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ABSTRACT 

 

The purpose of this quantitative study is to determine how lecturers 

rated their principals as instructional leaders and to examine the differ-

ences in lecturers’ ratings of principals’ instructional leadership based 

on the demographic characteristics of gender, age range, lecturing sta-

tus, number of years current principals have been employed to the col-

leges. and the highest level of educational attainment of the current 

principals.  A survey that adopted the Principal Instructional Manage-

ment Rating Scale (PIMRS) was used to collect data from 170 partici-

pants purposively. Overall, lecturers had moderately high ratings of 

principals’ instructional leadership within the colleges. There were no 

statistically significant differences in the ratings of lecturers based on 

age range and the number of years the current principal has been em-

ployed within the colleges. Male lecturers rated their principal higher 

than female lecturers on the dimension of creating a positive college 

climate. Adjunct lecturers gave their principals a higher rating than full-

time lecturers on the dimension of managing instructional programs.  

Principals that had a master’s degree as their highest educational at-

tainment were rated higher by the lecturers on the dimension of defin-

ing the college mission. This study contributes to the body of knowledge 

by filling the gap at the college level. 

 

Keywords: Creating a positive college climate, Defining the college mis-

sion, Leadership, Management, Managing instructional pro-
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Introduction 
An institution without the proper direction 

and guidance by its instructional leaders is one 
that is doomed to fail. The principal, as an in-
structional leader plays a pivotal role in guiding 

their institution by helping to shape its  
culture, encouraging collaboration with faculty, 
shift the focus from teaching to learning, and by 
providing various instructional support 
(Lunenburg, 2010). Within the 21st century, the 
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role of principals as instructional leaders has 
become unclear, however, their discernable  
actions are trending into a more strategic direc-
tion leaving their once managerial tasks to be 
delegated to other instructional leaders.   

Instructional leadership is seen as one of 
the driving forces affecting lecturers' commit-
ment. A concept made popular by Hallinger and 
Murphy (1985), instructional leadership acts 
as a guidepost for institutional leaders as policy 
creators and practitioners and as a device for 
improving institutions (Hallinger & Wang, 
2015). Instructional leadership defines the 
need for principals' competent support to facil-
itate the execution of change in schools. 
Through effective instructional leadership, the 
strong, directive, and discernable leaders of the 
institutions can address the various issues af-
fecting students and lecturers and address ped-
agogical and instructional issues of the institu-
tions (Hallinger & Wang, 2015). When the in-
structional leadership job functions are fully 
executed, lecturers can better contribute to stu-
dents' success because they are more commit-
ted. Tatlah et al. (2019) revealed that lecturers 
were more committed to the job when super-
vised, developed professionally, and allowed to 
improve through effective curriculum facilita-
tion. This is true once the instructional leader 
effectively communicates the organization's 
goals and mission and provides a positive work 
climate (Ahmad et al., 2015).  

 
Problem of the Study 

Principals have placed more emphasis on 
managerialism (Bashir & Gani, 2020) and less 
on instructional leadership. This is evident in 
lecturers’ level of involvement within the col-
leges and their levels of absenteeism, which 
may be due to the intensity of principal instruc-
tional leadership job functions. The World 
Bank report (2018) cited that institutional 
leadership/management and working condi-
tions are the important factors affecting lec-
turer commitment to the job in developing 
countries (as cited in Evans & Yuan, 2018). 
Nannyonio (2017) provided evidence of lim-
ited instructional leadership functions per-
formed by the principals. The report indicated 
that the principal's instructional leadership in 
Jamaica is an issue as only: 

30% of the principals observed in-
structions in the classroom, 20% liaised 
with lecturers providing feedback on in-
structional improvement, 24% recog-
nized the need for lecturer professional 
development, and 22% collaborated with 
lecturers in developing short-term goals. 
(Nannyonjo, 2017, pp. 19-20)  
 
It is argued that instructional leadership 

(IL) will only be effective if resources, support, 
supervision of lecturers, and direction are 
given to facilitate lecturers' commitment and 
students' achievement (Campbell et al., 2018). 
Elaine Foster Allen, the then Permanent Secre-
tary in the Ministry of Education, Jamaica, and 
former principal at the Shortwood Teachers 
College in Jamaica, in a 2012 interview in the 
Jamaica Observer, further confirmed the prob-
lem. She said:  

you don't have sufficient accountabil-
ity framework in schools, and in many 
schools, the structures aren't in place for 
the principals to provide leadership in 
the area of teaching and learning; the 
problem is compounded by poor leader-
ship. (Hamilton, 2012, para. 15) 
 
Shaked (2018) identified the issues as prin-

cipals removing instructional leadership duties 
from their daily work-life. Shaked (2020) 
stated that between eight to thirteen percent of 
the principals’ time is spent on instructional 
leadership activities (p. 521). Burke (2014) in-
dicated that principals' IL is necessary for com-
munity colleges because of its heavy reliance 
on adjunct lecturers and the inability to recruit 
highly trained lecturers to meet the demands of 
the work environment; thus, guidance is 
needed. In addition, Shaked (2020) indicated 
that principal IL is necessary as other instruc-
tional leaders (Deans and Heads of Depart-
ments) may demonstrate little instructional 
leadership, thus creating organizational issues. 
It is clear that principals still maintain direct 
control over instructional leadership functions 
(Ersozlu & Saklan, 2016) despite distributing 
leadership roles to Deans, Heads of depart-
ments and collaborating with lecturers on edu-
cational matters.  
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The purpose of this study is to determine 
how lecturers rated their principals as instruc-
tional leaders and examine the differences in 
lecturers’ ratings of principals’ instructional 
leadership based on certain demographic char-
acteristics.  

 
Research Questions and Hypothesis 

The study was guided by the following re-
search questions: 
1. What are lecturers’ ratings of principals’ 

instructional leadership as defined by the 
Principal Instructional Management Rat-
ing Scale (PIMRS)? 

2. Are there any significant differences in lec-
turers’ ratings of principals’ instructional 
leadership based on their gender, age 
range, teaching status, the number of years 
current principals have been working at 
the college, and the highest level of educa-
tional attainment of the principal? 
 

H03a:  There are no significant differences in 
lecturers’ ratings of PIL based on their 
gender, age range, and status of lecturers, 
the number of years current principals 
have been working at the college, and the 
highest level of educational attainment of 
the principal. 

Ha3a:  There are statistically significant differ-
ences in lecturers’ ratings of PIL based on 
their gender, age range, and status of lec-
turers, the number of years current prin-
cipals have been working at the college, 
and the highest level of educational at-
tainment of the principal. 

 
Literature Review 
Historical Perspective and Nature of Instruc-
tional Leadership 

The multidimensional concept of instruc-
tional leadership emerged in the 1970s from 
the effective school movement (Jyh Lih & Bin Is-
mail, 2018). Instructional leadership has been 
classified into exclusive and inclusive ap-
proaches (Ghavifekr et al., 2019) and direct and 
indirect approaches (Blasé & Blase, 2004); nar-
row and broad view (Hao, 2016). The whole ap-
proach to instructional leadership requires 
that the leader take full responsibility for the 

institution's management, pedagogy, goal set-
ting, supervision, and instructional develop-
ment (Ghavifekr et al., 2019). The inclusive ap-
proach requires collaboration between the  
instructional leader and the lecturers on in-
structional matters such as setting goals and 
adjusting the curriculum (Ghavifekr et al., 
2019). The narrow view conceptualizes the ac-
tions of the instructional leader that has a di-
rect impact on pedagogy, while the broad view 
focuses on actions that impact students learn-
ing (Hao, 2016). The narrow, direct, and inclu-
sive view of instructional leadership will lead 
to an increase in the lecturer's organizational 
commitment to the job (Hao, 2016). Principals 
can effectively execute their roles as instruc-
tional leaders if the stakeholders directly in-
volved in the governance of the institution re-
duce the many barriers that prevent them from 
carrying out their functions (Hallinger & Wang, 
2015).  

Various models of instructional leadership 
have been introduced, which either formed the 
cornerstone of the Principal Instructional Man-
agement Rating Scale (PIMRS) model proposed 
by Hallinger and Murphy (1985) or were in-
spired by the PIMRS. The PIMRS is the most 
prominent model consisting of three dimen-
sions of instructional leadership, namely "de-
fining the school's mission, managing the in-
structional program, and promoting a positive 
school learning climate" (Hallinger & Murphy, 
1985, p.18). Qian et al. (2017) modified the 
PIMRS to suit the Chinese educational context 
by adding a fourth dimension which solicits in-
ternal and external instructional support be-
cause the model proposed by Hallinger and 
Murphy (1986) was more suited for western 
societies and the Caribbean. In addition, ten 
items were added to the adjusted PIMRS scale 
relating to institution uniqueness, employee 
empowerment, staff relationship, institutional 
policy, parental involvement, and community 
support (Qian et al., 2017). Other notable mod-
els were developed by Vilanova et al. (1981), 
Bossert et al. (1982), Leithwood and Montgom-
ery (1982), Van de Grift (1989), Leithwood et 
al. (1990), and McEwan (2003), but were never 
as reliable and valid as the PIRMS (Hallinger, 
2010).   
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Principals as Instructional Leaders in Higher 
Education 

An instructional leader is a leader who is in-
volved in the administration and leadership of 
an educational institution (Jenkins, 2009). 
Their primary roles include setting goals, allo-
cating resources, streamlining the curriculum, 
monitoring instructional processes, and evalu-
ating instructions to achieve institutional, stu-
dents, and faculty success (Miller & Weber, 
2018). There are many instructional leaders 
within the college system that is headed by the 
principal/president. These include the vice 
principals/presidents, program directors, cam-
pus directors, Deans, Chairs/Heads of Depart-
ments, and instructional coaches (Ersozlu & 
Saklan, 2016). Despite their involvement and 
importance in instructional leadership, the 
principal maintains direct control over instruc-
tional leadership functions (Ersozlu & Saklan, 
2016). 

     Traditionally, principals, in general, were 
regarded as school managers or curriculum 
managers; however, during the turn of the 
twenty-first century, principals were viewed as 
leaders who are responsible for ensuring effec-
tiveness within the colleges (Lahui-Ako, 2001), 
institutional learning, school improvement and 
academic achievement of students (Ghavifekr 
et al., 2019). Amidst the belief that principals 
spend less time on instructional leadership ac-
tivities within colleges, Neumerski et al. (2018) 
believe several reasons may have been at-
tributed to the issues surrounding principals' 
execution of instructional leadership. They 
stated: 

(1) principals’ rarely have enough time 
in their day to spend on teaching and 
learning. (2) few have been ade-
quately trained to assess teaching 
and to coach teachers around in-
structional improvement, (3) princi-
pals have little 'appetite' for focusing 
their work on teaching and learning, 
and (4) principals intentionally 
avoid 'interfering' in classrooms. 
(Neumerski et al., 2018, p. 270) 

 
One of the major problems of some princi-

pals as instructional leaders is that they have 
limited experience in what quality instructions 

entail; they use their own beliefs and judgment 
in making decisions and evaluating teaching 
performances (Neumerski et al., 2018). 
Doherty & Jacobs (2015) believed that a lack of 
consistency in rating teachers produces bad re-
views for principals and leads to subjectivity. 

The roles of the principals as instructional 
leaders are of importance to faculty and the in-
stitution at large (Neumerski et al., 2018). 
These roles include channelling the institution 
towards performance and success, creating an 
atmosphere for educational growth, instruc-
tional improvement, and provider of profes-
sional development (Khan & Khan, 2014). 
Neumerski et al., 2018) found that because of 
this role, principals are burnt out and frus-
trated and call for a restructuring of the func-
tions of principals. Contrary to this, Shaked 
(2018) found that, on average, only eight per 
cent of the principal's time is spent doing in-
structional leadership functions. This leads to 
the question of the relevance and importance of 
instructional leadership to the institutions and 
stakeholders amidst the scholarly argument 
that instructional leadership is an outdated 
phenomenon (Valliamah et al., 2016). Val-
liamah et al. (2016) answered by arguing that 
it is still and will remain alive if the college's ac-
ademic performance and students’ outcome re-
mains a priority of leaders. Blase and Blase 
(2004) recommended that successful princi-
pals should collaborate with lecturers on in-
structional matters and form partnerships to 
prevent burnout and charter the way for a suc-
cessful institution (Oplatka, 2017).  

 
The Principals' Instructional Leadership Di-
mensions and Job Functions 

The Principals' Instructional Management 
Rating Scale (PIMRS) was developed by Hal-
linger & Murphy (1985) and is concentrated on 
the functions and behaviours of the principal. 
This sole focus highlights the "heroic view" of 
the important role principals play within the in-
stitution in setting organizational goals, over-
sight of pedagogy, and academic development 
(Hallinger, 2005). The PIMRS comprise the ele-
ments or functions that are important for in-
structional leadership to occur and assesses 
the dimensions of defining the college mission, 
managing the instructional program, and  
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creating a positive school climate (Robinson et 
al., 2008).  
 
Dimension 1: Defining the College's Mission 

Defining the school's mission is an integral 
part of instructional leadership behaviour and 
consists of two important job functions: fram-
ing and communicating school goals (Hallinger 
& Lee, 2013). Having a clearly defined mission 
means that the instructional leader must know 
the intended plan of action and direction the in-
stitution will take to succeed (Hallinger & 
Wang, 2015). Defining the mission means that 
the goals of the institution, as manifested 
through the instructional processes, will be 
framed, and communicated to the teachers 
(Hendawy Al-Mahdy & Al-kiyumi, 2015), the 
importance of which propels accountability 
and improvement of the instructional pro-
cesses (Hallinger & Wang, 2015). While defin-
ing the mission is a collaborative effort be-
tween principals and teachers, the mission 
must be extensively communicated to promote 
teachers' and students' success (Mohammed & 
Henkebo, 2019). Robinson et al. (2008) indi-
cated that the setting of goals has an indirect 
impact on students' outcomes and is related to 
the coordination and focus of lecturers' work.  

 
Dimension 2: Managing the Instructional 
Program 

This dimension consists of three job func-
tions of the instructional leader relating to the 
supervision and evaluation of instructions, co-
ordination of the curriculum and monitoring of 
student's progress (Tatlah et al., 2012). Manag-
ing the institution's instructional program in-
volves the principal working collaboratively 
with teachers to evaluate, develop, implement, 
and coordinate the curriculum, in addition to 
monitoring students' success (Hallinger et al., 
2018). Though it is argued that the principal 
solely carries out this responsibility, Hallinger 
and Wang (2015) purport that a collaborative 
effort between teachers is necessary, but the 
sole responsibility rests on the principal, who 
is accountable for students' outcomes. Moham-
med and Hankebo (2019) believe that to 
achieve instructional leadership success, the 
leaders must "focus on learning, encourage col-
laboration, provide support, use data to  

improve learning, and align the curriculum, in-
struction and assessment" (p. 8510). 

 
Dimension 3: Creating a Positive College Cli-
mate 

This dimension requires that leaders de-
velop a culture that allows for the continuous 
improvement of the institution and where stu-
dents' and lecturers' rewards are supported by 
their purpose and best practices (Hallinger, 
2010). The features of the principal leadership 
behaviour require the protection of instruc-
tional time, promoting lecturers, provision of 
professional development, maintaining high 
visibility within the college, providing incen-
tives for lecturers, and providing learning in-
centives for students (Mohammed & Hankebo, 
2019). To create a positive climate, Hallinger 
and Wang (2015) argued that the principal 
must maintain a presence on campus and cre-
ate a climate that builds on faculty support and 
continuous improvement of andragogy. In do-
ing so, the expectations of the college faculty 
and students are fully articulated, policies and 
standards are created, there is calculated use of 
time, and the implementation of staff develop-
ment programs (Turkoglu & Cansoy, 2018). 
Notwithstanding, Wei et al. (2018) were quick 
to explain that the practice of instructional 
leadership should balance the building of the 
institution's climate instead of focusing primar-
ily on task orientation. This dimension has 
overlapping features of the transformational 
leadership framework of curriculum align-
ment, professional learning, collaboration, and 
formulating and communicating a shared mis-
sion (Desravines et al., 2016). Organizational 
climate is strongly associated with organiza-
tional commitment as employees who are more 
familiar with and are comfortable with the or-
ganizational culture are more committed (Ah-
mad et al., 2015) 

 
Ratings of Principals’ Instructional leader-
ship According to Demographic Variables 

A quantitative study conducted in Vietnam 
by Hao (2017) found that overall, teachers gave 
high ratings for their principals’ instructional 
leadership with mean scores between (M = 
3.50) and (M = 4.41). Similarly, Hallinger and 
Murphy (1986) reported that teachers rated 
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their principals between M = 3.6 to M = 4.2 on a 
scale of 1-5, with 5 representing the highest 
ratings. The highest rating of M = 4.2 was given 
to the principals’ function of supervising and 
evaluating instructions (Hallinger & Murphy, 
1986). Though overall high ratings were found 
by Almahdy and Al-Kiyumi (2015), defining the 
school mission was rated the highest among 
the three dimensions and managing instruc-
tional program was rated the lowest.  

 
Gender of Principals and Lecturers 

Male and female lecturers have differences 
in the perception of principals' instructional 
leadership behaviour, with females having a 
higher perception than males (Ghavifekr et al., 
2019). Hao (2016) also found that female 
teachers rated their principals higher on job 
functions relating to goal framing, goal commu-
nication, instructional evaluation and supervi-
sion, and curriculum coordination. A study con-
ducted in Nigeria among secondary school 
teachers found significant differences in gender 
only for the dimension of managing instruc-
tional programs "(M = 3.72, SD = .70)” (Bada et 
al., 2020, p. 4465). Within the Caribbean con-
text, Hutton (2017) studied high-performance 
principals and conducted an independent sam-
ples t-test to determine the differences in the 
ratings of male and female teachers of their 
principals. It was found that there were no sig-
nificant differences in the ratings of the high-
performance principals by gender. 

 
Tenure of Lecturers 

Hao (2016) indicated that the tenure of the 
lecturers had a significant impact on how they 
perceived and rated their principals in instruc-
tional leadership; the longer the tenure, the 
higher the ratings given to principals. Similarly, 
in a study conducted in Jamaica on instruc-
tional leadership among students' academic 
achievements, Heaven and Bourne (2016) 
found that instructional leadership had an im-
pact on teachers' instructions among those 
with greater tenure.  

 
Training and Teaching Experiences 

A quantitative survey study on principal in-
structional leadership in Vietnam found no sta-
tistically significant differences between  

lecturing experiences of the lecturers and their 
perception of the principal's instructional lead-
ership functions (Hao, 2016). This was  
emphasized by Qian et al. (2017), who pur-
ported that the culture of the institution and 
the social practice of its constituents shaped 
the instructional leaders and their practices. A 
study conducted in Nigeria among secondary 
school lecturers, Bada et al. (2020) found in-
conclusive results using MANOVA to support 
the claim that lecturers rated principals higher 
based on the number of years of teaching expe-
rience.   

 
Methods  

The quantitative research methodology 
was used for this study, utilizing survey design. 
Data was collected from 170 lecturers using 
purposive sampling. This technique allowed for 
the deliberate selection of participants based 
on pre-existing criteria set by the researcher. 
Purposive sampling was used as the sampling 
method.  

 
The Participants 

A Total of 170 lecturers from two commu-
nity colleges were used in the study (College A: 
72 lecturers, and College B: 162 lecturers) after 
approval was given. The participants consist of 
52 males (30.6%) and 118 females (69.4%). 
One hundred and one participants were be-
tween the ages of 39 and below (59.4%) and 
sixty-nine (40.6%) were 40 and above. One 
hundred and fifty lecturers (88.2%) were fully 
tenured while only twenty (11.8) were part-
time lecturers.  

 
Instrument 

The Principal Instructional Management 
Ratings Scale (PIMRS) consists of 50 items 
measuring three dimensions and ten job func-
tions of instructional leadership of the princi-
pals. The PIMRS measured variables on a Likert 
scale of 1-5, with "1" being "Never" to "5" rep-
resenting "Almost always"; therefore, the cal-
culated means for the lecturers' rating of the 
PIL ranged between 1 and 5. In this study, mean 
scores between 1-1.9 were considered "low", 2-
2.9 were "moderately low", 3-3.9 were "moder-
ately high", and means of 4-5 were considered 
"high". Hallinger and Wang (2015) stated that 
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Instructional leadership dimensions and job functions N M SD 
Dimension 1: Defining the college mission 170 3.29 0.66 
     Framing the college goals 170 3.20 0.68 
     Communicating college goals 170 3.37 0.71 
Dimension 2: Managing instructional program 170 2.99 0.56 
     Supervising and evaluating instructions 170 3.09 0.81 
     Coordinating curriculum 170 3.10 0.65 
     Monitoring student progress 170 2.79 0.71 
Dimension 3: Creating a positive college climate 170 2.84 0.58 
     Protecting instructional time 170 3.09 0.79 
     Maintaining high visibility 170 2.28 0.62 
     Providing incentives for lecturers 170 2.68 0.79 
     Promoting professional development 170 2.94 0.77 
     Providing incentives for learning 170 3.21 0.78 
Overall instructional leadership 170 3.05 0.6 

N=170 

"a score of 4 and above were considered high 
engagement in PIL” (p. 54). Moderately low 
means the scores were not extremely low but 
within reasonable limits, while moderately 
high means the scores were not extremely high 
but within reasonable limits. 

 
PIMRS Reliability and Validity 

The overall reliability for the survey instru-
ment was α = .84. Cronbach Alpha for the three 
dimensions the PIMRS were defining the col-
lege mission (α = .83), managing instructional 
programs (α = .79), and creating a positive col-
lege climate (α = .89). There was high content 
validity for the instrument. wo college princi-
pals and one secondary school principal were 
used to provide the content validity for the in-
strument. Using a content validity rating scale, 
the average agreement among raters were de-
fining the college mission (CVRS = 100%), man-
aging instructional programs (CVRS = 94%), 
and creating a positive college climate (CVRS = 
97%). 

 
Data Analysis Procedures 

Data was analyzed using descriptive and in-
ferential statistics. Descriptive statistics of 
mean and standard deviation were used while 
inferential statistics of independent samples t-
test was used. Descriptive data were presented 
using tables, graphs, and narratives. The mean 
and standard deviations were derived for the 
three dimensions of PIL, which are defining the 

college mission, managing instructional pro-
grams, and creating a positive college climate.  

 
Result  
Research Question 1: What are lecturers’ rat-
ings of principals’ instructional leadership 
as defined by the Principal Instructional 
Management Rating Scale (PIMRS)? 

The mean and standard deviations for lec-
turers’ ratings of their principals’ instructional 
leadership are displayed in Table 1.  Overall, 
lecturers had moderately high ratings of princi-
pals’ instructional leadership within the col-
leges (M = 3.05, SD = 0.6).  Lecturers had mod-
erately high ratings of the principal instruc-
tional leadership dimension of defining the col-
lege mission (M = 3.29, SD =0.66), moderately 
low ratings for managing instructional pro-
grams (M = 2.99, SD = 0.56), and creating a pos-
itive college climate (M = 2.84, SD = 0.58) re-
spectively.  

Table 1 also shows the 10 job functions of 
the principal as rated by the lecturers. The prin-
cipals’ job function of communicating the col-
lege goals were given moderately high ratings 
by the lecturers (M = 3.37, SD = 0.71). Lecturers 
gave moderately low rating for the principals’ 
job function of maintaining high visibility (M = 
2.28, SD = 0.62), monitoring students’ progress 
(M = 2.79, SD = 0.71), providing incentives for 
lecturers (M = 2.68, SD = 0.79), and promoting 
professional development (M = 2.94, SD = 0.77). 

 

Table 1 The Mean and Standard Deviation of the Lecturers’ Ratings of the Principals’ Instructional 
Leadership Dimensions 
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Research Question 2: Are there any signifi-
cant differences in lecturers’ ratings of prin-
cipals’ instructional leadership based on 
their gender, age range, teaching status, the 
number of years current principals have 
been working at the college, and the highest 
level of educational attainment of the prin-
cipal? 
Differences in Lecturers' Ratings of PIL Based 
on Gender 

The mean and standard deviations for lec-
turers’ ratings of principals’ instructional lead-
ership are displayed in Table 2. When the Inde-
pendent samples t-test was run, it was deter-
mined that there were statistically significant 

differences in the ratings of male and female 
lecturers on the PIL dimension of creating a 
positive college climate t (168) =2.83, p = .006, 
d = .470.  

This suggested that male lecturers (M = 
3.02, SD = .579) rated their principal higher 
than female lecturers (M = 2.75, SD = .569) on 
the PIL dimension of creating a positive college 
climate.  There were no significant differences 
in the ratings of male and female lecturers to-
wards principals’ instructional leadership di-
mensions of defining the college mission; t 
(168) = -.592, p = .55, and managing instruc-
tional programs; t (168) = -.382, p = .70.  

 
Table 2 Means and Standard Deviation of Lecturers' Ratings of Instructional Leadership by Gender  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Differences in Lecturers' Ratings of PIL Based 
on Age-Range 

The mean and standard deviations for lec-
turers’ ratings of principals’ instructional lead-
ership are displayed in Table 3. When the Inde-
pendent samples t-test was run, it was deter-
mined that there were no statistically signifi-
cant differences in the ratings of lecturers 
based on age-range towards the PIL 

Dimension of defining the college mission; t 
(168) = -.640, p = .52, managing instructional 
programs; t (168) = -.515, p = .61, and creating 
a positive college climate; t (168) =-.859, p = .39.   

Lecturers aged 39 and below (M = 3.02, SD 
= .579) and lecturers aged 40 and above (M = 
2.75, SD = .569) gave similar ratings in relation 
to their principals’ instructional leadership.

 
Table 3. Means and Standard Deviation of Lecturers' Ratings of Instructional Leadership by Age 

Range  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Variables Age-range n M SD 
Defining the college mission 39 and below  

40 and above 
101 
69 

3.27 
3.34 

.640 

.687 
 

Managing instructional program 
 

39 and below  
40 and above 

101 
69 

2.98 
3.02 

.571 

.541 
Creating a positive college climate 39 and below  

40 and above 
101 
69 

2.80 
2.88 

.581 

.591 

N=170 

 

Variables Gender n M SD 
Defining the college mission Male 

Female 
52 

118 
3.25 
3.32 

.623 

.675 
Managing instructional program Male 

Female 
52 

118 
2.97 
3.01 

.519 

.576 
Creating a positive college climate Male 

Female 
52 

118 
3.02 
2.75 

.579 

.569 

N=170 
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Differences in Lecturers' Ratings of PIL Based 
on their Lecturing Status 

  The mean and standard deviations for lec-
turers’ ratings of principals’ instructional lead-
ership are displayed in Table 4. When the Inde-
pendent samples t-test was run, it was deter-
mined that there were statistically significant 
differences in the ratings of full-time and ad-
junct lecturers on the PIL dimension of manag-
ing instructional program t (168) = -4.88, p = 
.000, d = .975. Adjunct lecturers (M = 3.40, SD = 
.366) rated their principal higher than full-time 
lecturers (M = 2.94, SD = .558) on the PIL di-
mension of managing instructional program. 

 
Differences in Lecturers Ratings of PIL based 
on the Number of Years Current Principal 
Have Been Employed to the College.  

 

The mean and standard deviations for lec-
turers’ ratings of principals’ instructional lead-
ership are displayed in Table 5. When lecturers 
rated principals based on the number of years 
they have been employed to the college, the in-
dependent samples t-test revealed no statisti-
cally significant differences relating to the PIL 
dimensions of creating a positive college cli-
mate; t (168) =2.03, p =.84; defining the college 
mission; t (168) = -1.09, p = .28, and managing 
instructional programs; t (168) = -.168, p = .10.   

There were no statistically significant dif-
ferences in the ratings of full-time and adjunct 
lecturers towards principals’ instructional 
leadership function relating to defining the col-
lege mission; t (168) = -1.77, p = .09, and creat-
ing a positive college climate; t (168) = -1.12, p 
= .27.  

Table 4. Means and Standard Deviation by Lecturer Status of Lecturers Ratings of Instructional Lead-
ership 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 5. Means and Standard Deviation of Lecturers Ratings of Instructional Leadership Based on 

Number of Years Current Principal has been Employed to the College. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
Differences in Lecturers Ratings of PIL Based 
on the Highest Level of Educational Attain-
ment of the Current Principal 

The mean and standard deviations for lec-
turers’ ratings of principals’ instructional lead-
ership are displayed in Table 6. When the  
Independent samples t-test was run, it was de-

termined that there were significant differ-
ences in lecturers’ ratings of their principals 
based on the principals’ highest level of educa-
tional attainment relating to how they  
performed their PIL function of defining the  
college mission; t (168) = - 4.33, p = .000, (M = 
3.12, SD = .619).  

Variables Lecturer status n M SD 
Defining the college mission Full-time 

Adjunct 
150 
20 

3.27 
3.51 

.669 

.541 
Managing instructional program Full-time 

Adjunct 
150 
20 

2.94 
3.40 

.558 

.366 
Creating a positive college climate Full-time 

Adjunct 
150 
20 

2.82 
2.95 

.578 

.468 

N=170 

Variables Principals’ tenure n M SD 
Defining the college mission 1-9 years 

10-15  
115 
55 

3.26 
3.38 

.641 

.692 
Managing instructional program 1-9 years 

10-15 
115 
55 

3.04 
2.90 

.548 

.569 
Creating a positive college climate 1-9 years 

10-15 
115 
55 

2.84 
2.82 

.571 

.615 
N=170 
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There were no statistically significant re-
sults relating to the PIL dimensions of creating 
a positive college climate; t (168) = -.153, p = 
.251, and managing instructional programs; t 
(168) = -.767, p = .44.  d = .779. Principals that 
had Masters’ degree as their highest  

educational attainment (M = 3.61, SD = .639) 
were rated higher by the lecturers on the di-
mension of defining the college mission than 
those who held a doctoral degree as their high-
est educational attainment.

 
Table 6. Means and Standard Deviation of Lecturers' Ratings of Instructional Leadership Based on 

Highest Level of Educational Attainment of the Current Principal 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Discussion 

In this study, the findings revealed that lec-
turers had overall moderately high ratings of 
their principals' instructional leadership. Hav-
ing moderately high ratings means that lectur-
ers believe their principals use their profes-
sional knowledge and role as leaders to oversee 
the instructional teaching-learning process 
within the colleges to get successful results 
(Hallinger & Wang, 2015). This finding was 
confirmed by Almahdy & Al-Kiyumi (2015), 
who, in their study among 368 teachers in 
Omani, found that teachers' perception of their 
principals' instructional leadership was mod-
erately high. The findings also suggested that at 
the community college level, principals not 
only focused on college administrative matters 
but also played a significant role in ensuring in-
structional leadership functions were carried 
out. Heaven and Bourne (2016) conducted re-
search in Jamaica among secondary school 
teachers using mixed methods and found that 
teachers rated their principals' instructional 
leadership to be low. There is a clear need for 
principals to focus on the strategic objectives of 
their institutions at the level of the community 
college, however, included in their strategy and 
operational planning should be clear objectives 
to deal with instructional leadership. This 
should form a part of the mission and vision of 
their institution to bring forth success.    

When the three dimensions of the principal 
instructional leadership were examined, the 
findings revealed that lecturers gave moder-
ately high ratings for defining the college mis-
sion (M = 3.29, SD = 0.66), but moderately low 
ratings for managing instructional programs 
(M = 2.99, SD = .56), and creating a positive col-
lege climate (M = 2.84, SD = .58).  This was sup-
ported by Valliamah et al. (2016), who found 
that defining the school mission played a more 
dominant role as perceived by teachers; how-
ever, their mean scores relating to the three di-
mensions were higher than that obtained in 
this study. A moderately high rating for the di-
mension of defining the college mission means 
that lecturers believe the principal as an in-
structional leader is cognizant of their intended 
plan of action and will direct the college to-
wards success by achieving its set goals (Hal-
linger, 2015).   

A moderately low rating for the dimension 
of managing the instructional program means 
that lecturers believed that their principals 
played a less than important role in coordinat-
ing the colleges' curriculum, controlling the in-
structional process, and monitoring the pro-
gress of students. The PIL duties may be  
underperformed or delegated to other instruc-
tional leaders without the principals' direct su-
pervision. Hallinger and Wang (2015) were 
quick to point out that curriculum coordination 
and control is one of the key responsibilities of 

Variables Educational attainment n M SD 
Defining the college mission 
 

Masters 
Doctorate 

53 
117 

3.61 
3.12 

.639 

.619 
Managing instructional program Masters 

Doctorate 
53 

117 
3.04 
2.97 

.640 

.518 
Creating a positive college climate Masters 

Doctorate 
53 

117 
2.91 
2.80 

.601 

.576 
N=170 
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the principals despite delegating duties to 
other instructional leaders; that is, the supervi-
sion of this process is vital to any college. The 
moderately low ratings obtained may also indi-
cate that principals fail to effectively work col-
laboratively with lecturers to evaluate, de-
velop, implement, and coordinate the curricu-
lum, in addition to monitoring students' suc-
cess (Hallinger et al., 2018). The theory of dis-
tributive leadership advocates for the princi-
pals as instructional leaders to distribute lead-
ership throughout the college by empowering 
staff, creating teams to spread tasks and ac-
countability (Shava & Tlou, 2018), and working 
collaboratively. According to Hulpia et al. 
(2010), principal-lecturer collaboration cre-
ates trust, enhances communication, provides 
direction to goal attainment, and positively im-
pacts lecturers' commitment.  

Lecturers giving a moderately low rating 
for the dimension of creating a positive college 
climate means that they believed the principals 
did a poor job in fostering a college environ-
ment that is conducive to learning, develop-
ment of human capital through professional de-
velopment, rewarding of faculty and students, 
and did a poor job in fostering an environment 
that promotes the overall improvement of the 
college. This also implied that lecturers be-
lieved the principals failed to effectively de-
velop a culture that is conducive to college im-
provement and best practices (Hallinger, 
2010).  

Studies show conflicting results when ex-
amining the differences among lecturers’ rat-
ings of their principals on instructional leader-
ship matters based on their demographics. This 
study revealed that there were statistically sig-
nificant differences in the ratings of male and 
female lecturers on the PIL dimension of creat-
ing a positive college climate, where male lec-
turers gave higher ratings when compared to 
female lecturers. Hallinger and Lee (2013) be-
lieved that the difference in the ratings by gen-
der is based on the various societal norms and 
lecturers' expectations of what comprises good 
instructional leadership. Though there were 
several researchers who either confirmed or 
refuted this study, Bada et al. (2020), in a study 
conducted in Nigeria among secondary school 
teachers, found that there were differences in 

gender only for the dimension of managing in-
structional programs. Though this study re-
vealed that lecturers’ age did not impact how 
they viewed principals’ instructional leader-
ship, Kiral and Suçiçeği (2017) found signifi-
cant differences in lecturers' perception of PIL 
at all three dimensions according to age range. 
They found that younger teachers had lower 
perceptions of their PIL. For example, they re-
ported that teachers below 30 years old had 
lower perceptions than those between 41-50 
and 51 and above.   

Full-time and adjunct lecturers are para-
mount to any institution; however, they differ 
based on the number of hours spent working, 
lecturers’ availability to partake in college-
wide activities, and adjuncts gaining a full un-
derstanding of the functioning of the college. 
The study showed significant differences in the 
ratings of full-time and adjunct lecturers on the 
PIL function of managing the instructional pro-
gram. In this study, adjunct lecturers gave their 
principals a higher rating than full-time lectur-
ers on this PIL dimension.  The dimension of 
managing instructional programs involves su-
pervising and evaluating instructions, coordi-
nating the curriculum, and monitoring stu-
dents' progress. Adjunct lecturers, because of a 
lack of knowledge of the college structure and 
environment and not having the required 
teacher training to effectively engage in teach-
ing, may be offered additional support pro-
vided by the instructional leader (Burke, 2014). 
Higher education institutions are heavily reli-
ant on adjunct lecturers (Shaked, 2020); thus, 
instructional support is paramount. This sup-
port may not have been received by the full-
time staff, which may account for the difference 
in results for this PIL dimension. Adjunct and 
full-time lecturers gave similar ratings for the 
principals' roles in defining the college mission 
and creating a positive college climate. 

When lecturers rated principals based on 
the number of years they have been employed 
at the college, the results revealed no statisti-
cally significant difference relating to the PIL 
function of creating a positive college climate, 
defining the college mission, and managing in-
structional programs. This means that lectur-
ers did not view principals' tenure as making a 
difference in how they function within the  
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colleges. Similarly, this current study found sta-
tistically significant differences in lecturers' 
ratings of their principals based on the princi-
pals' highest level of educational attainment re-
lating to defining the college mission. Principals 
who possessed a master's degree as their high-
est educational attainment was rated highest 
by the lecturers on the dimension of defining 
the college mission compared to those princi-
pals who held a doctoral degree as their highest 
educational attainment. Lecturers did not rate 
the principals differently for the PIL functions 
of creating a positive college climate and man-
aging instructional programs.  

 
Conclusion  

Research question one looked at lecturers' 
ratings of their principals' instructional leader-
ship. Lecturers rated principals' instructional 
leadership as important by giving overall mod-
erately high ratings. Lecturers believed that the 
principals placed much emphasis on defining 
the mission of the college by framing and com-
municating the goals effectively for decision 
making and instructional planning. Lecturers 
believed that this dimension was moderately 
executed by the principal and given greater 
prominence than their roles in managing the 
colleges' instructional programs and creating 
an instructional environment and climate that 
is positive. Lecturers, however, rated principals 
as placing less emphasis on maintaining a pres-
ence within the college by interacting with stu-
dents and staff, providing them with incentives 
for extrinsic motivation in executing their 
tasks, and giving them the opportunity to de-
velop professionally through in-house and ex-
ternal developmental activities. This closes the 
gap in the literature regarding the importance 
placed on principal instructional leadership by 
the lecturers and fills the knowledge gap that 
existed relating to the lack of information in the 
higher education literature.  

Research question two looked at the differ-
ences in lecturers’ ratings of their PIL based on 
demographic factors, using independent  
samples t-test. These findings corroborated 
with or refuted the literature, in addition to giv-
ing new insights. The gender of lecturers had a 
significant role to play in rating PIL. The study 
found that males had an overall higher rating 

than females in how they rated the PIL of creat-
ing a positive college climate. This finding con-
trasts with other studies that are in support of 
females giving higher ratings of PIL. What is 
significant to the body of knowledge is that 
males believed that principals placed more em-
phasis on how they created and promoted a 
positive college climate. Contradictions also oc-
curred for the rating by age range; however, 
this study proved that at the community college 
levels investigated, the age range does not play 
a significant role in the rating of PIL dimen-
sions. Adding to the body of literature is that 
adjunct lecturers rated their principals higher 
than full-time lecturers. There was no litera-
ture found to support or refute this claim; how-
ever, this may imply that more instructional 
support may have been given by the principals 
to the adjunct lecturers because of their limited 
pedagogical skills, thus filling the knowledge 
gap. How lecturers rated PIL based on the prin-
cipals' tenure made no significant difference, 
which meant that younger tenured and older 
tenured principals executed to a similar degree 
their IL functions. Noteworthy to the contribu-
tion to the literature is that principals whose 
highest educational attainment was a master's 
degree were rated higher than those with a 
doctoral degree. This may have implications for 
employment, promotion, and training. 

 
Implications for Principals 

The principals may use information from 
this study to guide instructional policies and ac-
tivities. Principals may use the information to 
improve their instructional leadership prac-
tices or incorporate such practices once they 
see improvements in the results of both lectur-
ers' commitment and students' performances. 
Principals may take the initiative to incorpo-
rate or continue to promote professional devel-
opment training for lecturers, provide incen-
tives for lectures, ensure that the curriculum is 
effectively developed, and maintain a presence 
within the college since these are weak areas as 
identified by the lecturers' ratings. The findings 
imply that principals must emphasize the exe-
cution of instructional leadership, whether di-
rectly or by delegating and supervising respon-
sibilities. It also implies that further training 
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and sensitization are needed among commu-
nity college level principals. 

 
Implications for the College Board. 

A gap exists between the functions of effec-
tive principals and the principals employed 
within the community colleges. Many times, 
principals are appointed to the community col-
leges without formal training in instructional 
leadership and teacher training backgrounds. 
Training is needed to prepare these leaders in 
instructional leadership to have a better under-
standing of the educational environment and 
needs of the lecturers and students relating to 
instructional matters. The College Board 
should create policies to ensure that principals 
are abreast and involved in instructional lead-
ership directly or through distributed leader-
ship but maintain great supervision to ensure 
that this form of leadership is executed. In ad-
dition, the findings imply that the Board must 
ensure that principals and aspiring principals 
for community colleges enrol in the National 
College for Educational Leadership (NCEL) or 
take professional courses in instructional lead-
ership before being appointed as leaders 
within the community colleges. Refresher 
training must be done yearly. This is in line 
with the call for community colleges to stick to 
their mandate of providing continuing educa-
tion for school leavers and drop-outs at the K-
12 level, skills training, and technical voca-
tional education, which will require greater 
principal involvement and instructional sup-
port to faculty.  

 
Implications for the Ministry of Education 

The Ministry of Education has a foothold 
over the community colleges, sets criteria for 
recruitment of principals, and provides train-
ing and workshops for principals at the com-
munity college levels. The Ministry could also 
bridge the gap between theory and practice by 
looking at the principal instructional leader-
ship results and identifying the various dimen-
sions and job functions of the principals that 
need strengthening. Noteworthy is the finding 
that principals who held a master's degree 
were given higher ratings for providing in-
structional leadership than those who held a 
doctoral degree. This will have implications for 

the future employment of principals at the 
community college levels since instructional 
leadership is necessary for these institutions.  

 
Future Research 
Expanding the Study 

Future research could include other in-
structional leaders within the community col-
leges, investigating the roles they play in the in-
structional leadership process and how it im-
pacts lecturers' commitment. The job functions 
of other instructional leaders such as Program 
Directors, Chairs/Heads of departments, Deans 
of Academic Affairs and Deans of Faculty may 
have a more direct impact on the commitment 
of lecturers within the colleges because they 
are more involved in the instructional opera-
tions of the college. The research may also be 
extended to look at the lecturers themselves as 
instructional leaders and how their actions 
through college-wide collaboration and em-
powerment are associated with their levels of 
affective, normative, and continuance commit-
ment. This is a necessary area of research be-
cause the principals may delegate instructional 
leadership duties and responsibilities to other 
instructional leaders, and how they perform in 
the area of defining the college mission, manag-
ing instructional programs, and creating a pos-
itive college climate will be a reflection of the 
principal as they are accountable for the ac-
tions of their subordinates.   

 
Incorporate the Principals’ Self-Perception 

Future research could incorporate the prin-
cipal's perception and rating of their instruc-
tional leadership job functions. A comparison 
could then be made with the perceptions of lec-
turers. This is important as it creates a balance, 
adds to the validity of the findings and reduces 
bias associated with self-ratings.  

 
Develop an Instrument Fitting the Caribbean 
Context 

A data collection instrument or survey to 
capture principals' instructional leadership 
could be developed from the literature that 
speaks more to the Caribbean educational con-
text in higher education. This could be used in 
lieu of the PIMRS, which was designed for the 
K-12 educational system. The current PIMRS 
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does not capture many behaviours of the in-
structional leader within the college setting in 
the Caribbean. The researcher could develop 
this instrument to include the collaboration 
and creation of partnerships with the private 
sector and the broader community on instruc-
tional matters such as students' work experi-
ences, community outreach programs, and lec-
turer professional development through indus-
try advancements and best practices.  

 
Principal Self Assessed PIMRS 

It is recommended that the Board of the 
College, Ministry of Education, and other affili-
ate bodies who are responsible for appointing, 
recruiting, and selecting principals mandate 
these principals to conduct a self-assessed in-
structional leadership survey. This will deter-
mine how they rate themselves as instructional 
leaders. Many principals employed in commu-
nity colleges are recruited directly from other 
industries and do not necessarily have any ed-
ucational training or background. Therefore, 
these principals should undergo continuous in-
structional leadership practices to boost their 
leadership qualities and job functions. 

 
Recommendations for Future Practice  
Principal Self Assessed PIMRS 

It is recommended that the Board of the 
College, Ministry of Education, and other affili-
ate bodies who are responsible for appointing, 
recruiting, and selecting principals mandate 
these principals to conduct a self-assessed in-
structional leadership survey. This will deter-
mine how they rate themselves as instructional 
leaders. Many principals employed in commu-
nity colleges are recruited directly from other 
industries and do not necessarily have any ed-
ucational training or background. Therefore, 
these principals should undergo continuous in-
structional leadership practices to boost their 
leadership qualities and job functions. 
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