacher shortages, limited support for professional 

development, mismatch of expectations and priorities. 
 

The finding also revealed the need to incorporate providing resources as one of the vital 

leadership functions of instructional leader which was not included in the PIMRS. 

As the primary role of schools is providing learning through effective teaching, principals are 

expected to provide effective instructional leadership for the attainment of the school goal. 

However, the study revealed that principals have given modicum attention to majority of their 

functions. 

In determining the difference in the instructional leadership practices based on personal and 

institutional factors, it has been found that both personal and institutional factors significantly 

discriminated principals’ instructional leadership practices with the exception of gender. In the 

hope of shading light on practical problems of principals’ instructional leadership provision, the 

study attempted to find out obstacles to instructional leadership practices. Accordingly, it was 

found out that the inability of most principals to provide instructional leadership effectively was 

due to multiple roles and responsibilities, time constraints, limited professional development 

opportunities, limited resources, under staffed and geographic location, large student number, 

work overload, limited instructional resources, lack of time, teacher shortages, limited support for 

professional development, mismatch of expectations and priorities. It could be understood that the 

personal characteristics of the principals and institutional factors are the attributes of effective 

principal instructional leadership practices. As such, it is necessary that all stakeholders should 

recognize these attributes and accordingly aid the principals. 

 

Recommendations 

The findings were also synthesized to hold implications for educational leaders and also to point 

out avenues for future research. 

Recommendation for District Education Officers and Policy makers  

           While principals acknowledged and broadly managed the instructional 
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programs in the schools through their leadership, they struggled in fulfilling instructional 

leadership requirements as mandated due to multiple role, time constraints, work overload, 

limited instructional resources, lack of time, teacher shortages, limited support for professional 

development, mismatch of expectations and priorities. Therefore, to facilitate and support 

principals to fulfill the instructional leadership requirements, the following suggestions were 

made. 

          Provide the training for principals on regular basis to acquaint them with new skills and 

techniques. 

Facilitate principals’ work by minimizing the management procedures and systemizing the 

administrative performances. 

Frame a policy that mandates the availability of necessary resources in the school irrespective of 

context. 

Facilitate good network connectivity and set up proper electronic communications in the schools 

so principals can be twine and have access virtual information. 

Recommendation for the principals 

The study has revealed the inequity of focus on the instructional leadership functions. The 

principals involved more in the broad and indirect instructional leadership functions although 

other functions are also equally vital role in teaching and learning processes. As such, the 

following were suggested: 

Principals are expected to handle many school tasks, yet it is necessary for them to give a full 

attention to teaching-learning process and prioritize other requirements. 

Principals should be flexible and acknowledge the limitations in order to ardently carry out their 

instructional leadership practices. 

Principals need to work closely and regularly provide feedback to district education officers for 

better coordination. 

Recommendation for future research studies 

This study was limited only to the principals and could not include the inputs from the teachers. 

Therefore, further research is recommended in the following areas: 

The future research should conduct an exploratory research to examine how the principals balance 

the instructional leadership roles and the management requirements. 
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The future research should conduct a study on need assessment to verify the current situation on 

principals’ instructional leadership practices and identify the gap between what exists and what is 

needed in order to fulfill instructional leadership practices. 

The future research should conduct a national wide study to examine principals’ instructional 

leadership practices involving both teachers and principals. 
 

This paper concluded the study on instructional leadership practices of the school principals in 

Eastern Bhutan. The issues concerning the instructional leadership were identified. The 

recommendations for principals and district education officers and other stakeholders were made 

as well as the recommendations for future studies regarding instructional leadership. The study 

was conducted in the Bhutanese context and the findings add Bhutanese perspectives to the body 

of researches on principals’ instructional leadership. The findings of the study therefore could be 

applied in the different contexts with the cautions and considerations. 
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