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Abstract— The present investigation intends to assess 

Instructional Leadership and Institutional Effectiveness in 

Relation to Age and Experience of School Principals, The 

subject of the study comprised of twenty schools of Jalandhar 

and Kapurthala. Hallinger’s Instructional Management 

Rating Scale and Institutional Effectiveness Rating Scale 

prepared by the investigator were used for the present 

investigation. The result of the study reveals that in schools 

with less age principals, teachers score more on ‘coordinating 

the curriculum’, ‘protecting instruction time’ and ‘Develop 

Academic Standards’ dimension of instructional leadership 

than teachers in schools with more age principals. In schools 

with more experience principals, teachers score more on 

‘Coordinating the curriculum’, ‘Protecting instruction time’, 

‘Providing incentives for teachers’, ‘Protecting professional 

development’, ‘Developing academic standards’ and 

‘Provide instructions for learning’ dimension of instructional 

leadership than the teachers in schools with less experience. 

In schools with more age and more experience principals, 

teachers score more on ‘supervising and evaluating 

instruction’ dimension of instructional leadership than the 

teachers in schools with more age and less experience, less 

age and more experience and less age and less experience 

principals. There is no significant difference in institutional 

effectiveness of schools with more and less age principals. 

There is no significant difference in institutional effectiveness 

of schools with more and less experience principals. 

Key words: Instructional Leadership and Institutional 

Effectiveness 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Education plays a key role for human and cultural 

development. It contributes to human development together 

with environmental and character influences. Education 

system faces today several challenges such as the scarcity of 

resources, the introduction of new technologies and the 

growing multiculturalism of students. Referring to the 

education system, school leadership has registered a 

systematic decentralization of functions. Common sense 

observation reveals that schools are rarely effective in any 

sense of the world, unless the principal or the head is a good 

leader or a good organizer. The principal is the coordinating 

agency which keeps the balance and ensures the harmonious 

development of the whole institution. In the first half of the 

90’s. “Attention to instructional leadership seemed to wavery, 

displaced by discussions of school based management and 

facilitative leadership.”   

(Lashway, 2002) 

New governance system means that new leadership 

is able to negotiate decisions and build network relations 

(Pedersen and Hartley, 2008). 

Leadership impacts also on job satisfaction and may 

indirectly affect students via teacher selection and 

motivation, and control over the curriculum (Cerit, 2009) 

Recently instructional leadership has made a comeback with 

increasing place on academic standards and the need for 

schools to be accountable. 

II. INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP 

Instructional leadership is the driving force of an 

organization. It determines the quality and success of an 

organization. Leadership may be described as the totality of 

functions performed by individuals and as a group. A 

successful leader must possess certain basic traits necessary 

for motivating the subordinates to improve results. 

Leadership is all about influencing, motivating and inspiring 

people to create vision and achieve it. Vision can be the total 

quality. In an educational institution, the principal to be a 

good instructional leader, must have insight into the human 

problems and capacity to analyze the emotional forces that 

motivate the conduct of the teachers and the students. 

Blasé and Blasé (2000) expressed instructional 

leadership in specific behaviours such as making suggestions, 

giving feedback, modeling effective 

The National Association of Elementary School 

Principals (2001) defined instructional leadership as “leading 

learning communities”. 

 Jazzar and Algozzine (2006) conceded that “it is 

difficult to define the role of a principal as the instructional 

leader” but “the educational reform movement of the last two 

decades has focused a great deal of attention on that role”. 

Moving into the new millennium, Research has found that 

“teachers strongly preferred behaviours that aligned with the 

aspects of transformational leadership” (Hauserman & Stick, 

2013, p. 185). “Highfunctioning schools were found to have 

transformational principals who shaped the school vision and 

learning processes within the organization, thus creating a 

positive learning culture” Highly transformational principals 

developed the leadership capacity of all staff, encouraged 

reflection and assisted with problems, emphasized teamwork 

and collegiality, and pushed to think outside the box 

III. INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 

An effective institution is the one which promotes in a lasting 

way the progress for all its pupils above and beyond what 

would be expected, given consideration of their initial 

attainment and their situation upon entry. Such an institution 

likewise ensures that each pupil achieves the highest standard 

possible and enhances an aspects of student’s achievement 

and development. It generates data, which inform strategic 

plans for programme development and improvement. 

Different departments must develop their own objectives, 

criteria and means of measuring outcomes.  
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Specifically, comparisons of effective and 

ineffective schools have begun to identify factors that 

promote higher student achievement, particularly in the basic 

skills. 

Erlendsson (2002) defined effectiveness as:  extent to which 

objectives are met (‘doing the right things’). 

One study by Huber (2013) revealed 30 dimensions 

in the study of the profiles of school leaders that contribute to 

school effectiveness. These 30 dimensions included general 

skills as well as engagement, self-efficacy, ambiguity 

tolerance, empathy, and enthusiasm to name a few. A self-

reflection of leaders according to these dimensions promotes 

contemplation and with this “promotes the motivation to 

gather more information about their behavior in day-to-day 

practice.” 

IV. OBJECTIVES 

The present study is designed to attain the following 

objectives:  

1) To study instructional leadership in relation to age and 

experience of school principals. 

2) To study institutional effectiveness in relation to age and 

experience of school principals. 

V. METHODOLOGY 

Descriptive method of research was used in the conduct of 

study.               

A. Sample 

In the present study, twenty C.B.S.E. affiliated schools were 

identified from Jalandhar and Kapurthala Division. On the 

basis of age and experience of principals, 10 schools with 

more experience (more than 8 years) and 10 schools with less 

experience (less than 5 years) were identified, out of which 4 

schools with more age (above50) and 6 with less age (less 

than 45) principals were identified from each group i.e. 

schools with more experience and less experience principals. 

Finally, 15 teachers were selected randomly from each 

school.  

B. Research Tools 

The following tools have been used for the present 

investigation:  

1) Hallinger’s Instructional Management Rating Scale 

2) Institutional Effectiveness Rating Scale prepared by the 

investigator in which the data blank has been filled from 

the office records and rating has been done on the basis 

of the information gathered from the teachers. 

VI. STATISTICAL TECHNIQUES 

The following statistical techniques have been used to test the 

hypotheses of the study: 

1) The means, standard deviations have been computed to 

understand the nature of data. 

2) 2 x 2 Analysis of Variance has been employed to analyse 

the data.   

3) Significance of difference statistics has been employed 

to analyse the data.  

VII. RESULTS AND INTERPRETATIONS                                                                                                                           

The data obtained have been analysed under the following 

headings:  

A. 2 X 2 Analysis of Variance on the Scores of Various 

Dimensions of Instructional Management. 

Significance of Difference between Institutitonal 

Effectiveness and Age of School Principals on the Scores of 

Institutional Effectiveness 

Significance of Difference between Institutional 

Effectiveness and Experience of School Principals on the 

Scores of Institutional Effectiveness 

B. 2 X 2 Analysis of Variance on the Scores of Various 

Dimensions of Instructional Management 

The means of sub groups of 2 X 2 design of ANOVA for 

different dimensions of instructional management have been 

calculated and presented below in the Table 4.1 

Dimensions Level of Experience More age Less Age  

Framing School Goals (I) M.E. 

M1 = 35.51 

σ1 = 4.73 

N1 = 60 

M2 =  34.82 

σ2 = 5.34 

N2 = 90 

MM1 = 35.19 

 L.E. 

M3 = 31.18 

σ3 = 5.47 

N3 = 60 

M4 = 33.26 

σ4 = 3.54 

N4 = 90 

MM2 = 32.22 

  MM3 = 33.37 MM4 = 34.04  

Supervising and Evaluating Instructions (II) M.E. 

M1 = 34.1 

σ1 = 3.91 

N1 = 60 

M2 = 32.16 

σ2 = 5.27 

N2 = 90 

MM1 = 33.13 

 L.E. 

M3 = 31.28 

σ3 = 5.04 

N3 = 60 

M4 = 32.3 

σ4 = 5.50 

N4 = 90 

MM2 = 31.79 

  MM3 = 32.69 MM4 = 32.23  

Co-Ordinating the Curriculum (III) M.E. 

M1 = 25.01 

σ1 = 3.41 

N1 = 60 

M2 = 26.32 

σ2 = 3.46 

N2 = 90 

MM1 = 25.66 

 L.E. 

M3 = 23.18 

σ3 = 5.74 

N3 = 60 

M4 = 24.76 

σ4 = 3.55 

N4 = 90 

MM2 = 23.97 
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  MM3 = 24.09 MM4 = 25.54  

Monitoring students’ performance (IV) M.E. 

M1 = 26.68 

σ1 = 4.38 

N1 = 60 

M2 = 28.35 

σ2 = 6.57 

N2 = 90 

MM1 = 27.51 

 L.E. 

M3 = 24.36 

σ3 = 6.94 

N3 = 60 

M4 = 25.1 

σ4 = 5.07 

N4 = 90 

MM2 = 24.73 

  MM3 = 25.52 MM4 = 26.72  

Protecting instruction time (V) M.E. 

M1 = 13.43 

σ1 = 4.20 

N1 = 60 

M2 = 14.88 

σ2 = 2.46 

N2 = 90 

MM1 = 14.15 

 L.E. 

M3 =  12.85 

σ3 = 3.37 

N3 = 60 

M4 = 14.12 

σ4 = 1.9 

N4 = 90 

MM2 = 13.48 

  MM3 = 13.14 MM4 = 14.5  

Maintaining administration visibility (VI) M.E. 

M1 =  17.48 

σ1 = 0.98 

N1 = 60 

M2 = 18.34 

σ2 = 8.09 

N2 = 90 

MM1 = 17.91 

 L.E. 

M3 = 14.5 

σ3 = 7.56 

N3 = 60 

M4 = 12.54 

σ4 = 1.70 

N4 = 90 

MM2 = 13.52 

  MM3 = 15.99 MM4 = 15.44  

Providing incentives for teachers (VII) M.E. 

M1 = 12.1 

σ1 = 1.49 

N1 = 60 

M2 = 14.2 

σ2 = 2.4 

N2 = 90 

MM1 = 13.15 

 L.E. 

M3 = 10.96 

σ3 = 1.02 

N3 = 60 

M4 = 11.3 

σ4 = 2.64 

N4 = 90 

MM2 = 11.13 

  MM3 = 11.53 MM4 = 12.75  

Protecting professional development (VIII) M.E. 

M1 = 27.8 

σ1 = 4.2 

N1 = 60 

M2 = 32.6 

σ2 = 5.34 

N2 = 90 

MM1 = 30.18 

 L.E. 

M3 = 26.68 

σ3 = 3.5 

N3 = 60 

M4 = 26.5 

σ4 = 3.56 

N4 = 90 

MM2 = 26.59 

  MM3 = 27.24 MM4 = 29.53  

Developing academic standards (IX) M.E. 

M1 = 13.71 

σ1 = 3.31 

N1 = 60 

M2 = 15.93 

σ2 = 2.38 

N2 = 90 

MM1 = 14.82 

 L.E. 

M3 = 12.8 

σ3 = 4.10 

N3 = 60 

M4 = 14.32 

σ4 = 1.04 

N4 = 90 

MM2 = 13.56 

  MM3 = 13.25 MM4 =  15.12  

Providing Incentives for learning (X) M.E. 

M1 = 10.28 

σ1 = 1.53 

N1 = 60 

M2 = 10.01 

σ2 = 1.88 

N2 = 90 

MM1 = 10.14 

 L.E. 

M3 = 9.54 

σ3 =1.15 

N3 =60 

M4 = 9.84 

σ4 = 1.26 

N4 = 90 

MM2 = 9.63 

  MM3 = 9.85 MM4 = 9.92  

Table 4.1: Means and Standard Deviations For 2 X 2 Analysis of Variance on the Scores of Various Dimensions of 

Instructional Management 

In order to analyze the variance of various 

dimensions of instructional management of the obtained 

scores were subjected to ANOVA and the results have been 

presented in the Table 4.2 below:   

Sr. No. Dimensions MSS Age Experience Interaction Within 

1 Framing school goals MSS 34.72 533.33 138.88 1077.72 

  F-ratio 0.032 0.049 0.128  

2 Supervising and evaluating instruction MSS 13.68 78.03 161.39 26.31 

  F-ratio 0.52 2.97 6.134*  
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3 Co-ordinating the curriculum MSS 150.22 208.33 1.38 9.009 

  F-ratio 16.67** 23.12** 0.153  

4 Monitoring students’ performance MSS 104.15 622.07 15.87 24497.4 

  F-ratio 0.004 0.0025 0.0006  

5 Protecting instructions time MSS 133.92 36.04 0.62 8.95 

  F-ratio 14.9** 4.02* 0.06  

6 Maintaining administrative visibilities MSS 274.55 210 85.8 3308.44 

  F-ratio 0.0008 0.0006 0.00025  

7 Providing Incentives for teachers MSS 104.15 369.62 50.34 42.63 

  F-ratio 2.44 8.67* 1.18  

8 Protecting professional development MSS 27.12 322.39 45.78 18.88 

  F-ratio 1.43 17.07** 2.42  

9 Developing academic standards MSS 251.61 133.32 8.7 7.82 

  F-ratio 32.17** 17.04** 1.11  

10 Providing incentives for learning MSS 0.33 14.52 8.4 3.701 

  F-ratio 0.089 3.92* 2.26  

Table 4.2: Summary of Anova for 2 X 2 Design in Respect of Various Dimensions of Instructional Management 

df of variances =1 

df of within = 292 

** significant at the 0.01 level of confidence 

* significant at the 0.05 level of confidence  

C. Age (A) 

It may be observed from the table 4.2 that the F- ratio for the 

difference between means of teachers in schools with more 

age and less age principals on the scores of dimensions III, IV 

and IX of instructional management i.e. ‘co-ordinating the 

curriculum’, ‘Protecting instruction Time’ and “Developing 

Academic Standards” have been found to be significant either 

at 0.01 or 0.5 level of confidence. 

D. Experience (B) 

It may be observed from the table 4.2 that the F-ratios for the 

difference between means of Teachers in schools with more 

experience and less experience principals on the socres of 

dimensions III,  V, VII, VIII, IX and X i.e. ‘co-ordinating the 

curriculum’, ‘Protecting Instruction Time’, ‘Providing 

incentives for Teachers’, ‘Protecting professional 

development’, ‘Develop academic standards’ and ‘Providing 

incentives  for learning’ have been found to be significant 

either at 0.05 or 0.01 level of confidence. 

E. Two Order Interaction Age and Experience (AXB) 

It may be observed from the Table 4.2 that the F-ratio for the 

interaction between age and experience on the dimension II 

i.e ‘Supervising and Evaluative Instruction’ has been found 

to be significant at 0.05 level of confidence. 

To identify the difference of means of various cells 

of 2 X 2 design due to which F-ratios for the interaction 

between age and experience have been found significant, t-

ratios have been calculated and are recorded in the table 4.3 

below: 

Dimensi

on 

M1M

2 

M1M

3 

M1M

4 

M2

M3 

M2

M4 

M3

M4 

t-ratios 
2.62*

* 

3.91*

* 

2.36*

* 
0.09 0.17 1.17 

Table 4.3: T-Ratios for the Difference in Means of Various 

Cells of 2 X 2 Design 

* Significant at 0.05 level of confidence 

** Significant at 0.01 level of confidence 

The above table reveals that the t-ratios of the sub 

groups M1M2, M1M3 and M1M4 are significant at the 0.01 

level of confidence in case of ‘Supervising and Evaluating 

Instruction’ dimension of instructional management. 

VIII. SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCE IN INSTITUTIONAL 

EFFECTIVENESS BETWEEN SCHOOL WITH MORE AND LESS AGE 

PRINCIPAL 

The means of sub groups in respect of institutional 

effectiveness scale have been calculated and presented below 

in the Table 4.4:  

MORE AGE PRINCIPALS LESS AGE PRINCIPALS 

M1 = 219.62 

σ1 = 49.57 

N1 = 8 

M2 = 225.41 

σ2 = 50.6 

N2 = 12 

Table 4.4: Means and Standard Deviations for Significance 

of Difference on the Scores of Institutional Effectiveness 

To identify the difference of means of institutional 

effectiveness in respect of age of school principals, t-Ratio 

has been calculated and is recorded in the Table 4.5 below: 

 D σ D t-ratio M1M2 

More Age Principals  

5.79 

 

37.73 

 

0.21 Less Age Principals 

Table 4.5: T-Ratios for the Difference in Means of 

Institutional Effectiveness 

It may be observed from the table 4.5 that the t-

Ratios of the sub group M1M2 is not significant either at 0.05 

level or 0.01 level. 

A. Significance of Difference in Institutional       

Effectiveness between School with More and Less Experience 

Principal 

The means of sub groups in respect of institutional 

effectiveness scale have been calculated and presented below 

in the Table 4.6: 

MORE AGE PRINCIPALS LESS AGE PRINCIPALS 

M3 = 227.6 

σ 3 = 48.73 

N3 = 10 

M4 = 218.6 

σ4 = 52.9 

N4  = 10 

Table 4.6: Means and Standard Deviations for Significance 

of Difference on the Scores of Institutional Effectiveness 

Scores 
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To identify the difference of means of institutional 

effectiveness in respect of experience of school principals, t-

Ratio has been calculated and is recorded in the Table 4.7 

below: 

 D σD t-ratio M1M2 

More Experience Principals  

9 

 

33.34 

 

0.38 Less Experience Principals 

Table 4.7: T-Ratios for the Difference in Means of 

Institutional Effectiveness 

It may be observed from the table 4.7 that the t-

Ratios of the sub group M3M4 is not significant either at 0.05 

level or 0.01 level. 

IX. CONCLUSION 

The result of the study reveals that in schools with less age 

principals, teachers score more on ‘co-ordinating the 

curriculum’, ‘Protecting instruction time’ and  ‘Develop 

Academic Standards’ dimension of instructional leadership 

than teachers in schools with more age principals. In schools 

with more experience principals, teachers score more on ‘Co-

ordinating the curriculum’, ‘Protecting instruction time’, 

‘Providing incentives for teachers’, ‘Protecting professional 

development’, ‘Developing academic standards’. The above 

findings are in tune with Hill (2002), investigating in the 

study that novice principals actually perceived situations 

differently than did their expert counterparts. When novice 

principals thought about their strategies in a Meta cognitive 

format, they did so after a disruptive incident rather than 

before or during the incident. They often chose to wait to 

address problems rather than confront and resolve them. 

Bhagirathi Sahu (2002), conducted study and found that there 

is a significant difference in the different age groups of heads 

as regard their role performance and as perceived by teachers. 

It was found that teacher’s perception on evaluation and 

motivator role of heads differed significantly between 30 

years and 30 to 50 years and between 30 to 50 years and 50 

years age groups. Mentor and reconciliatory role of heads as 

perceived by teachers, the significant difference came 

between 30 years and 30 to 50 years. Bridge building with the 

community, office manager and planner role of heads as 

perceived by teachers differed significantly between 30 years 

and 30 to 50 years.  

In schools with more experience principals perceive 

that the principals with more experience are more effieicnt in 

‘Co-ordinating the curriculum’, ‘Protecting instruction time’, 

‘Providing incentives for teachers’, ‘Protecting professional 

development’, ‘Developing academic standards’ and 

‘Provide instructions for learning’ than the principals with 

less experience. The above findings are in tune with Gupton 

(2003), investigating in the study that Expert 

principals began with an encompassing vision that extended 

beyond particular staff meetings or sudden encounters with 

an unforeseen problem. They were more likely to have 

articulated their vision to staff members at different levels in 

the organization. These principals also tended to be more 

inclusive in their thinking and to find ways to translate 

implicit thinking into their actions. . Expert principals were 

less likely to feel stressed during potentially hostile situations. 

They engaged in more if-then thinking than did novice 

principals, and were not stymied by perceived roadblocks to 

their intended course of action. Eraut (2000), found that more 

experienced principals seemed to possess a greater 

understanding of the social demands and repercussions of 

their actions. Their solutions were more collegial than those 

of novice principals, and showed a thorough understanding of 

each of the subgroups or stakeholders involved in the 

problem. Novice principals knew that they were different 

from those they led, but they did not know how to effectively 

use those differences in social class or position. In schools 

with more age and more experience principals perceive that 

principals with more age and more experience are more 

efficient in ‘Supervising and Evaluative Instructions’ than the 

principals with less age and less experience. The above 

findings are in tune with Hanushek and Rivkin (2008), 

investigating in the study that school performance models 

that include student characteristics and school characteristics, 

principal and school fixed effects and principal experience 

and tenure. There is no significant difference in institutional 

effectiveness of schools with more and less age principals. 

Meaning thereby the age of school principals does not have 

significant effect on institutional effectiveness. The above 

finding is in tune with Lin (2000), investigating in the study 

that age did not have a significant correlation with school 

effectiveness as measured by student’s academic 

achievement. There is no significant difference in 

institutional effectiveness of schools with more and less 

experience principals. Meaning thereby the experience of 

school principals does not have significant effect on 

institutional effectiveness. The above finding is in tune with 

Smith (2000), investigating in the study that years of 

experience had no effect on teacher perception of the 

principal’s leadership style and Institutional Effectiveness. 

Ballou and Podgurskey (1993), found that there is no co-

relation between year of experience and institutional 

effectiveness. 

X. SUGGESTIONS FOR EDUCATIONAL IMPLICATIONS 

This study studied instructional leadership style and 

institutional effectiveness in relation to age and experience of 

the school principals. For further study, number of new 

variable can be added e.g. teacher effectiveness, teacher 

morale, teacher job satisfaction, alienation, job stress, and 

general effectiveness of the school, with respect to leadership 

styles. This study could be extended to primary school, 

college level etc. It could also be replicated to other places as 

well.  
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