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ABSTRACT

Decentralization and school-based management are redefining the role of the
school principal from school building manager to instructional leader. The priscipal
core responsibility is to ensure quality teaching and learning in theadassHowever,
in Asia many principals are not prepared for this new role and new focus.

This study identified factors related to the extent Filipino school prilscipa
thought they were capable of supporting teachers’ classroom instruction through
instructional supervision, professional development, and classroom resources; and the
extent they thought these instructional supports were effective. It also ewasur
principals’ confidence in supporting teachers’ classroom instructionpaftecipation in
the instructional leadership training progrdnstructional and Curricular Excellence in
School Principalship for Southeast ASIEEXCELS), offered by the Southeast Asian
Ministers of Education Organization Regional Center for Educational Inoovaitd
Technology (SEAMEO INNOTECH). This study was conceptually grounded in the
principal-agent relationship as described by Galal (2002) and Chapman (2008),ass wel
a model for teacher incentives by Kemmerer (1990). Bandura’s (1977) cohcetft
efficacy served as a framework for investigating school principalship.

Analyses were conducted on data from 364 principals. Linear regresalgaisan
showed that Filipino principals thought their capacity to support teachers through
instructional supervision and professional development was dependent on their beliefs a
to whether these instructional supports could make a difference in classromtions,
their level of control, time they spent on instructional leadership and gggieel of job

satisfaction. Principals’ thought their capacity to support teachers thetaggioom



iii
resources was only dependent on their level of control over them and thdg aslie
whether they could make a difference in classroom instruction. Principbd$staes to
whether instructional supports could make a difference in classroom instructitimewas
most significant factor related to principals’ sense of capacity for prayidstructional
supervision and professional development, while their level of control was the more
significant factor related to principals’ sense of capacity for ginogiclassroom
resources.

Results also showed that principals’ beliefs as to whether instructional suppor
were effective in supporting teachers’ classroom instruction were dependent upon how
effective they think they are as school principals and how capable they think their
teachers are in guiding student achievement. MANOVA results indicated emeddés
related to demographic and contextual factors among principals’ beliefsthbwout
capacity to support teachers and their beliefs about the effectivenedsunttiosal
supervision, professional development, and classroom resources. Seventy-five percent of
principals attributed their capacity to the hands-on training they received.

The findings are important for formulation and implementation of school-based
management policies, and for the design of education reform initiatives andgrai

programs supporting school principals to be instructional leaders.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Education systems in many developing countries are being decentralized.
Authority for making decisions for school improvement is devolving to the school-level
which puts unprecedented pressure on school principals to be accountable for the quality
of education provided by their school. This chapter discusses a problem related to school
principalship in a decentralized education system. The problem is grounded in the
principal-agent paradigm as described by Galal (2002) and Chapman (2008), asawell as
model for teacher incentives by Kemmerer (1990). A discussion explaining how the
construct of self-efficacy by Bandura (1977) serves as a framework fotigatesy
school principalship for this study is included. The chapter concludes with thechesea
guestions that guided this study.

The educational value of decentralization lies in the devolution of authority and
responsibility for schools from the central-level administration to the sshioainselves.
Shifting decision making to those closer to the school and community leads to decisions
that are more responsive to local conditions and needs. If principals are notgpfepare
this new level of authority and increased responsibility, then any educatidual va
decentralization may hold is lost.

The level of responsibility principals must assume is further compounded by the
pressures for improved education quality that already exist in most developmges.

A number of developing countries report near universal access and the le¥eling
enrollment growth at the primary school level. This increases attention to imgrovi

quality of education.
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A consequence of this increased attention to quality is that administriaadirs a
levels of the education sector, particularly school principals, need alratnstanding
of the teaching and learning processes and the actions that are likelydweartip
quality of education. Even when resources are available, the problem prinageais f
improving school quality is knowing which inputs and actions will lead to improved
teaching and learning.

There is a great need to improve education management at the school level. This
need is widely advocated, although least examined as education systems become
decentralized. Original research investigating the factors thailmaetto principals’
sense of capacity for improving school quality under a decentralized Systeich
provide important insights for strengthening education management at the schiool leve
The current study examines the extent to which organizational structures of the
decentralized education system contribute to principal’'s sense of cdpagtgviding
teacher incentives to motivate improved teaching practice in the Philippines.

Problem Statement

In many developing countries, decentralization of education and school-based
management (SBM) are creating new challenges for the school prin@pédwhare able
to meet (Chapman, 2000). The principal is increasingly expected to createta thata
is conducive to teaching and learning; work towards improving student performance and
be accountable for results; support and supervise teachers’ work in instruction and
classroom management; supervise the use of the curriculum and its localz &tinuite

its relevance to the school; and ensure effective staff development programs are
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operational in the school and that teachers improve their professional competence
(Atkinson, 2001). These functions define the principal’s new role as instructiodet.lea

The challenges of instructional leadership are rooted in the principal-agent
problem. Galal (2002) defines the principal-agent problem as being at the coye of a
education reform. The principal (e.g., a ministry official, school principafjterested in
particular outcomes (such as good quality education), but has to rely on an agent (e.g.,
teachers) to obtain these outcomes. Chapman (2008) states that the focus on thk principa
agent problem places more concern with influencing the educational process in
classrooms, where the real activities of learning occur.

Lockheed and Verspoor (1991) observe that many of the teaching practices in
developing countries are not conducive to student learning. Teaching praceces oft
involve instruction for the whole class that emphasizes lectures by thertedachthen
has students copy from the blackboard while offering them few opportunities to ask
guestions or participate in learning (Fuller and Heyneman, 1989). Classacihimig in
developing countries is also characterized by student memorization of tdxtewi
opportunities to work actively with the material, and little ongoing monitoring and
assessment of student learning through homework, classroom quizzes, or tests. The
principal as instructional leader is charged to implement innovative teadleithgds that
engage students in more active rather than passive learning.

However, teachers are likely to resist the principal’s efforts towagptementing
innovative teaching methods. One reason for teacher resistance to innovajumrnec:
in the ‘worklife complexity hypothesi€Snyder, 1990; Chapman and Mahlck, 1997).

When principals introduce policies and instructional activities that altercthaties of
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the classroom, those instructional interventions may seriously impinge on thewesrk li
of teachers. Virtually all innovations increase the complexity of txatkvork lives by
expecting them to learn new content, teach in new ways, or use different insalicti
materials (Chapman, 2008). Increased complexity often leads to peopletto resis
innovation (Spillane, Reiser and Reimer, 2002). Principals can respond to theésoesist
by either lowering the complexity of the intervention or by increasiogntives so that
teachers believe their extra effort is being rewarded (Chapman, 1997).

Kemmerer (1990) discussesstructional supportwhich includes training,
instructional materials, and supervision, as an incentive for teachers. insi@listipport
may contribute to teacher’s sense of personal efficacy, or teabk&etthat they can
help students learn. A teacher who does not know what to do in the classroom and has
little opportunity to learn will eventually attend less, or if he or she attémelg will use
instructional time for other activities (Ashton and Webb, 1986).

Kemmerer argues that instructional materials play a crucial rolachees'
assessments of their own instructional competence. Teachers are nmpite Eaguire a
sense of competence when they are provided with a blueprint for organizing students,
presenting the lesson, and providing feedback and practice. In this regard, textbooks,
particularly in developing countries where other reading materials amgesbave been
shown not only to affect teacher performance but to have a separate and independent
effect on student learning (Heyneman, Farrell, and Sepulveda-Stuardo, 1981; \Jerspoor
1986; Sepulveda-Stuardo and Farrell, 1983).

Kemmerer also argues that teachers, particularly new ones, require isxgpport

supervision. The principal is in the best position to observe and influence teachers
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(Lockheed and Verspoor, 1991). The support, recognition, and approval of principals
are key factors in changing teaching practices (Chapman 1983; Fullan aneétP®@Wit;
Waugh and Punch 1987). A study of primary school effectiveness in Burundi documents
a strong and significant relationship between the frequency of teacher sigrebyi the
school principal and student achievement: student test scores rose as the ntimbesr of
the school principal visited the classroom increased. Frequent teacher supervision
improved the punctuality of teachers and their adherence to the curriculum, whiagh in t
produced higher scores (Eisemon, Schwille, and Prouty 1989).

Traditionally, principals have worked under highly centralized educatiomsyste
that limit their power and autonomy in making decisions related to the core business of
school — teaching and learning. The Ministry of Education in many countries Keng, C
Thailand, Singapore, Malta, Nigeria, Pakistan) solely designs a unifieshalati
curriculum, syllabus, materials and exams and guides funding and staffing schools
including teacher selection, recruitment and staff development (Oplatka, 2004nlyhe
decision that principals have authority to make is the allocation of teachers/aithes
classes in the school (Fenech, 1994). Principals have mainly been engaged as school
managers maintaining discipline, ordering equipment, determining statieds,
scheduling activities, managing school finances and resources, allo¢atingrsd
ensuring that teachers keep accurate records (Chapman and Burchfield,Hi904; C
Lee and Dimmock, 1999). As a result, principals are more inclined to perform an
administrative function than an instruction-oriented function.

Principals in developing countries function as the lower link in an organization

chain that extends from the school through district supervisors to the centra¢nahist
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staff (Lockheed and Verspoor, 1991). They are usually former teacheredetebe
principals mainly for their seniority rather than for their personéaktraiperformance.
Principals often operate under significant constraints, such as chronic shortage of
materials, operating funds, and staff development resources, which maletiosal
improvement extremely difficult to achieve. Also, principals are overmadigvith
administrative tasks and find it difficult to make time for instructional oupment. The
extent to which principals regard supervision as part of their responsiaitigs across
countries since it is often performed by district inspectors or teasphengsors that are
usually far removed from the schools and their teachers. However, as a by-product of
decentralization, principals are expected to take responsibility for suparviis last
point is crucial in terms of expecting principals to spearhead any schoovempent
efforts towards student achievement (Chapman, 2000).

School principal training before the appointment is virtually nonexistent among
developing countries, except for on-the-job training for a teacher who has asraed
deputy or assistant principal. Studies in Egypt, Indonesia, and Paraguay have found that a
principal's teaching experience and instructional leadership trainindémohcourses
taken) are related to higher student achievement (Fuller 1987; Heyneman arnyd Loxle
1983; Sembiring and Livingstone 1981). However, only a handful of countries, such as
China, Ethiopia, Kenya, Malaysia, Papua New Guinea, the Philippines, and Thailand,
have addressed the need to improve school management, primarily by establishing
institutions to train school principals (Lockheed and Verspoor, 1991). Such institées fa
three problems. First, they cannot accommodate the number of new principals needed to

run the burgeoning number of schools. Second, no consensus has been reached about
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what the curriculum should reflect and who should provide the training. Institute staf
often transplant curricula and methodologies derived from their overseasgnaithiout
adapting them to the sociocultural context and needs of their country and community.
Third, the national policies for training administrators are not coherent, whichriithée
effectiveness of these institutes (Lockheed and Verspoor, 1991; Chapman, 2002;
Hallinger and Leithwood, 1996).

The aim of the current study is to address the need for improving principal’s
capacity to assume new roles and responsibilities in a decentralized.shiseestudy
focuses on principals in the Philippines and their capacity for providing instructional
support to teachers. Principalship in the Philippines is an ideal case for etkamina
Principals are facing the challenges of working within a recentlyntietzed education
system while learning to become instructional leaders through formahgairhe
following section discusses how principal’s capacity to meet instructicadighip
challenges are conceptualized and contextualized to the current research.

Conceptual Framework

In order to study Filipino principals’ perceived capacity for providing
instructional support to teachers, the construct of self efficacy as skschyg Bandura
(2977) is employed. The construct of self-efficacy is grounded in social egihieory
and consists of two dimensions: personal self-efficacy and outcome expectasogaPe
self-efficacy is defined as “a judgment of how well one can execute caifraeson
required to deal with prospective situations” (Bandura 1982, p. 122). Outcome
expectancy on the other hand, is defined by Bandura (1977) as “a person’s ebaihate t

given behavior will lead to certain outcomes” (p. 193). Bandura (1982) asserts that
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behavior is best predicted through examination of both self-efficacy and outcome
expectancy beliefs. Self-efficacy is a cognitive construct thaslsand context specific
(Bandura, 1977).

The use of self efficacy in this study follows the investigation of supports
cultivating principals’ sense of efficacy by Tschannen-Moran and Ga@@gl). The
authors define principal’s sense of efficacy as a judgment of his or her degsatul
structure a particular course of action in order to produce desired outcomeschdbk
he or she leads. McCormick (2001) further specifies it is as the principtijsesceived
capacity to perform the cognitive and behavioral functions necessary to regolgte
processes in relation to goal achievement. Together, the authors gxpleipals’
perceived capacityas applied to this study.

Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004) explain that the role of self-effieefsb
in effective leadership is multifaceted. Perceived self efficacy hasfoeind to influence
analytic strategies, direction-setting, and subsequent organizationahpsarta of
managers (Paglis and Green, 2002; Wood and Bandura, 1989). A robust sense of efficacy
IS necessary to sustain the productive attentional focus and persistent effied e
succeed at organizational goals (Wood and Bandura, 1989).

Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004) also explain that, as school leaders,
principals must facilitate group goal attainment by establishing andamang an
environment favorable to group performance. Drawing the connection between social
cognitive theory and leadership, McCormick (2001) notes that,

“Successful leadership involves using social influence processes to organize,
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direct, and motivate the actions of others. It requires persistent taskedir

effort, effective task strategies, and the artful application of vacouoseptual,

technical, and interpersonal skills” (p. 28).

Leadership self-efficacy has been related to performance evaluatiobsdrvers
in both leadership simulations and in ratings by peers and superiors in actual work
settings (Chemers, Watson, and May, 2000; Paglis and Green, 2002). In thesetbiidie
self-efficacy beliefs of leaders were also shown to impact thedsténd performance of
followers. Leaders’ perceived self-efficacy beliefs were eelab subordinates’
performance abilities, as well as to success at gaining followershitorent to the task.
The self-efficacy of organizational leaders has also been shown to medpbtyee’s
engagement with their work and to overcoming obstacles to change (Luthans and
Peterson, 2002).

In this study, self efficacy has the potential to reveal insights iti@o$c
principal’s judgment of their capacity in providing instructional supports for imgrove
teacher performance and their judgment on whether the instructional suppldeadivid
improved teacher performance. It is hypothesized that the findings fromuitiysvet|
enable insights into how principals’ perceived capacity has the potentaihttegchers’
commitment for improved instruction and to affect their teaching abilitieseaRes

guestions guiding this study follow.
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Research Questions
The study investigates the following research questions:
1. To what extent do principals believe that they have the capacity to provide

instructional supportsdfincipals’ perceived capacily

2. To what extent do principals believe that instructional supports lead to improved

teacher performancefr{ncipals’ perceived effectiveness of instructional supports

3. To what extent dprincipals’ perceived capacitgndprincipals’ perceived
effectiveness of instructional suppodiffer among principals who differ with respect to
gender, school level, highest level of education attained, region, and percentage of

student body living at poverty level?

4. To what extent do principals perceive Instructional Leadership traimnwglpd by
SEAMEO INNOTECH to be related to their level of confidence in providing
instructional supports?
Limitations

Limitations of this study center on the use of self reported perceptions of
principals, sample characteristics of respondents, and social desirabsityRielsponses
did not represent the general population of school principals in the Philippinesh&nce t
sample was not randomly selected. The survey represents only one point in time. The
time and place of survey dissemination, and the existence of others during surve

completion were likely to contribute to the tendency of respondents to reply inrema
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that may be viewed favorably by others. Principals may have over estithetesense
of efficacy leading to social desirability bias. The external validlitthe results of this
study was limited by the lack of information regarding the selectioniarit@ school
principals to participate in the Instructional Leadership training provid @EAMEO

INNOTECH. This was also a factor limiting internal validity.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter provides a review of the literature organized into five major
components. First, the discussion focuses on issues related to the role of the school
principal in a decentralized education system, and the significance of sceedl-ba
management and instructional leadership in re-formulating the role of the school
principal. Second, the discussion turns to understanding principals’ self-effirodépa
it is measured. Third, instructional leadership is linked to teacher incentfitesncing
teacher self-efficacy. Fourth, school leadership training is discussed gruteéhéal for
shaping principals’ self-efficacy. And, finally, school-based management, school
leadership, and training are discussed in the context of decentralization in ibyeifsl
The chapter ends with the research questions central to this study and hygpothese

Role of the School Principal in an Era of Decentralization

Policies toward decentralization of the education sector exist in almogt ever
country in Asia. However, there is considerable difference in the form it wakea
each country context. Decentralization is generally defined as the dernatiuthority
and responsibility for schools from the central-level administration to iethate-level
organization and ultimately to schools (Chapman, 2002; Zajda, 2004). Much of the
literature explaining decentralization of education discusses the chalkgregssc to
central-level administration (i.e. Ministries of Education) and intermetbatd
organizations (i.e. district authorities) in decision-making processes aoklahges
necessary to the functions within those levels of management (ADB, 2001b, 2002). A
segment of the literature discusses the challenges school-level managemschool

principals) must face in taking on new responsibilities inherited by cdetell-
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administration and the changes demanded to operate effectively in their new roles
towards school improvement (King and Ozler, 1998; Leithwood and Menzies, 1998;
Chapman, 2000; Gamage and Sooksomchitra, 2004; Grauwe, 2005).

Within this segment, Chapman (2000) acknowledges the fact that decentralization
is placing new pressures on the school principal that few are prepared to nkeet whi
emphasizing the urgency of strengthening and then supporting school-level mantagem
across Asia. Chapman (2000) also provides insight into how the increasing argrafic
of improving education quality and the increasing competition for resources thite
revised role of school principals, which are crucial factors others miss wheiaering
the future of school leadership in Asia.

Chapman (2000) explains that, in theory, school principals have responsibility in
four areas. First, school management, which includes ordering supplies, eresachers
are hired and assigned, information gathering, and basic record keeping, is viewed in
many countries as the school principal’s chief set of responsibilities. Secbadl-sc
ministry communications, which consists largely of completing reportsregboy the
central ministry, is a major task for school principals in some countriesl, Behool-
community relations involve working with community councils, community development
associations, parent-teacher associations (PTAS), parent groups, andaather |
organizations that have interest in the schools. The goal is often to encouragendymm
support of the school such as by gaining donations for facilities construction and
maintenance or teacher subsidies. Finally, instructional supervision is the redipons
most directly linked to the quality of teaching. However, the extent to which school

principals regard instructional supervision as part of their responsibilitysvacross
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countries, as instructional supervision often falls on the shoulders of districttorspec
or teacher supervisors that are usually far removed from the schools andhttierge

As a by-product of decentralization, school principals are expected to take ful
responsibility for instructional supervision, despite the fact that this fundtithe ileast
engaged by school principals to begin with. This last point is crucial to understand in
terms of expecting school principals to spearhead any school improvemeist effort
towards student achievement (Chapman, 2000).

The level of responsibility of the school principal is further compounded by the
pressures for improved education quality and greater efficiency withintemusgstems
that exist in most Asian countries. The urgency for strengthening and supsctoa)-
level management is not only due to the new wave of decentralization, but alsesatt
of demographic and economic trends seen in many Asian countries. Chapman (2000)
argues that many countries are experiencing near universal acddsseling of
enrollment growth at the primary school level which increases attention to im@i
guality of education. One consequence of this shift to quality is that administteatirs a
levels of the education sector, particularly school principals, will needex bett
understanding of the teaching and learning processes and which actions are likely t
improve the quality of education. Even when resources are available, the probtah s
principals face in improving school quality is knowing which inputs and actions wdll lea
to positive outcomes in student learning. The competition for scare resourcesiis huge
many Asian countries due to issues of poverty, epidemic, and pollution that continuously
lead governments to allocate resources to causes of catastrophe. Speratingation is

often dismissed and the long-term gains offered by education are mithi(@kzapman,
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2000; Chapman and Adams, 1998). For that matter, administrators at all levels need to
become increasingly articulate about the pay-off of continued investment irtieduca
knowledgeable about strategies that are effective in producing those oytaoohes
skilled at moving the system toward those ends with even fewer resources. School
principals not only need to know a great deal about the teaching and learning gfocesse
but about management as well (Fuller, 1987; Chapman 2000).
School-Based Management

Within the literature of decentralization is discourse on school-based mamdageme
(SBM), or the form of decentralization that identifies the individual school asithargr
unit of improvement and relies on the redistribution of decision-making authortig as t
primary means through which improvement might be stimulated and sustained (Malen,
Ogawa, and Kranz, 1990). The most common arguments supporting SBM are as follows
(Grauwe, 2005): 1.) School-based management is more democratic since it allows for
teachers and parents to make decisions about education rather than leaving those
decisions up to a select group of central-level officials; 2.) School-basedenaet is
more relevant as the decision-making power is closest to where probleesnare
experienced — in the school; 3.) School-based management is less bureaucnaie beca
decision making process is limited to the management level close to the school,
4.) School-based management allows for greater accountability. Theatiguiiof
giving school leaders and teachers greater authority is that they batdlmbrectly
accountable to parents and the community; and 5.) School-based management allows for
greater mobilization of resources since parents and the community atdargave a

voice in the organization and management of the school.
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Empirical studies by Leithwood and Menzies (1998), Fullan (1993), and
Whittey and Power (1997) conclude that there is no firm, research-based knowledge
about the direct or indirect effects of SBM on student achievement and suggelt that
claims that there is likely to be some sort of pay-off for students must be credsi
given the lack of research-based support. However, studies point to certaimimes/e
promoted by SBM such as planning, monitoring, and communication having the potential
to yield necessary conditions for school improvement. Gaziel (1998) concludea from
study of Israeli schools that greater SBM has a positive impact on teactieation and
commitment and on the school’s achievement orientation. Studies from the United
Kingdom and New Zealand report that the increased decision-making power of school
principals allows them to introduce innovative programs and practices (Willerak,
1997). Leithwood and Menzies (1998) and Malen and Ogawa (1988) emphasize the
crucial role of the school leader in determining what the consequences of saexbl-ba
management will be. This is especially the case in terms of guidingetsaand
engaging the community in supporting school improvement and student achievement.

Instructional Leadership
Instructional leadership refers to a series of behaviors designed to affect

classroom instruction. Such behaviors include principals informing teachersnaaout
educational strategies and tools for effective instruction, and assistingrtleeitiquing
them to determine their applicability in the classroom (Leithwood, 1994; Whitaker,
1998). Jantzi and Leithwood (1996) define six dimensions of instructional leadership:
1.) identifying and articulating a vision; 2.) fostering the acceptanceoapgioals; 3.)

providing individualized support; 4.) providing intellectual stimulation; 5.) providing
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appropriate modeling / mentoring; and 6.) holding high performance expectations.
Andrews and Soder (1987) describe the effective instructional leader as aeesour
provider, instructional resource, communicator, and visibly present in the school.

A number of research studies from developed countries have examined the
importance of the principal’s role as an instructional leader, as wélkaslationship
between their efforts in changing instructional practice to improve studeietzament.

Heck et al (1990) acknowledge that principal behaviors aimed at improving student
achievement do not have the same direct impact on learners as does instruction by the
classroom teacher. Siens and Ebmeier (1996) concur and found that while prinsipals ha
strong, direct effects on intermediate school variables, such as teathdestthey have
little direct effect on student outcomes. Quinn (2002) concludes that since priacgals
removed from the classroom, they can only influence student achievement indiyectl
working through teachers.

Hallinger and Heck (1996) state that the most theoretically and emlirmalist
models used to study school leadership effects show that principals can influelecs st
achievement when efforts are aimed toward influencing internal school pmcElsese
internal processes range from school policies and norms (e.g. academtatexpgc
school mission, student opportunity to learn, instructional organization, academic
learning time) to the practices of teachers. A number of studies reveal goato(or
sustaining a schoolwide purpose focusing on student learning) as a signgatanof
school principalship (Brewer, 1993; Bamburg and Andrews, 1990; Glasman and Fuller,
1992; Goldring and Pasternak, 1994; Hallinger and Murphy, 1987; Heck et al., 1990;

Leithwood, 1994; Silins, 1994).
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Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, and Wabhlstrom (2004) state that principals’
structuring of teachers’ working conditions have both direct and indirecteffect
teaching and student achievement. The literature suggests that principédstofeef
schools are those who devote more time to the coordination and control of instruction,
perform more observations of teachers’ work; discuss work problems with rt&catee
more supportive of teachers’ efforts to improve (especially by distributistguctional
materials or promoting in-service training activities); and are ractige in setting up
teacher evaluation procedures. The literature also suggests that priotgfédstive
schools show a higher quality of human relations. They recognize the needefdea
and help them achieve their own performance goals. They also encourage and
acknowledge teachers’ good work. Gross and Herriott (1965) report that highlyeffecti
principals have a positive impact on teacher morale, leading to increased &farhe
which has a positive impact on student performance.

The literature on effective schools also shows that effective princigateae
powerful over making decisions regarding curriculum and instruction than those in
ineffective schools. Studies conducted in the United States show that strong district
involvement in curriculum and instruction that supports principals’ instructional goals
yet another aspect of an effective school (Leithwood, Strauss, and Anderson, 2007).
However, district involvement is dependent upon principal’s power within the digtrict. |
addition, principals of effective schools are effective within the community. They
understand community power structures and maintain appropriate relations writspar

Workplace factors such as teachers’ job satisfaction, sense of professicarad

influence, collegial trust, and opportunities to collaborate influence how leadexship i
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exercised in school, but less is known about how principals contribute to them
(Wahlstrom and Louis, 2008).
Principal’'s Self Efficacy for Instructional Leadership

A segment of the literature on school leadership focuses on principal’s sense of
efficacy. The construct of self-efficacy is grounded in social cognitieeryy (Bandura,
1977, 1986, 1997). It consists of two dimensions: personal self-efficacy and outcome
expectancy. A principal’'s sense of self-efficacy is a judgment of his#pacity to
structure a particular course of action in order to produce desired outcomeschdbk
he/she leads (Bandura, 1997). Outcome expectancy is a principal’s eshatatertain
actions they perform will lead to desired outcomes in the school (Bandura, 1982).
Efficacy and outcome expectations are differentiated because individualdieaa theat
a particular course of action will produce certain outcomes, but if they have doubts about
whether they can perform the necessary activities then such information does not
influence their behavior (Bandura, 1977).

Self-efficacy and outcome expectancy affect the development andlskillf
execution of functional leadership strategies (McCormick, 2001). Bandura’s (1997)
theory of triadic reciprocal causation is the theoretical rationglkaieing the
relationship between principals’ sense of efficacy and their perfoenase of power,
and coping strategies. Triadic reciprocal causation focuses attention atethetion
between internal and external factors at work in a leadership contextpRishbehavior
is influenced by their internal thoughts and beliefs, but these beliefs arel $hyape

elements — including other individuals — in the environment.
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Bandura (1997) explained four main sources of efficacy information: 1.) Mastery
experiences or learning that results from performing the behavior; 2.) Exposing
individuals to others of similar capabilities who have successfully perfotmeed t
behaviors (vicarious learning); 3.) Verbal persuasion used to convince people through
discussion that they can perform a particular behavior; and 4.) Emotional states
experienced by the individual when performing actions. Self-efficacy exjpastare
acquired through an individual's processing of the four main sources of efficacy
information in the environment. The most reliable source is mastery expsr@nce
learning that results from performing the behavior. Other sources that isghiac
efficacy are vicarious experiences. Exposing individuals to others of sagapacity who
have successfully performed the behavior fosters vicarious learning. Tchedhice of
information, verbal persuasion, is used to convince people through discussion that they
can perform a particular behavior. Verbal persuasion is readily provided througgh pra
and encouragement. Emotional states are the fourth source of information that can
influence self-efficacy. Individuals rely on physiological feedback togutigir
capabilities. Individuals are more likely to expect success when they do naeagpe
anxiety, fatigue, and other symptoms of physical inefficacy (BerardunctlLengacher,
1998).

Bandura (1997) states that the construct of self-efficacy differs from the
colloquial term "confidence." Confidence is a nondescript term that refetsehgth of
belief but does not necessarily specify what the certainty is about. Prircapdisel very
confident about an endeavor, but may not succeed in it. Confidence is a catchword rather

than a construct embedded in a theoretical system.
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The literature on principals’ sense of efficacy is small. Most of tharese
studies are mainly conducted in the United States with very few conducted liopileye
countries (DeJaeghere et al, 2008; Chapman and Burchfield, 1994). Also, most of the
studies are limited to only one dimension of the construct: personal sedfegffic
However, findings have been intriguing. Empirical studies conducted in developed
countries show that principals with a strong sense of self-efficacy arst@etr
pursuing their goals and more flexible and willing to adapt strategies dstaontextual
conditions. They view change as a slow process. They are steadfast in tintsirteff
achieve their goals, but they do not persist in unsuccessful strategiasn@stad
Sullivan, 1996). When confronted with problems, high efficacy principals do not interpret
their inability to solve the problems immediately as failure. They regytitair personal
expectations to correspond to conditions, typically remaining confident anchndim
keeping their sense of humor, even in difficult situations. Principals with higlier s
efficacy are more likely to use internally-based personal power, such ag exper
informational, and referent power, when carrying out their roles (Lyon and Murphy
1994).

In contrast, low efficacy principals have been found to perceive an inability
control the environment and tend to be less likely to identify appropriate stsateqi
modify unsuccessful ones. When confronted with failure, they rigidly persist in their
original course of action. When challenged, they are more likely to blams.dtlev-
efficacy principals are unable to see opportunities, to develop support, or to adapt
(Osterman and Sullivan, 1996). They are more likely to see themselves a&sfandr

exhibit anxiety, stress, and frustration. Those with lower self-effiaae more likely to
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rely on external and institutional bases of power, such as coercive, positional, and
reward power (Lyons and Murphy, 1994). The perception of the environment as
uncontrollable has a debilitating effect on individual goal setting and problemgsol
These findings are consistent with findings by Janis and Mann (1977):

“...those who perceive themselves to be inefficacious adopt faulty decision

strategies characterized by inadequate identification and ass¢séme

alternatives and incomplete evaluation of feedback,” (Osterman and Sullivan,

1996, p. 681).

Cultivating Principals’ Sense of Efficacy

The organizational context in which a leader works is an important influence on
what he or she can do (Bolman and Deal, 2003). A contextual characteristic that i
expected to influence leaders’ sense of efficacy is the degree to whighrthe
environment is open to change (Kanter, 1983, 1999; Scott and Bruce, 1994; Tichy and
Ulrich, 1984). An atmosphere that is supportive of change is one that encouratjes crea
thinking, encourages risk taking over maintaining the status quo, toleratestdioersi
opinions, and promotes trying different approaches for solving problems (Howell and
Higgins, 1990; Kanter, 1983, 1999; Scott and Bruce, 1994; Siegel and Kemmerer, 1978).

In addition to a conducive atmosphere, introducing changes to work processes
often requires resources in the form of personnel, equipment, funding, or, most simply,
time. Lack of resources can be a serious roadblock in a leader's path to adaogplis
improvements (Scott and Bruce, 1994; Stewart, 1982). A leader's self-efficacy
successfully leading change may be diminished if resources are viswetiaquate for

supporting change efforts.
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Because leaders rely on subordinates to help accomplish goals, their skills,
abilities, and other performance characteristics are significalor$aao whether or not
problems standing in the way of successful change can be overcome (Chentsrg, Wa
and May, 2000; Paglis and Green, 2002; Hackman and Morris, 1975). Whereas routine
managerial tasks can sometimes be accomplished via autocratic metraidg,deange
requires persuasion and collaboration (Kanter, 1983). A study by Tschannen-Moran and
Gareis (2005) found that interpersonal support principals received from school personnel,
students, and parents played a large role in shaping principals’ sense of/effeacher
support was most strongly correlated with principals’ sense of saiaeyfi

Another organizational factor expected to influence leaders’ Bel&ey is job
autonomy. In order for leaders to feel confident in their ability to lead chédioges e
their jobs need to provide them the opportunity to set new directions, build relationships
and gain followers' commitment, and take the actions necessary to overcomesbstac
The leader must have some choice about what to do and how to do it (Stewart, 1982;
Yukl, 1994). Job autonomy is linked to principal job satisfaction. Studies examining the
difference between urban and suburban principal satisfaction in the Unitesl 18tzeal
that suburban principal satisfaction is more affected by favorable impresséireswork
environment more influenced by issues pertaining to student achievement, recognition,
involvement, and support. Urban principal satisfaction is more affected by salary
considerations, security, and advancement (Derlin and Schneider, 1994).

The literature also includes studies examining the link between principal sel
efficacy beliefs for instructional leadership and demographic and contextt@als

although Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2005) found that demographic and contextual
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variables were not strong predictors of principals’ self-efficacy fsel®esearch by

Smith et al. (2003) found that principals in the United States working with higher
proportions of the student body receiving free/reduced lunch, and those working in large
schools reported higher self-efficacy beliefs for instructional lebgershe authors also
report that female principals had higher self-efficacy beliefenfsiructional leadership

than males. Female principals also reported spending more time on instructional
leadership than males. In the same vein, DeJaeghere et al (2008) found tleat fema
principals in Uganda placed a higher importance on creating workplace reigigyns
motivating students, and assessing overall teacher performance thandleeir
counterparts. Research by Oplatka (2004) found middle and late career witccipale

a higher sense of self-efficacy for instructional leadership. A studebjoulin (1992)
found that level of education was related to high self efficacy of middle and high school
principals, but not for elementary school principals.

Factors associated with how principals’ approach their jobs relate to some
demographic factors linked to principal self-efficacy. School charatitsrisuch as
community type and homogeneity, school size, student socioeconomic status, and school
level, have been found to influence how principals approach their jobs (DeJaeglhere et a
2008; Goldring, 1990; Hallinger and Murphy, 1987; Leithwood et al., 1990). Research
suggests that personal characteristics such as gender and prior teggérrenee also
influence how principals enact their role (DeJaeghere et al, 2008; BI3&8; Hallinger
and Murphy, 1986; Leithwood et al., 1990; Bossert et al., 1982; Dwyer, 1985; Glasman,

1984).
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Hallinger (1993) asserts that context, particularly facets ofcth@ogs
socioeconomic environment, appears to influence the type of leadership that @incipal
exercise. A study by Hallinger and Murphy (1986) demonstrates how community
socieoeconomic status influences the type of leadership the principakegefidie
results from this study indicates that the school’s socioeconomic statusatesde-
school processes such as patterns of organization and emphasis on basic skillgsas wel
principal’s exercise of instructional leadership (i.e. teachers viseea greater flexibility
and autonomy in higher SES schools).

Constructing Principal Self Efficacy Scales

Self-efficacy beliefs are context-specific (Bandura, 1997). People doehot fe
equally efficacious for all situations. Principals may feel effimas for leading in certain
contexts, but this sense of efficacy may or may not transfer to other coftke&tefore,
it is necessary to consider the elements of a task when making an efficangnidg
Also, it is necessary to assess one’s strengths and weaknesses in tagks of t
requirements (Tschannen-Morean, et al, 1998). In analyzing the task atheerel
importance of factors that make leading difficult or act as constraintgartiaular
context are weighed against an assessment of the resources availdatlitde
leadership. In assessing self-perceptions of competence, the prinsgsdesspersonal
capabilities (skills, knowledge, strategies, or personality traitshsigaersonal
weaknesses or liabilities in their particular school setting (Tschanoear\and Gareis,
2004). It is the interaction of these two components that leads principals to judge thei

sense of leadership capacity.
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Bandura (2001) recommended that self-efficacy measures should assess the
range of behaviors necessary to succeed at a given task in contexffiGalf-eneasures
should examine both level and strength of efficacy beliefs. Level teféask difficulty.

A range of tasks at varying degrees of difficulty should be used to tap effidaafg.be
The strength of efficacy beliefs should be assessed by asking respondesnsifypad
point along a continuum of beliefs rather than an “all or none” or “yes-no” format.

Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004) argue that principal’s sense ofyeffasac
been difficult to capture given its context-specific nature. The authors coddocte
studies in search for a valid and reliable measure to capture principalsbfeetfe
efficacy. In the first study, an adaptation of an existing measure bynBefand Hattie
(1996) was tested. This measure employed vignettes asking principalsgquaigments
about their effectiveness in handling various situations they might encounterr in the
schools. Originally developed to measure self-efficacy among prinaipAlsstralia, the
items were adapted to better suit situations that principals face in thecAmeontext.
The authors found this strategy to be problematic because the measure did not stand up to
statistical testing.

In the second study, a measure based on the model by Goddard et al. (2000) was
tested. This measure was devised to capture both principals’ assessment of the
capabilities they brought to the task, as well as their assessment ofithétditff the
task. A problem emerged with this measure because when the difficulty ofkheas
measured as a separate dimension in an index, it was found that the index of task

difficulty artificially drove down the efficacy score for anyone who ackieoged
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working in a more difficult environment, whether or not that person felt he or she had
the skills and motivation to meet the challenges for the task or not.

In the third study, a measure adapted from Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2001) was
employed. The measure captured the context-specific nature of sstefibeliefs by
embedding the context of each of the questions through the directions (Exangdse“PI
respond to each of the questions by considering the combination of your current ability,
resources, and opportunity to do each of the following in your present position.”) and the
sentence stem for each of the items (“In your current role as principal, texteat can
you. . ."”). Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004) found that this strategy proved to be
reasonably successful in making the instrument context specific withoificgag the
ability to make comparisons across contexts. The authors consider this as the most
promising of the three approaches tested.

Instructional Leadership Practices as Teacher Incentives

Many countries — developed and developing — are interested in devising teacher
incentive systems that will shape teacher behavior to improve qualityssfabem
instruction, and in turn student achievement. Chapman, Snyder, and Burchfield (1993)
state that a major constraint in formulating an effective teacher inceystem is that
there has been little empirical investigation of the extent that incenbiaps seacher
behavior in the desired ways or the types of incentives that have the greatesbimpa
teacher practices.

Chapman, Snyder, and Burchfield (1993) explain how the linkage of incentives to

performance operates in two ways:
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“Direct linkage is most consistent with behavioral theory, as rewards and
reinforcement are connected to specific patterns of classroom perforrAance.
example of direct linkage is illustrated by supervision, in which school priscipal
observe teaching, give immediate feedback, and offer positive reinforfteme
(praise, recommendations for promotion, etc.) to teachers who are implementing
the desired behaviors and negative reinforcement to teachers who are not. Indirec
linkage assumes that teachers know what pedagogical practices ateexpe

them and that failure to comply is due to situational constraints. When teachers

perform more effectively, they receive reinforcement from extrinsaigerfrom

instructional supervisors and community leaders) or intrinsic (personalsfense
accomplishment) sources. Examples of indirect incentives include the provision

of instructional materials and training,” (p. 303).

Literature on teacher efficacy provides insights into how direct and indirect
incentives should support and motivate teachers toward improved instruction and student
achievement. Research links actions related to instructional supervision such as
classroom observations and detailed feedback to improved instruction, teacher self-
efficacy, and teacher attitudes toward professional development (Free2ldod; Fullan,

1995; Glickman, 2002; Ebmeier, 2003). Research also links professional development, or
teacher training, to producing changes in teacher efficacy beliefs, butai@nges in
teachers’ sense of outcome expectancy (Riggs, 1995; Ramsey-Gass(l,396!

Posnanski, 2002; Zambo and Zambo, 2008; O’Sullian, 2002). Studies suggest that
influence on teacher efficacy is directly associated with the levelpairiential or

constructivist learning opportunities provided through the training program. &abon
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(2004) suggests that teacher efficacy is also influenced by teachergaiograms that
provide opportunity for teachers to reflect upon their practices.

The literature also suggests that teachers’ outcome expectancy may be
affected by their perceptions of resources available to them to accomplish the
task of teaching. A study by Lumpe, Haney, and Czerniak (2000) determined that
a positive correlation existed between environmental factors and outcome
expectancy. Environmental factors included support from administrators,
availability of common planning time, reduced class size, and resources such as
instructional materials. Kemmerer (1990) states that instructional materials are a very
important resource for teachers in developing countries. Chapman et al (1993)atosit t
the provision of instructional materials is one of the most important ways of supporting
the teacher and enhancing student achievement. The availability of instructadeaals
is posited to operate as an incentive in both direct and indirect ways. As a direct
incentive, good instructional materials serve to select, organize, seqaedggce the
presentation of content, thereby reducing the complexity of the teachqratatren and
presentation. Good materials can help compensate for weak or uneven teacher
preparation, providing students with an effective presentation of content even when the
teacher is unable to do so. Instructional materials operate as an indisgtthvie to the
extent that systematic and well targeted presentation of the contetd nesoatreased
student achievement which, in turn, reflects positively on the teacher, enhanaing thei

sense of professional efficacy and job satisfaction.
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School Leadership Training

As shown in various sections of this literature review, there is a dire need for
training school leaders in the Asia Pacific region. Chapman (2000) points out that the
major reason for the deficiencies among school leaders is that traifiathéxr
preservice or inservice) is often unavailable, inadequate, or inappropriateoAdltiti
opportunities and incentives for advancement, clearly defined career pathsstanissy
for assessing performance are absent. The lack of such inputs not only hinders the
professional development of school leaders but also dampens their motivation tm perfor
well (Lockheed and Verspoor, 1991).

The literature on school improvement includes some mention about training of
education managers. Some researchers have observed that most trainingat@mreduc
managers has been skill focused (e.g. how to budget, analyze data, and design an
evaluation) while much of the need is for strategic thinking, analysis of icnps&ts,
and ability to work with constituent groups (Adams, 2002; ADB, 2001, Chapman, 2000).
Chapman (2000) observes:

“...even if education managers have strategic planning skills, they often lack a

firm understanding of the educational process. They do not know what inputs and

processes can reasonably be expected to contribute to increased student learning.

Lacking this, managers are left to retract to daily events and politicayes.

One implication is that managerial training needs to provide education managers

with some framework for understanding the educational process and information
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on which interventions have the best chance of yielding promising outputs,” (p.

304).

Chapman (2002) states that the delivery of administrator training in the Asia-
Pacific region has been organized in three ways: 1.) training of entrysigvetvisors
and managers; 2.) extended training in fundamental skills for existing manaders
technicians; and 3.) professional development and skill upgrading of existingemana
Such training has been conducted through four primary mechanisms: in-house training
capacity, centralized government training facilities, non-governinaning facilities
(such as local universities), and on-the-job training. These differ in both cost ayppehe t
of training they are best able to deliver. Skill-based training is deliverest taxl is less
expensive; whereas more conceptually based training takes longer and is peosavex
One seemingly unanticipated outcome of the move toward decentralizationostioé c
preparing lower-level managers to make choices that were once reseriautievel
management.

Short-term training (skills-based) is widely used because it is eaggigndand
deliver, reasonably inexpensive, and does not pull managers away from their ongoing
responsibilities for long periods of time. However, there is growing doubt thattehor
training makes much difference in improving the overall management of the educati
sector. Chapman (2002) provides two reasons for this. First, the integration of formal
training with practice has been weak; the training tends to be too short, and lacks
adequate supervised practice and follow-through. Second, trainees find fewagenti

and little support for implementing their new skills in their work setting.
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One reason for the limited impact of training is the way it has been delivered. A
common means of short-term, inservice training has been the cascade model, which
assumes that by training trainers, new supervisory and management skills can be
effectively disseminated to successively lower levels of the systeapn@an (2002)
states that there is ample evidence that shows that comprehensive dissemanaly
takes place without consistent follow-up and support.

Chapman (2002) also highlights the mistake that many governments make in
believing that because short-term inservice training has a lowertdgestare efficient.

The assumption has been to believe that if individuals have defined positions within their
hierarchies, the most important training is that which provides them with skills bheido t
jobs.

A number of researchers provide recommendations for school leader training in
light of decentralization. Chapman (2002) and ADB (2001) state that training needs to
concentrate on three dimensions: 1.) technical skills associated with mandggtigch
or school, 2.) knowledge about the pedagogical process, and 3.) community relations.
Lockheed and Verspoor (1991) recommend that both preservice and inservice training
programs should concentrate specifically on developing instructional leaderdisip ski
This recommendation perhaps stems from the fact that with few exceptions tioséaiuc
supervision is the function least well served by the school leader, as discarlieedne
this paper.

Some researchers also provide insight into the components of a well-designed
training program. Wortley (1997) states that a well-designed trainoggam that has

the potential for effective transfer should satisfy the following conditibngraining
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context should approximate the workplace; 2.) the more emphasis on rules and general
principles, the greater the chances of training being effective becaus=g may be
confronted with conditions that are slightly different from the training contex
3.) training should include a variety of training techniques such as use of video,
simulation, role modeling, and lectures; 4.) training should be extended over a period of
time.
Shaping Principal Self-Efficacy through Training

Earlier in this literature review, the construct of self-effica@g discussed as an
important element in understanding the underlying dynamics influencing school
leadership. Chapman and Burchfield (1994) posit that understanding how principals
assess their capacity to perform activities for improving educationafygisahot only a
prerequisite to effectively introduce education reform initiatives thatregeadmaster
support, but it is also an essential input in the design of pre- and in-serviaagtraini
programs intended to strengthen management capacity at the school level.

Chapman and Burchfield (1994) state that efficacy can be learned. Eficacy
strongly shaped by experience. Efficacy beliefs shape how leaders evauagévents
and opportunities and influence the extent to which they are willing to implem&nt ne
programs, procedures, and practices in their school. School leaders’ experiance wit
school dynamics shapes their efficacy beliefs which, in turn, shape the way the
subsequently view the flow of events around them. The relationship is non-recursive,
each influences the other. This cycle can be broken by targeted interventimftetha

“new learning” (Chapman and Burchfield, 1994).
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Training that aims to shape self-efficacy must ensure that leaderdbdtvthe
skills necessary to act in the desired ways and an understanding of the lindsrtey
behaviors and the desired achievement outcome. Either factor alone is incomplete
However, while skill acquisition involves only new learning, efforts to incressters’
understanding of the efficacy of various practices often involves undoing prioinigar
which is based on accumulated experience and interpretation of the operating dynamic
of the school (Chapman and Burchfield, 1994).

As discussed earlier, Bandura’s model specifies four sources of efficacy
expectations, or sources of influence, on self-efficacy beliefs: are mastery
experiences, physiological and emotional states, vicarious experiences, and
social persuasion. The sources can be utilized in the design of professional
development programs to specifically address change in both self-efficacy and
outcome expectancy (Khourey-Bowers and Simonis, 2004). Bandura (2000)
proposes three specific approaches for developing self-efficacy in mankigstris
guided masterywhich includes instructive modeling to acquire a skill or competency,
guided skill perfection, and then transfer of the training back to the job context to ensure
self-directed leadership success. Secoradgnitive mastery modeling order for the
novice leaders to learn thinking skills and how to apply them by observing the decision
rules and reasoning strategies used by successful models as thegtaolgion to
problems and make effective decisions. The third strateggifisegulatory competencies
using self-monitoring, self-efficacy appraisal, personal goal sedtidghe use of self-

motivation incentives.
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The literature on training approaches focuses mainly on pre-service and in-
service teacher training based on constructivist learning theory andrtpait on
teacher’s sense of self-efficacy. Constructivist learning is avegatocess in which
learners construct new ideas or concepts based upon their current/past knowledge
(Bruner, 1986, 1990, 1996). Bandura’'s model describes the constructivist learning
procedures.

In a constructivist based training program teachers develop the knowleddge base
effectively analyze their teaching situation and choose from a varietratdgies to
enhance teaching behaviors and student learning. This may be done tiumlegh
masteryandcognitive mastery modelingeachers are viewed as reflective practitioners
who have the implicit knowledge base and who construct and re-construct knowledge to
strengthen that base. Through on-going inquiry and analysis, teachers contetiaihk
and re-evaluate their instructional practices and the outcome of those practstedent
learning (Clift, Houston, and Pugach, 1990; Cruickshank, 1990; Lieberman and Miller,
1992; Fenstermacher, 1994; Richardson and Hamilton, 1994). This last aspetb refers
self regulatory competencies

Studies investigating the impact of training programs based on consttuctivis
learning have found positive influence in teachers’ sense of efficacy, yetluenird in
outcome expectancy (Gist and Mitchell, 1992; Hoy and Woolfolk, 1R88&)ey-

Gassert, Shroyer, and Staver, 1996; Roberts, et. al, 2001; Posnanski, 2002; Zambo
and Zambo, 2008). Initial levels of self-efficacy and outcome expectancy seeuweto ha
some bearing on whether gains will be made within a professional developmeatprogr

(Khourey-Bowers and Simonis, 2004). Riggs (1995) reported that teachers who began
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training with low scores on both self-efficacy and outcome expectancy maddrga
self-efficacy scores while outcome expectancy scores remainedrdoigachers with
high self efficacy and low outcome expectancy increased in both as a regailiioft
Teachers with low efficacy and high outcome expectancy increased @iffeaty, but
remained stable in outcome expectancy.

Posnanski (2002) found that teachers’ sense of self-efficacy tends to get stronger
as teachers gain experience and learn more about a domain. This supports Bandura’s
theory that the most influential source of efficacy information is derived mastery
experiences and performance attainments because they are based dit authen
experiences.

Country Context

The Philippines is a good case in point for this study as it is a developing country
facing the complexities of improving the quality of basic education whitemafig the
education management system in light of decentralization and school-based nearagem

Issues in Education Quality in the Philippines

For decades, enrollment rates at all levels of education in the Philippirees we
higher than those of other countries with comparable, or even higher, income levels. But,
this is no longer the case. Any edge that the Philippines might have had has sroded a
more developing countries such as Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, and Vietnawgachi
higher net enrollment rates particularly at the secondary level (URES3@D8). In
addition, a large number of children who enter school do not complete the basic
education cycle, which is comprised of both elementary (6 years) and sec@hyeays)

school. About 30% of those who enter grade 1 and about 25% of those who enter first
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year high school do not complete the full basic education cycle. And since transition
rates from elementary to secondary school are low, the rate of secondary school
completion for children who enter grade 1 is less than 50 percent (World Bank, 2003).

But much more troubling than lagging enroliment rates and completion levels is
that students do not learn what they are supposed to in schools. Filipino fourth and
eighth-graders performed dismally on international tests given in 1999 and 2003, ranking
36th out of 38 countries in math and science tests (NCES, 2005). In addition, Filipino
students have performed poorly on several national tests. On average, studentd@re able
answer only about one-half of the test material given in National Elementary
Achievement Test (NEAT) and National Secondary Achievement Test (NSAT).
Diagnostic tests given by the Department of Education in 2002 showed that only 40% of
Grade 3 students had mastered the expected learning competencies in Enthlisaniia
Science, and only 30 percent of Grade 6 students had mastered their expected
competencies in these same subjects. The dismal results of the High ScdineBe
Test (HSRT) given in 2004 to first-year students further support the conclusidhethat
elementary education system fails to produce graduates who have mtmsteselbool
curricula.

Nowhere is this low achievement and low education quality more visible than in
poor areas outside large cities and provincial capitals. About 33% of the population in the
Philippines is living below the poverty line (NSCB, 2006). Ten out of seventeen regions
of the Philippines are below the national poverty incidence. Regions 4-B, CARAGA, and
ARMM are the poorest regions in the country with over 50% of the population below the

poverty line. Among the country’s provinces and districts of Metro Manila, Sulthlead
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highest poverty incidence in 1997 and 2000 with 67.1 and 63.2 percent, respectively.
Also included among the county’s poorest provinces are Masbate (Region 5), Tawi-Ta
(ARMM), Ifugao (CAR) and Romblon (Region 4-B). Two districts of metranNé& 2nd
District (Mandaluyong, Marikina, Pasig, Quezon City and San Juan) and 4tictlsas
Pifas, Makati, Muntinlupa, Parafiaque, Pasay City, Pateros, and Taguig)threport
lowest poverty incidence with 4.1 and 4.9 percent, respectively (NSCB, 2006).
Traditional Bureaucratic Model of Education Sector in the Philippines

The Department of Education (DepED) is the largest department in the Pialippi
government, accounting for 45% of the civil service. Traditionally, the authanitgtgte
is hierarchical and highly centralized. The line of authority extends from thEDe
central office through the 16 regional offices, to 134 division offices, 2,150 district
offices, some 36,000 public primary schools, and almost 4,000 public secondary schools.
Most of the functions are delegated to the regional offices and, more recentiysitandi
offices. The regional offices, under the Regional Directors, supervise aiodiand
district offices. Decisions on matters related to learning/teachindatds emanate from
the DepED central office while the choice of textbooks is largely a decisibie of
regional offices. The regional offices are also responsible for pngpidue budget. The
division office, which is headed by a Division Superintendent, prepares and recommends
the budget of the division office and of the individual schools in his or her division, and
exercises general supervision over the schools within the jurisdiction. The Division
Superintendent also has the authority to hire, promote, discipline, and redeploy public
school teachers. The District Supervisor formulates plans and programs for the

improvement of learning, supervises public and private primary schools and evéheate
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education achievement in the district. Decision making within the DepED essanat
from the center and the top, resulting in a system that is traditionalhtexieoward

control rather than support and toward activities rather than results (ADB, 2002).

Traditional Role of the School Principal in the Philippines

Traditionally, principals in the Philippines have been limited to school building
management and maintenance responsible for repairs and placing orddnsedbr sc
supplies and learning resources with the appropriate authorities. The role dfdbk s
principal in the Philippines has traditionally been constrained by directwesthe
Central office leaving little authority over school improvement initiatiecipals have
been obliged to follow orders and mandates passed down from the Central and Regional
offices that define and determine the quality of education. Principals havieegls
obliged to implement the national curriculum passed down from the Central office
without revision or modification. Principals have had little or no authority over the
management of school funds or procurement of school supplies and learning materials.
Funds disbursed to the school have been managed by the Regional office. Siimdarly, t
procurement of school supplies and learning materials has been the responsibility of
supply officers at the Regional office. Also, principals have had very hfiigence over
hiring new teachers. Teachers have traditionally applied for jobs directig ©entral
office.

Decentralization of Education Sector Reforming Filipino School Principalship
In 2001, the Government of the Philippines passed the Governance of Basic

Education Act (Republic Act (RA) 9155) which redefined the role of field offices (
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regional, division, and district) and schools in an effort to dismantle a centralsedsy
and promote shared decision making. It also provided a framework for school principal
empowerment aiming to strengthen leadership roles and school-based mamtage

within the context of transparency and local accountability. Technicatasse from the
World Bank together with the Overseas Economic Cooperation Fund of Japan, and the
Asian Development Bank (ADB) supported the development and implementation of RA
9155.

The model of decentralization and school-based management applied in this
program is based on the assumption that school principals will be empowered through
training and a network of support developed from the divisional office to assist them in
providing the leadership needed to work with the School Advisory Committee
(SAC/SMC) / School Management Committee (SMC), the Parent-TeackeciAon
(PTA), local government and other concerned parties to develop the school. The network
of support will be developed through lateral coordination between and among the
principal, SAC/SMC, PTA, and others. Bolman and Deal (2003) define lateral
coordination as being less formalized and more flexible than authority-bound system
and rules. Lateral techniques such as formal and informal meetings, tzesk for
coordinating roles, matrix structures, and network organizations are meant to open
communication channels between principal and stakeholders and facilitater gag
towards school improvement efforts.

Table 1 outlines the principal’s duties and responsibilities defined under this
model. The role of the principal in the Philippines undergoes a huge transformtgron af

the passing of RA 9155. Through the development of the SIP, principals are given
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authority to implement their own school improvement initiatives on a monthly and
annual basis. Principals can guide teachers to modify the national curriculugetto m
students’ needs. Additionally, principals are given authority to provide teaghkrs
enrichment opportunities through training and workshops.

School principals directly receive funding for school maintenance and othetiogera
expenses from the Central and Regional offices. These funds are to be allgchted b
principal’s discretion. Also, new teachers can apply for jobs at the spsatifbol.
Principals have the authority to recommend the hiring of a teacher which thebavisi

office must approve.
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Table 1

RA 9511 Refining School Principalship in the Philippines

1. Develop a school mission statement and set a clear perspective on school outcg
conjunction with the SAC/SMC and PTA.

2. Develop the School Improvement Plan (SIP) in conjunction with the SAC/SMC,
and divisional office.

3. Manage and allocate all personnel and physical and fiscal resourcesabicibleas
advised by the SAC/SMC.

4. Create a climate that is conducive to teaching and learning so that stuagnts m
achieve high performance standards.

5. Improve student performance and be accountable for results.

6. Support and supervise teachers’ classroom instruction and management with th
assistance of the Master Teacher (MT).

7. Supervise curriculum implementation and its localization to ensure its reldgance
students.

8. Ensure effective staff development programs are operational and thatdeache
professional competence improves.

9. Evaluate and report performance of school staff based on staff evaluatioa trite
district and divisional authorities.

10. Participate on a panel of key stakeholders to recommend and appoint teachers
support staff.

11. Establish school-community partnerships through SAC/SMC and other network

gain support and resources for school improvements.

12. Ensure that school statistics are accurate and complete, and submitted to digtis
SAC/SMC.

mes in

PTA,

(%)

and

s to

ona

(ADB, 2001a)
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The principals’ new roles and responsibilities defined through RA 9511 provide
principals with a level of control over school improvement that did not exist earlier.
Table outlines principals’ areas of control upon the passing of RA 9511. First, pancipal
are given the control to determine the overall goals and objectives fos¢hewl.

Second, they are in control of devising and implementing monthly and annual school
improvement plans. Third, principals are given authority to manage school funds and
resources which was previously held solely by the Division office. And fourth, prsicipa
have the authority to recommend new teachers and support and supervise teachrers, whic
was previously done by the Division Superintendent. Despite these new areas of control
for the school principal, control over curriculum and standards and textbooks remains
solely with the Central and Regional offices, respectively. The nexbsetaborates the
principals’ new level of control in terms of new organizational reforms and new
partnerships with key stakeholders.

Organizational Reform of Education Sector

A major aspect of the decentralization model is to enable division adntimistra
to work closely with schools in order to be better aware of school needs and have the
opportunity to support school principals in improving their school. In the traditional
system, this was not possible due to many administrative levels actiligrasof blocks
preventing the transparent flow of information and funds. In order to correctthis, t
District Supervisor, as a separate management level between the schoulsaowladii
office, has been removed. As the name suggests, the role of the District Sasrvi
“supervisory” in terms of inspecting schools on behalf of the division office and reportin

on school misdeeds, which differs from instructional supervision as described i@arli
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this paper. Under the decentralization model, this layer of management is now part of
the divisional office and renamed “School Support Officer” and the function is to support
and work with school management to improve school performance. The person in this
role would be trained to work with the school principal in areas leading to improved
school performance.

Another important aspect of the decentralization model is the school principal’s
partnership with the SAC/SMC. The role of the SAC/SMC is to advise and guide the
principal in the running of the school. The SAC/SMC does not have legal responsibility
for its performance. The model assumes that it will provide a vital inteiddoe the
school to the community and promote collaborative efforts toward school improvement.
As the SAC becomes responsive to local needs, it is assumed that it will develop int
SMC. The SMC would have a legal responsibility to ensure the school functions
effectively and the quality of education continues to improve. The members dfithe S
are: school principal; representative teacher selected by teatheesschool; PTA
representative; Barangay Council representative; youth sector reptese and
preschool teacher or early childhood or youth development worker.

As indicated earlier, the school principal is charged to work with the SAC/SMC,
as well as divisional office, to develop the SIP. This plan identifies how the schiool wi
develop over a period of five years, and outlines an immediate annual plan for
development. The role of the SAC/SMC is important as it helps in identifying possible
inputs from the community necessary to ensure outputs and outcomes. Inputs from the

community include cash or in-kind donations and time and labor from LGU (local
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government unit) that the SAC/SMC may help to obtain. Inputs also include resources
such as classroom furniture and learning materials such as books, posters, etc.

The DepEd has implemented the Adopt-A-School Project (RA 8525) which
supports the principals’ efforts in reaching out to the community for support in school
improvement initiatives. This program taps the local business sector anthéfieding
bodies for assistance with improvements such as building and facilitiesuotiostr The
project is designed to foster a partnership between the central and/or locahgzve
and corporations, business establishments, nongovernment organizations and private
individuals to address perennial problems of the educational system such as lack of
classroom resources (desks, textbooks, etc) and learning materials (kEtence
equipment, maps, etc).

The principal’s collaboration with the master teacher (MT) in instructional
supervision is yet another significant aspect of the decentralization moddérMa
teachers are highly experienced classroom teachers leading schdsltefforprove
teacher performance. They mentor new teachers and assist with tepelHershance
appraisals. By working with master teachers, principals are likelxé&ivethe necessary
support in taking on their new role as instructional supervisors. Also, collaboration wit
Master Teachers allows principals to accurately identify teacdiamtg areas. Master
Teachers have traditionally been involved in running inservice trainings(TNS
activities. The larger the school, the more Master Teacher posts. In haissche
Master Teachers work closely with Subject Head Teachers. The Masieher receives

a salary comparable to that of the principal, however, they do not have leadership
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responsibilities as the principal does and are not held accountable for school
performance.

The design of INSET supports the Division to work in collaboration with school
principals or school-based INSET coordinators (i.e. master teacher) appgitied b
school principal to identify teacher training needs, design and propose workshops and
sessions, manage training events, and monitor and evaluate training. Funding for
implementation of proposed training is subject to a process of review and approval by the
Division.

Instructional Leadership Training by SEAMEO INNOTECH

As a response to the passing of the Governance of Basic Education Act and
parallel to assistance from international agencies in decentrali@refucation sector,
the Southeast Asian Ministers of Education Organization Regional Center for
Educational Innovation and Technology (SEAMEO INNOTECH) designed and
implemented an innovative school principalship training progtastructional and
Curricular Excellence in School Principalship for Southeast ASi&EXCELS), for
public school principals throughout the Philippines and subsequently for public school
principals in Vietnam, Cambodia, and Indonesia.

ICEXCELS is a project undéearning Technology for Excellence in School
Principalship for Southeast AS@EARNTECH — eXCELS) that aims to develop a
constructivist learning system by providing learners with hands-on |égglézarning
opportunities in their school settings, exposure to experienced school leaders and other
management professionals, and opportunities for collaborative learning actiaefle

Through LEARNTECH — eXCELS, SEAMEO INNOTECH has developed a number of



-47-

multi-modal training modules whose main beneficiaries are Southeast Aol s
principals. These modules include instructional leadership; leading curriculum
implementation and enrichment; promoting the use of technology for instructional
purposes; and introducing innovation in instruction. Each module is based on the
Competency Framework for Southeast Asian School Hehid$

SEAMEO INNOTECH developed and validated with the Ministries of Education from
the ten SEAMEO member statdhe Competency Framework for Southeast Asian
School Headsonsists of general competency areas and enabling sub-competencies that
describe what school principals are expected to do and improve on to make them more
successful in performing their work. LEARNTECH — eXCELS is supported by the
Department of Education — National Capital Region (DepED-NCR) and thpd#ia
Elementary School Principals’ Association (PEPSA). DepED-NCR nomiratesls
principals from various school divisions to receive a scholarship to participai in t
training modules.

ICEXCELS is an integration of two modules: 1.) “Affirm the Instructional
Leadership Roles and Functions of a School Head” and 2.) “Lead Curriculum
Implementation and Enrichment”. The first module provides a clear outline of tlse role
and functions of the school principal in improving the teaching and learning process at
the classroom level. It provides a challenge for continuous improvement and for building
the school as a learning community. In this vein, the second module focuses on the basics
of curriculum development and implementation and curriculum leadership. It pesscri
guidelines for making the curriculum effectively respond to the school’s clgangin

realities. Assignments for both modules require learners to apply conondkiks
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learned to their school setting. Learners must work with their teachers toetetina
assigned tasks. Assigned tasks are included in Appendix A. Each task is meang¢o enga
learners in understanding their new roles as principal and the significance of
collaborating with teachers in their school to reach school improvement andtstude
achievement goals. The tasks are also meant to be a starting point for cbntinue
collaboration with teachers and self-reflection on one’s leadership actions.

The course is primarily delivered through self-study instructional modsles
booklets that each learner receives upon enrolling which is then augmented le/dhe us
an online learning platform called iFLEX, which stands for Innotech Flekixdening
Management System. iIFLEX consists of interactive tools such as a synchcbabus
forum, asynchronous discussion forum, and email among other learner support systems.
Learners in the course automatically have access to this platform wigimahd
password issued to them upon enrollment. Online tutors guide the learners to think
critically about what they study in the modules by having them engage in ohtse
and discussions on a regular basis during the four weeks. It is through this typieef
communication that learners learn from each other and make sense of the concepts
learned in the modules in order to be able to apply them in their own school setting.
Learners are required to submit a Learning Portfolio, which consists oéeti@fl paper
on the course, an action plan, and a self-rating checklist. The tutors evaluzarthag
Portfolio, provide feedback and rate the learner based on their participation amsgrogr
in the course. Following completion of the course, the module participants re@ive th
rating card based on their output for each of the module components and of their

performance in the course as a whole.
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The experiences principals participate in during the ICExCELS trainuadve
their own school setting and require them to work collaboratively with theinées. For
example, principals were required to meet with their teachers to identigntschool
problems in the areas of school management, school communications, and school
community relations, and then to produce an action plan addressing the problems. Such
experiences were followed up with opportunities for reflection, which served as a
physiological experience since it enabled principals to explore how theyp&ait their
role. Verbal persuasion was offered to principals during feedback on the amsigroyn
the trainer. The trainer also served as a mentor guiding principals in undergtandi
concepts and making connections back to their own workplace while sharing their ow
experiences in instructional leadership. Most trainers were educatmaaation
managers close to the SBM efforts of the DepEd. Table 2 connects ICEx(atiifg

components to Bandura’s source of efficacy information.
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Table 2

Sources of Efficacy Information Linked to ICEXCELS Training

Sources of Efficacy Information
Training Mastery Vicarious Verbal Emotional
Component Experiences Learning Persuasion States
Module 1 X
Module 2 X
Action Plan X
Online X X X
Discussions
Feedback on X X
Assignments
Feedback during X X X
Revalidation

School principals in the Philippines rise through the ranks and are often promoted

by recommendation from District Superintendents. Some acquire university:tense

work before assuming principalship, but most take on the responsibilities of school
principal without formal training. It is assumed that the average Filimhoat principal

would benefit from training that guided them through instructional leadership expesi
directly in their own school setting. However, how and to whom such training is offered
remains an issue since the DepEd has yet to mandate school principal trainirtg, To da
school principals who have participated in the ICEXCELS training have been those
recommended by the Division to receive a scholarship from the central DepBd for t

training. Selection criteria for choosing school principals are unknown.
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Summary of Literature Review

As noted in Chapter 1, the challenges of instructional leadership are rooted in the
principal-agent relationship. This literature review suggests that principaldirectly
impact teaching through supervision, professional development, and classroom sesource
Supervision and professional development have been linked to influencing teacher
efficacy beliefs, while instructional materials have been linked to inflngrteacher
outcome expectancy beliefs.

The literature review also suggests that principals’ successfuédebf teacher
incentives that influence teachers’ efficacy beliefs to improve thasram instruction
is strongly dependent on how they assess their own capacity to perform aatdléted
to the delivery of teacher incentives. Insights into how principals assesswimeir
capacity are significant to the introduction of education reform initigtaves in the
design of in-service training programs for strengthening school legoe&hdies
suggest that principal self-efficacy is cultivated through organizatoomaext;
availability of resources; interpersonal support received from subordinategia
autonomy. Studies also suggest that demographic and contextual factors suchras gende
initial preparation, point in career, school size, school level, and student SESmeterm
principal self-efficacyThe literature does not provide insight into how principals’
sense of outcome expectancy. However, it does suggest that teachers’ outcome
expectancy may be affected by their perceptions of resources available to them
to accomplish the task of teaching.

Bandura'’s theory of self-efficacy suggests that principals’ setfaefy can be

shaped through leadership training that enables authentic learning exgerfgtudies
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examining the influence of teacher training programs show a link betweenuctimgsit
learning procedures and a positive influence in self-efficacy, but no influerctécome
expectancy.

The review of the literature guides the examination of Filipino principdfls’ se
efficacy and outcome expectancy related to providing teacher incentives in a
decentralized system. Based on the issues identified in the literatureusuiy context,

this study addressed the following research questions:

1. To what extent do principals believe that they have the capacity to provide

instructional supportsdfincipals’ perceived capacily

2. To what extent do principals believe that instructional supports lead to improved

teacher performancefr{ncipals’ perceived effectiveness of instructional supports

3. To what extent dprincipals’ perceived capacitgndprincipals’ perceived
effectiveness of instructional suppodiffer among principals who differ with respect to
gender, school level, highest level of education attained, region, and percentage of

student body living at poverty level?

4. To what extent do principals perceive Instructional Leadership traimnwglpd by
SEAMEO INNOTECH to be related to their level of confidence in providing

instructional supports?
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It is expected that the extentmincipals’ perceived capacit{self-efficacy) to
provide instructional supports will be dependenpancipals’ perceived effectiveness of
instructional supportgoutcome expectancypther factors expected to determine the
extent ofprincipals’ perceived capacitgre those defined by the organizational structures
within which the principal operates: 1.) level of control in providing instructional
supports; 2.) time spent on instructional leadership tasks; 3.) perception of teacher
capacity; 4.) perceived level of effectiveness (Principal Effects@®nand degree of job
satisfaction (Principal Job Satisfaction). It is also expected thabrinatpals’ perceived
capacitywill also be dependent on the number of years worked as educator and the
number of years worked as school principal.

The extent oprincipals’ perceived effectiveness of instructional supperts
expected to be determined mainly by the principals’ level of control in providing
instructional supports.

Principals’ perceived capacitgndprincipals’ perceived effectiveness of
instructional supportss expected to differ among principals who differ in gender, school
level, highest level of education attained, region, and percentage of studentmagstli
poverty level.

The hands-on activities experienced through the ICEXCELS program idexkpec
to be positively related to principals’ level of confidence in providing instrudtiona

supports.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

This study investigated four research questions. The first question assessed
principals’ perceived capacitfor providing instructional supports. The second question
gaugedorincipals’ perceived effectiveness of instructional suppdrtee third question
tested the extent that principals’ perceived capacity for providing itistnat supports
and their perceived effectiveness of them differed among principals whoidiffelected
demographic factors. The fourth question assessed how the ICEXCELS trainiragrprog
influenced principals’ perceived capacity for providing instructional supfdutyvey
research was conducted to answer each of the research questions.

Sample

Participants for this study were school principals who completed instructional
leadership training through the SEAMEO INNOTECH ICEXCELS progrdm. school
principals were identified by their school superintendents to receive assttiplfrom
the Department of Education for participating in the training. Surveys weridulisd to
1,110 school principals. Completed surveys were received from 364 school principals for
an overall return rate of 33%. Sixty-eight percent of the respondents were;f824l
were male. The highest level of education attained for 71% of the respondents was
Masters degree. Mean number of years working as an educator was 19 yeaerand m
number of years working as school principal was 6.5 years. Sixteen percent of
respondents were from Region X (Northern Mindanao), 15% from Region IV-B
(MIMAROPA — Mindoro, Marinduque, Romblon, and Palawan), and 14% from Region
VIl (Eastern Visayas). Together, these regions account for a tyapbthe

respondents. Seventy percent of respondents were elementary school principals, and only
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30% were secondary school principals. Sixty-three percent of the respongentsde
their schools having more than 50% of the student body living at poverty level. (Jable 3
Table 3

Characteristics of Respondent Sample

Characteristic Frequency Percent
School Level
elementary 253 69.7
secondary 110 30.3
no response 1 3
Gender
male 115 31.6
female 248 68.1
no response 1 3
Highest Level of Education
high school degree 2 5
college degree 65 17.9
masters degree 258 70.9
doctoral degree 28 7.7
no response 11 3.0
Region
NCR Kational Capital Region) 27 7.4
3 (Central Luzon) 30 8.2
4A (CALABARZON?) 48 13.2
4B (MIMAROPAY¥) 56 15.4
6  (Western Visayas) 51 14.0
7  (Central Visayas) 39 10.7
8 (Eastern Visayas) 54 14.8
10 (Northern Mindanao) 59 16.2
Students at Poverty Level
less than 50% 90 24.7
50% 45 12.4
more than 50% 228 62.8
no response 1 3
N = 364

*CALABARZON: Cavite, Laguna, Batangas, Rizal, Quezon
* MIMAROPA: Mindoro, Marinduque, Romblon, Palawan
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Instrumentation

The survey used in this study was constructed to collect data relevant to each of
the four research questions. The survey was designed to capture the contBzt-spec
nature of self-efficacy beliefs by embedding the context of each of theanpsestrough
the sentence stem for each of the items. (For example: “In your curreatsrptincipal,
to what extent can you...”) This was based on the strategy employed by Tschannen-
Moran and Hoy (2001) (as discussed in Chapter 2).

The survey consisted of a 19 item scale to megsureipals’ perceived capacity
(capacity scale), as well as five variable sets constructed to measwipals’ perceived
effectiveness of instructional suppadftsffectiveness of teacher incentives”), “control
over teacher incentives,” “time spent on instructional leadership tasksyietklel of
teacher capacity,” and “level of confidence after ICEXCELS tmgifiiThe capacity scale
and four variable sets required respondents to rate themselves on a 6-pointrecale. O
variable set measuring “level of confidence after ICExCELS trainiegtired
respondents to rate themselves on a 5-point scale.

The survey also included Likert-scale items measuring school principal
effectiveness and job satisfaction; as well as questions collecting dgghogr
information. Information about all scales included on the survey is reporiabla 4.

The high alpha reliability of each scale leads to the conclusion that the surignedes
for this study was a very reliable measure in capturing principafefiielacy.

Survey items for capacity scale are reported in Table 5. Surveynteasuring
principals’ perceived effectiveness of instructional supp@efectiveness of teacher

incentives”)is reported in Table 6. The survey is included as Appendix B.
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Table 4

Survey Scales

ltem Scale of measurement

DEMOGRAPHIC FACTORS

Gender (male/female)

Highest level of education (4 levels)

Number of years working as educator (actual number of years entered)

Number of years working as school leader (actual number of years entered)

School level (elementary/high school)

Region (actual region entered)

Percent of students at poverty level (less than 50%/50%/more than 50%)
SELF RATING

Effectiveness as school principal (5 levels)

Satisfaction with job as school principal (5 levels)

Number of items Alpha reliability

Capacity as School Principal 19 942
Effectiveness of Teacher Incentives 8 916
Level of Control over Teacher Incentives 11 .897
Time on Instructional Leadership Tasks Weekly 9 .962
Level of Teacher Capacity 6 .893

Level of Confidence after ICEXCELS Training 6 .858
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Table 5

Capacity Scale Items

In

your current role as principal, to what extent can you...

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Make textbooks available in time for start of school year

Provide teacher guides to teachers

. Make classroom resources available. (chalkboard, pencils, notebogks, etc

. Make learning aids available. (globes, maps, posters, science lab equgioent

. Use research to understand teaching methods to improve classroom instruction
. Mentor teachers in making decisions about the best teaching method

. Mentor teachers to make decisions about strategies for assésderg karning

. Analyze classroom practices

. Conduct teacher performance assessment

Provide teachers constructive feedback on teaching performance

Mentor teachers to use learning aids to enhance student learning

Mentor teachers to make effective use of instructional time

Mentor teachers to address their professional development needs

Engage teachers in curriculum development

Provide teachers opportunity to learn about teaching strategadifer learning
Provide teachers opportunity to understand student-centered learning

Provide teachers opportunity to develop skills and knowledge to teachrdifabjects
Provide teachers opportunity to learn classroom management s¢rategie

Foster professional learning community among teachers

Scale: 1 = A Great Deal; 2 = Quite a Bit; 3 = Some Influence; 4 = LitieYery Little; 6 =
None
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Table 6

Items Measuring Perceived Effectiveness of Instructional Supports

To what extent does the following motivate teachers to improve teaching?

1. Classroom Resources (textbooks, notebooks, chalkboard, etc)

N

. Learning Aids (Globes, maps, posters, science lab equipment, etc)
3. New Teaching Methods

4. Your Feedback from Classroom Observations

5. Mentoring Teachers

6. Training / Professional Development

7. Giving Teachers Role in Curriculum Development

8. Professional Learning Community for Teachers

Scale: 1 = A Great Deal; 2 = Quite a Bit; 3 = Some Influence; 4 =;%ttleVery Little;
6 = None

Scales measuringincipals’ perceived capacitgndprincipals’ perceived
effectivenessperationalized the constructs of personal self efficacy and outcome
expectancy, respectively. Both scales were constructed accordingrantiesvork for
teacher incentives by Kremmerer (1990). Kremmerer posits that incefativegroved
teacher performance include quantity and quality of 1.) remuneration; 2.) iistalict
materials available in the classroom; 3.) instructional supervision at tiseoclaslevel,
4.) training provided to the teacher; and 5.) career opportunities available toctier tea

In the Filipino context, remuneration and career advancement for teachets is
in the control of school principals, but rather regional DepEd officials. Conseguentl

those teacher incentives were not included in either of the two scales. loraimoeff
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contextualize the survey to Filipino school principals, three teacher incefibwes
Kemmerer’'s framework served as a basis for designing survey itefinstfoscales:
1.) instructional materials available in the classroom; 2.) instructionaivésipe at the
classroom level; and 3.) training provided to the teacher.

The design of survey items for both scales was also based on a set of teacher
incentives provided by the school principal that the literature on school primgpalsd
school improvement link to increasing teacher motivation and performance éHalck
1990; Siens and Ebmeier, 1996; Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom, 2004).
Those teacher incentives were: 1.) establishment of a professionaldeaymmunity
among teachers; 2.) focusing teacher performance on assessment of shukteBi) w
providing teacher opportunity to reflect upon classroom teaching and student learning;
4.) engaging teachers in school development, planning, and setting priorities for the
school; and 5.) providing constructive feedback.

Survey items measurimgincipals’ perceived capacitgsked respondents to rate
the extent to which they believed they were capable in performing certiaminsathat
motivate teachers to improve teaching practice. Survey items measunagals’
perceivedeffectiveness of instructional suppaoatsked respondents to rate the extent they
believed certain actions led to increased teacher motivation to improve iostruct
Bandura postulates that principals who have a high sense of perceived capguidy c
with a high sense of effectiveness for instructional supports are likely to exhibit
productive leadership. High sense of perceived capacity coupled with low sense of
perceived effectiveness for instructional supports would be likely to &eilitrotest or

grievance. Low sense of perceived capacity for a task that is pEitdeibe important
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creates stress while low sense of perceived effectiveness for antiogalisupport that
is not valued is likely to facilitate apathy.

Survey items measuririgvel of confidence after ICEXCELS trainirgflect the
four main sources of efficacy information per Bandura (as discussed in Chapter 2)
ICEXCELS training experiences included modular activities and assigsnoatine chat
sessions with class members and class instructor, final course assjgmment
Revalidationtion session. Opportunities for mastery experiences and wgckrawning
took place in different forms through the various ICExCELS training expesgatso as
discussed in Chapter 2). Moments of verbal persuasion and actions inciting emotions that
may influence self-efficacy also marked ICEXCELS training depees (also discussed
in Chapter 2). Respondents were asked to rate their level of confidence in providing
instructional supports after each training experience. Overall Confidence Bas
calculated by taking average rating for each respondent.

Overall scores for the following subscales were also calculated by thleng
average rating for each respondé&untrol over Teacher IncentiveBime on
Instructional Leadership Tasks WeekdndLevel of Teacher CapacitiPrincipals rated
their level of control in providing eleven different teacher incentives based-poiat6
Likert scale (A Great Deal to None). Principals also provided informatgardeng the
amount of time they spend on nine instructional leadership tasks on a 6-point Lilert sca
(Between 50-100% of time to Less than 10% of time). And, principals rated level of
teacher capacity based on a 6-point Likert scale (Extremely CapabtaemEly
Incapable) on the following tasks related to student achievement: 1.) Prepadienftst

to take National Achievement Test, 2.) Preparing students for next graderlevel
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graduation, 3.) Using learning aids, 4.) Promoting learning through experience and
discovery, 5.) Managing learning differences, and 6.) Assessing stuaennée
Survey Dissemination

The survey was distributed by INNOTECH staff to school principals during the
Revalidation sessions scheduled at the end of the each 4-week long trainog 3éss
Revalidation session provided school principals a chance to discuss their learning
progress in the ICEXCELS training program and how they plan to lead their schools upon
gaining the knowledge and skills learned through the program with other school
principals within their region, as well as with the superintendent of their schoattdis
local DepEd officials, and iFLEX training staff and its director.

Given that ICEXCELS is mainly a self-directed training program wibistrof the
communication taking place online over the iFLEX online learning platform, the
Revalidation session is among the very few instances where the school prineipals m
face to face during the course of the training program. The event provided the
opportunity to distribute and collect the survey for this study in person by INNOTECH
staff. The survey was given to school principals at the beginning of the ¢Raicati
session. They were instructed to fill out the survey at any point in time duringstsiers
and deposit it in a box designated for survey collection before leaving the session. About
one hour before the end of the Revalidation session, school principals were reminded to
complete the survey.

Analysis
Returned surveys were coded and the data was entered into SPSS 16.0 statistical

analysis software. A factor analysis was conducted to categorize thielesumeasuring
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principals’ perceivedapacity Nineteen items measuripgincipals’ perceivecapacity
were submitted to a principal component analysis with varimax rotation. \wéms
loadings above .50 were retained for use in construction of subscales. Respondents
received capacity scores for each of the subscales by taking thgavating.

Linear regressions were conducted to estimate the extent of prinppaisived
capacity for providing instructional supports represented by the subsdakes: L
regressions were also conducted to understand the extent to which princip&is’eperc
such instructional supports as being effective in improving teaching practidédOMA
was conducted to examine the extent to which principals who differed in their pdrceive
capacity and perceived effectiveness of instructional supports diffeneskac
demographic and contextual factors (i.e. gender, highest level of eductdinadt
number of years as educator, number of years as school principal, and percentage of
students living at poverty level). Descriptive statistical analysis waducted to
understand how the ICEXCELS training program influenced principals’ ¢ével

confidence in providing instructional supports.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

This chapter presents the data collected in the study and reports the firatimgs
the statistical analysis for each of the research questions.

Research Question 1. To what extent do principals believe that they have the
capacity to provide instructional supports?

First, factor analysis conducted for this study revealed three dimemwsgions
principals’ capacity to support teachers’ classroom instruction. Thedhmessions
included providing teachers with professional development, instructional supervigion, a
classroom resources. Secondly, results from linear regression analyssed a
difference between the set of variables predicting principals’ peeiapacity in
providing professional development and instructional supervision and those related to
providing classroom resources. Findings suggest that principals’ belefstabir
capacity to provide professional development and instructional supervision was
dependent upon their belief about the effectiveness of those instructional supports, their
level of control over providing them, the time spent on instructional leadershipdasks,
their level of job satisfaction; whereas principals’ perceivecaci@pfor providing
classroom resources was dependent only on how effective they believe thosesesourc
are and the amount of control they have in providing them.

Results

Factor analysis of the 19 items composing the capacity scaledytblde factors
with eigenvalues above .1 (Table 7). The three factors were catebasize
1.) professional developmer.) instructionalsupervisionand 3.)xlassroom resources

Each factor reflects a set of leadership practices that have incentiedaaimproving
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classroom instructiorProfessional developmeist composed of items that measure the
extent of principals’ perceived capacity to perform tasks related to provehobdrs

with professional development opportunities, expanding teachers’ role to include
curriculum development, and fostering a professional learning community among
teacherslnstructional supervisiois composed of items that measure the extent of
principals’ perceived capacity to perform tasks related to mentoichees on
classroom instruction and supervising teach@lassroom resourcds composed of
items that measure the extent of principals’ perceived capacity tormpdgsks related to
making classroom resources available. Table 8 reports factor loadiregecfoCapacity
Scale item as per the three factors. Table 9 reports the Capacéayt&acd with factor

loadings above .5 composing each of the three factors.
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Table 7

Eigenvalues for Capacity Scale Items

Capacity Scale Items

Initial Eigenvalues

Total % of Cumulative
Variance %
1. Make textbooks available in time for start of
school year 9.6 50.6 50.6
2. Provide teacher guides to teachers 21 10.8 615
3. Make classroom resources available 11 57 672
4. Make learning aids available 81 a1 713
5. Use research to understand teaching methods
: ] . 71 3.8 75.1
to improve classroom instruction
6. Mentor teqchers in making decisions about the 62 33 78.4
best teaching method
7. Mentor teachers to make decisions about
. . ) .52 2.7 81.1
strategies for assessing student learning
8. Analyze classroom practices 50 26 837
9. Conduct teacher performance assessment 44 23 86.0
10. Prowae teachers constructive feedback on 37 19 88.0
teaching performance
11. Mentor teachers to use learning aids to 35 18 90.0
enhance student learning
12. Mentor_teach(_ers to make effective use of 32 17 915
instructional time
13. Mentor teachers to address their professional 30 16 93.0
development needs
14. Engage teachers in curriculum development o8 15 945
15. Provide teachers opportunity to learn about o5 13 95.9
teaching strategies for active learning ' ' '
16. Provide teachers opportunlty to understand 23 192 970
student-centered learning
17. Provide teachers opportunity to develop
skills and knowledge to teach different 21 1.1 98.2
subjects
18. Provide teachers opportunity to _Iearn 20 10 99.2
classroom management strategies
19. Foster professional learning community 15 78 100.0
among teachers
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Table 8

Factor Loadings

Factors
Capacity Scale ltems 1 2 3
1. Make textbooks available in time for start of 15 06 81
school year
2. Provide teacher guides to teachers 08 19 83
3. Make classroom resources available 14 20 75
4. Make learning aids available 17 29 78
5. Use research to understand teaching methods
. . . .40 .36 46
to improve classroom instruction
6. Mentor teachers in making decisions about the 21 76 29
best teaching method ' ' '
7. Mentor teachers to make decisions about
. . X .30 77 .28
strategies for assessing student learning
8. Analyze classroom practices 50 65 21
9. Conduct teacher performance assessment 43 65 18
10. Provu_je teachers constructive feedback on 34 74 15
teaching performance
11. Mentor teachers to use learning aids to 43 73 13
enhance student learning
12. !\/Ientor_teachgrs to make effective use of 30 64 14
instructional time
13. Mentor teachers to address their professional 60 48 14
development needs
14. Engage teachers in curriculum development 67 24 15
15. Provide teachers opportunity to learn about
X ; . . .76 .39 19
teaching strategies for active learning
16. Provide teachers opportunity to understand
. .78 .32 A3
student-centered learning
17. Provide teachers opportunity to develop
skills and knowledge to teach different .82 .26 13
subjects
18. Provide teachers opportunity to learn
. .79 .33 19
classroom management strategies
19. Foster professional learning community 74 31 16
among teachers

NOTE: All items began with the sentence stem “In your current sofgiacipal, to what extent
canyou..”

NOTE: Factor 1 = Professional Development; Factor 2 = Supervision;

Factor 3 = Classroom Resources
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Items Composing Each of Three Factors

Factor 1 =

Professional Development

Factor 2 = Factor 3 =
Instructional Supervision Classroom Resources

13. Mentor teachers to

development needs

6. Mentor teachers about 1. Make textbooks available

address their professional teaching methods in time for start of school
year
7. Mentor teachers on 2. Provide teacher guides to

14. Engage teachers in
curriculum development

15. Provide teachers
opportunity to learn about
teaching strategies for
active learning

16. Provide teachers
opportunity to understand
student-centered learning

17. Provide teachers
opportunity to develop
skills and knowledge to
teach different subjects

18. Provide teachers
opportunity to learn
classroom management
strategies

19. Foster professional

assessing student learning teachers

8. Analyze classroom 3. Make classroom
practices resources available
9. Conduct teacher 4. Make learning aids

performance assessment available

10. Provide teachers
constructive feedback on
teaching performance

11. Mentor teachers to use
learning aids

12. Mentor teachers to

learning community among make effective use of

teachers

instructional time

NOTE: Factor Loadings above .5
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Respondents received a Capacity Score for each factor by taking ageaviera
the rating. Each respondent was given three Capacity Scores. Theahes#yCScores
reflected principals’ perceived capacity in providing professional dpwednt,
instructional supervision, and classroom resources, respectively. Theseveeme
entered as the dependent variable in regressions conducted to gmiadipals’
perceived capacitin providing professional development, instructional supervision, and
classroom resources. Independent variables used in the regressiorisfieeti@eness of
Teacher IncentiveETI), Control over Teacher Incentivgé€TI), Time on Instructional
Leadership(TIL), Level of Teacher Capacity (LTCINumber of Years Working as
Educator(# years EducatorNumber of Years Working as School Princi@ayears
Principal),Level of School Principal Effectivengg¥incipal Effectiveness), aridegree
of School Principal Job SatisfactigRrincipal Satisfaction).

Table 10 provides the means, standard deviations, and coefficients of variation for
each dependent and independent variable. Means and standard deviations show that
survey responses were positively skewed. As discussed in Chapter 1, amggboh
to this study is respondents’ social desirability bias. It is likelyrégsgonses were
positively skewed because principals answered the survey items in a manttextha
thought was more acceptable. For that matter, the validity of the study is unknown.

The coefficients of variation for the dependent variables reveal that @isicip
beliefs vary the most in their capacity for providing classroom resourcds; twéir
beliefs in their capacity for providing professional development and instructional
supervision are relatively the same. The coefficients of variation fondlependent

variables show that principals vary the most in terms of the number of yearsspent a
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school principal, their level of effectiveness, and the amount of time they@pe
instructional leadership. The coefficients of variation for the independenbhesriaso
show that principals vary the least in terms of how they rate teacher capahiy
schools.

Table 10

Means, Standard Deviations, and Coefficients of Variation for Dependent and

Independent Variables

Standard Coefficient

Scale Mean Deviation  of Variation

Dependent Variables
Capacity Score 1 - Professional Development 1.74 671 38.56
Capacity Score 2 - Instructional Supervision 1.61 .633 39.32
Capacity Score 3 - Classroom Resources 2.13 .998 46.85

Independent Variables
Effectiveness of Teacher Incentives (ETI) 1.64 .665 40.55
Control over Teacher Incentives (CTI) 2.38 946 39.75
Time on Instructional Leadership  (TIL) 2.77 1.30 46.93
Level of Teacher Capacity (LTC) 2.19 537 24.52
Number of Years Working as Educator 19.13 7.78 40.67
Number of Years Working as School Principal 6.57 5.09 77.47
Principal Effectiveness 2.59 1.76 67.95
Principal Job Satisfaction 1.67 .623 37.31

Rating Scale: 1=A Great Deal; 2=Quite a Bit; 3=Some InfluenceitdesL5=Very Little;
6=None

Three regression analyses were conducted. Each of the three regredggasana

yielded statistically significant results (Table 11).



-71-

Table 11

Summary of Linear Regression Results Predicting Principal’'s Sense of Capacity

Dependent Variable R R? Df F

Capacity Score 1 .666 444 265 25.67
(Professional Development)
(N = 266)

Capacity Score 2 .638 407 270 22.45
(Instructional Supervision)
(N=271)

Capacity Score 3 .583 .340 267 16.70
(Classroom Resources)
(N = 268)

*p < .0001

Capacity Score 1 was used as the dependent variable to predict principals’
perceived capacity for providing professional development. Results ofgitessen
analysis predicting principals’ perceived capacity for providing prajaasdevelopment
yielded an F of 25.67 (p <.0001) and an R of .666. The analysis explained 44% of the
variation in principals’ perceived capacity for providing professional dpveént.

Capacity Score 2 was used as the dependent variable to predict principals’
perceived capacity for providing instructional supervision. Results of thessagn
analysis predicting principals’ perceived capacity for providing instmial supervision
yielded an F of 22.45 (p <.0001) and an R of .638. The analysis explained 41% of the
variation in principal’s perceived capacity for providing instructional sugien.

Capacity Score 3 was used as the dependent variable to predict principals’

perceived capacity for providing classroom resources. Results of thesregrasalysis
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predicting principals’ perceived capacity for providing classroom resoyireleled an F
of 16.70 (p <.0001) and an R of .583. The analysis explained 34% of the variation in
principals’ perceived capacity for providing classroom resources.

The high R reported for each of the three regression analyses is subject to the
positively skewed responses received from principals participatimgsistudy. Reasons
for the positively skewed responses are discussed in the Limitatiorensafcthapter 1.
The validity of principals’ responses is unknown.

Table 12 indicates that the extent to which principals think instructional supports
are effective, their control over them, time they spend on instructional $&gul&asks,
and job satisfaction were statistically significant (p < .05) predictoffseofapacity to
provide professional development and instructional supervision. Among thess,factor
principals’ perceived effectiveness of instructional supports made the grafitant
contribution in predicting principals’ sense of capacity in providing professional
development and instructional supervision.

Table 12 also shows that the extent to which principals think instructional
supports are effective and their control over them were statisticatlificant (p < .05)
predictors of the capacity to provide classroom resources. Between thesettws, f
principals’ control over instructional supports made a more significant contribation i

predicting principals’ sense of capacity in providing classroom resources.



Table 12

Summary of Linear Regression Analyses

-73-

Capacity Score 1

Capacity Score 2

Capacity Score 3

(Professional (Instructional (Classroom
Development) Supervision) Resources)
Predictor Variable Stand. t P Stand. t P Stand. t P
beta beta beta
ETI 317 594 .000 .320 6.33 .000 .232 2.82 .005
CTI 233 5.42 .000 .176 4.34 .000 .534 8.08 .000
TIL .089 329 .001 .090 3.50 .001 .006 0.14 .889
LTC .064 1.01 .313 .037 0.61 .541 .074 0.76 .450
# years Educator -004 -0.93 .352002 -0.53 .599 -.010 -1.36 .174
# years Principal .009 1.26 .207.005 0.68 .496 .002 0.15 .878
Principal .006 .037 .709 -.026 -1.60 .110 -.032 -1.17 .242
Effectiveness
Principal 115 2.04 .042 .142 269 .008 -.114 -1.32 .189
Satisfaction
p <.05

NOTE: ETI =Effectiveness of Teacher Incentiv€3d | = Control over Teacher IncentivesIL =

Time on Instructional LeadershipTC = Level of Teacher Capacity; # years Educator

Number of Years Working as Educatiryears Principa: Number of Years Working as School

Principal; Principal Effectiveness Level of School Principal Effectivenessd Principal

Satisfaction= Degree of School Principal Job Satisfaction
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Research Question 2. To what extent do principals believe that instruonal
supports lead to improved teacher performance?

Results from linear regression analysis revealghatipals’ perceived
effectiveness of instructional suppadsiependent upon how effective they think they
are as school principals and how capable they think their teachers are in guiding stude
achievement. Principals are likely to perceive professional developmeniciimnal
supervision, and classroom resources as effective interventions for imprachgrte
performance if they feel they can successfully provide them, and if tHegdebers are
already somewhat competent in their efforts towards student achievement.

Results

Incentives Effectiveness Score (IE Score) was calculatecdébrrespondent by
taking the average rating fperceived effectiveness of instructional suppdrss score
was entered as the dependent variable in the regression conducted tqprediced
effectiveness of instructional suppoitedependent variables used in the regressions
were:Time on Instructional Leadersh{lL), Highest Level of Education Attained
(Education) Number of Years Working as Educaf#ryears EducatorNumber of Years
Working as School Principg¥ years Principal).evel of School Principal Effectiveness
(Principal Effectiveness), aridegree of School Principal Job Satisfactigtrincipal
Satisfaction).

The linear regression predictipgncipals’ perceived effectiveness of
instructionalsupportsshowed that self-rating of school principal effectiveness and how
principals’ rate the level of teacher capacity are statisticaghifcant (p < .05) predictor

variables. It is noted that only 9.7% of the variatioprimcipals’ perceived effectiveness
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of instructionalsupportscan be accounted for by the independent variables included in
the regression (Table 13rincipals’ perceived effectiveness of instructiosbportsis
largely dependent upon other factors that this study did not include.

Table 13

Summary of Predictor Variables and Linear Regression Predicting Perceived

Effectiveness of Instructional Supports

Effectiveness of Instructional Supports

Independent Variable Stand. beta t P
# years Educator -.002 -0.30 761
# years Principal .007 0.88 .382
Highest level of Education -.015 -0.20 .841
Time on Instructional .030 0.96 .338
Leadership Tasks
Principal Effectiveness .053 2.52 .012
Principal Satisfaction 129 1.98 .049
Level of Teacher Capacity .188 2.54 .012
Dependent Variable R R? df F
IE Score 311 .097 290 4.442
(N =291)

*p < .05
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Though findings from this study reveal relationships that are rather small i
predictingprincipals’ perceived effectiveness of instructional suppdtinesy are
nevertheless important in understanding the dynamics undepyimgpals’ perceived
capacity As revealed under Research Question #1, principals’ beliefs about their
capacity to provide professional development and instructional supervisionosas m
associated with their belief about the effectiveness of those instructional support
Principals regard instructional supports to be effective in improving tepehi@rmance
when they are able to provide them and believe their teachers are c¢agabténg
student achievement to begin with.

The findings also suggest that principals who believe instructional supports are
less effective are those who feel less capable in providing them and/or regard thei
teachers as less capable. Findings suggest that principals’ sensetfegiéss and their
perception of teacher capacity deserve attention in understanding pahcgcity as

instructional leader.
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Research Question 3. To what extent do principals’ perceived capacity én
principals’ perceived effectiveness of instructional supports dler among principals
who differ with respect to gender, school level, highest level of edutat attained,
region, and percentage of student body living at poverty level?

Findings from the study suggest that there are no differences related to
demographic and contextual factors among principals’ perceived capacityraeiv ¢
effectiveness of instructional supports.

Results

A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted to detegnti
there were statistically significant differences in the levelwrioicipals’ perceived
capacityandprincipals’ perceived effectiveness of instructional suppameng school
principals who differ in gender, school level, highest level of education attaigesh,re
and percentage of student body at poverty level.

A 5-way [2(gender) x 2(school) x 4(education) x 8(region) x 3(poverty level)]
MANOVA examined main effects and interaction effects of the demogragttiars on
the four dependent variables (3 variables measyingipals’ perceived capacitgnd 1
variable measuringrincipals’ perceived effectiveness of instructional supports

As detailed in Table 14, the MANOVA model revealed no significant multivariat
main effect for gendeiq{=1.1,p =.375], school levelq =.640,p =.64], highest level of
education attained-[=.649,p =.80], region F =.756,p =.81], and percentage of
students at poverty levdF [F.792,p =.61]. The MANOVA results indicated there were
no significant differences in the levels of self efficacy and outcome expgataterms

of selected demographic factors.
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Table 14

Results of 5-way MANOVA

Wilks’ Hypothesis Eta
Effect Lambda F df Error df p Squared
Intercept 295 1.074E2 4 180 <.001 .705
Gender 977 1.066 1 180 .375 .023
School Level .986 .640 4 180 .635 .014
Highest Level of 958 649 12 477 800  .014
Education
Region .891 .759 28 650 .811 .029
% of students at 966 792 8 360 610  .017
poverty level
Interaction Effect Roy’s Hypothesis Eta
largest F df Error df p Squared
Root
Region * Poverty 147 1.917 14 183 .027 128
Gender*School*  .086 3.145 5 183 .010 .079
Region
p<.05

Carey (1998) states that since Roy’s largest root is an upper bound on F, it gives a
lower bound estimate of the probability of F. Thus, Roy’s largest root is generally
disregarded when it is significant but the other F statistics are not sagifteor this
reason, the reported interaction effect among gender, school, and region wasaretiexpl

further. However, it merits future study.
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Research Question 4. To what extent do principals perceive Instructhal
Leadership training provided by SEAMEO INNOTECH to be related to ther level
of confidence in providing instructional supports?

Results from the study suggest that ICeXCELS training activitidgeiform of
Module 1, Module 2, and the Action Plan provide principals with the opportunity for
mastery experiences that were related to principals’ level ofd=rde in providing
instructional supports. Results also suggest that Feedback during Revalidation did not
relate to principals’ confidence level. And, the results do not point to Online Bisnas
as an important mode for efficacy information.

Results

Over 50% of respondents rated themselves as “very confident” in providing
instructional supports after each training component except after recEaaafpack
during the Revalidation. About 25-30% of respondents rated themselves as “moderately
confident” in providing instructional supports after every training component. Table 15

reports principals’ confidence rating associated with each traioimganent.
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Table 15
Principals’ Confidence Rating in Providing Instructional Supports after ICEXCELS

Training Components (Percent)

Extremely Very Moderately Somewhat Not at all
Confident Confident Confident Confident Confident
Module 1 9.6 56.9 25.0 3.3 3
Module 2 10.2 54.7 25.8 3.8 5
Action Plan 15.9 53.3 22.3 3.5 3.5
Online
Discussions 12.6 49.7 29.1 2.7 .8
Feedback on
Assignments 145 52.6 27.9 4.4 .6
Feedback
during 8.5 37.6 24.5 6.0 1.1
Revalidation

The findings suggest that the training activities of the ICExXCELS anogfnat
enabled learning through experience (i.e. Module 1, Module 2, and Action Plan) were
consistent with Bandura’s claim that the most effective way of creashgrg sense of
efficacy is through experiences. The findings also suggest that souréisaaiye
information linked to Feedback during Revalidation need to be reconsidered since it did
not influence principals’ level of confidence as much as the other training contpone

Online Discussions were considered an innovative aspect of the ICEXCELS
program. However, findings suggest that its potential as a mode for verbakpersarad
for evoking emotional states was the same as Feedback on Assignments. Buaniial pot
as a mode for vicarious learning was more than that offered through Feedbagk dur

Revalidation.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

Findings from this study are discussed in this chapter. Implications tfdiegs
on policy formulation and implementation are discussed. Theoretical implicatens
also explored. The chapter ends with a discussion of how the findings from this study
contribute to the literature, and directions for future research.
Research Question 1. To what extent do school principals believe that thegve the
capacity to provide instructional supports?

Factor analysis of survey items assessing principal’s level ofibapaealed
that Filipino principals’ perceived capacity varies in providing three diitayges of
instructional supports: 1.) professional development, 2.) instructional supervision, and
3.) classroom resources. Findings from this study indicated that Filipino school
principals’ perceived capacity to provide professional development and irmtalct
supervision is related to 1.) their level of control over such supfmamsrol), 2.) how
effective they think the supports are for improving teacher perforn{pnoeipals’
perceived effectiveness of instructional suppp89)how much time they spend on
instructional leadership tasksme), and 4.) their degree of job satisfact{gyb
satisfaction) Among these four factorprincipals’ perceived effectiveness of
instructional supportsvas the most significant factor related to principals’ level of
capacity in providing professional development and instructional supervision. Findings
also indicated that Filipino school principals’ perceived capacity to providerctas
resources depends on 1.) their level of control over those res¢cooé®l), and 2.) how

effective they think classroom resources are in improving teacher perfor(panceived
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effectivenessBetween these factors, level of control is a more significant fasltied
to principals’ level of capacity in providing classroom resources.
Time for Instructional Leadership

It seems reasonable to exptateto be a variable related to principal’s sense of
their own capacity to provide professional development and instructional supervision, but
not in providing classroom resources. Providing professional development and
instructional supervision are new responsibilities associated with instrudgadarship
that demand principal’s already limited time. Traditionally, princigalsnd most of their
time on management tasks. Providing classroom resources is a managemerit task tha
principals perform regularly; and therefore, does not impose any new demands on
principal’s time.

The amount of time principals spend on instructional leadership tasks has a direct
impact on their opportunity for gaining mastery experiences that impact sense of
perceived capacityMastery experiences refer to practicing a task regularly andlgirec
Bandura identifies mastery experiences as a primary means of develgange of
perceived capacityif principals spend a limited amount of time on instructional
leadership tasks, then the opportunity for regular and direct practice igllifiitte more
principals practice tasks related to professional development and supervision, the more
likely they have the chance to develop their sengefeived capacity

Filipino principals in this study report spending more time on instructional
leadership tasks than management tasks. Appendix C, Table D shows that over 25% of
the principals spent over 50% of their time on class observations, follow-up to those

observations, and mentoring teachers. And, over 25% of the principals spent between 40-
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50% of their time on tasks related to providing classroom resources. More timerspent
instructional leadership tasks is attributed to the current model of school-based
management that mandates the development of the SIP. As discussed in Chapter 2 under
Country Context, Filipino principals are required to work with SAC/SMC, PTA and
Divisional office in developing school mission and goals and the SIP, which set the
principal for collaboration with the Master Teacher in working towards school
improvement initiatives such as professional development and supervision.
Principal-Master Teacher Relationship Impacts Principal’s Sense of Job Satsfacti

Job satisfactions another variable differentiating principaperceived
capacityin providing professional development and instructional supervision from that in
providing classroom resources. The largest source of principal job satisfsctapport
with key stakeholders (DiPaola and Tschannen-Moran, 2003). Filipino school psncipal
have the opportunity to build rapport with teachers, students, parents, and local
community stakeholders by working through collaborative processes for providing
instructional supports (as discussed in Chapter 2). The finding suggests that psincipal
rapport with the Master Teacher built during collaboration for providing plofess
development and instructional supervision impacts principal’s job satisfaction. The
Principal-Master Teacher relationship, in turn, impacts principaiseived capacitin
providing professional development and supervision.

Principals are likely to build rapport with local community stakeholders
through SAC/SMC during the process for providing classroom resources. The finding
suggests that rapport with local community stakeholders does not impact prirjoipal’s

satisfaction Therefore, the principal-community member relationship does not impact
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principal’'sperceived capacitin providing classroom resources. This is surprising
because school-community relations are a major area of responsibility foirttipal

under school-based management. And, it is expected that rapport with local community
stakeholders would be impactful given the principal’s new political role in bgdgin

school and community.

Rapport with local community stakeholders does not influence principal’s job
satisfaction because providing classroom resources does not directly daelress t
principal-agent problem central to the principal’s job as discussed in Chapter 1.
Classroom resources such as textbooks and teacher guides are essentidmtoirige |
environment, but may not have much value if teachers do not use them strategically in
facilitating the learning process. Professional development and instrlictigraavision
directly address the principal-agent relationship by developing the t&sachpacity to
facilitate the learning process.

As discussed earlier, Filipino school principals report spending more time on
instructional leadership tasks than on management tasks. More time on instructional
leadership leads to more opportunity for building rapport with Master Teachec, whi
has potential for increased sense of job satisfaction among principals. tiregsen
management tasks suggests that principals in this study do not have as much opportunity
to build rapport with community stakeholders during the process for acquiringoolass
resources through them. Principals’ allocation of more time on instructi@arihip
and less time on management tasks suggests that teacher development atidriaktruc
improvement are of greater priority to the principal within the current modehobé

based management. Spending more time on higher priority school improvement areas
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such as professional development and instructional supervision allows the principal to
collaborate with Master Teachers who provide key insights in addressipgribgpal-
agent issue more directly.

The current model of school-based management sudiestndjob
satisfactionas predictors gbrincipal’s perceived capacitin providing professional
development and instructional supervision. As discussed in Chapter 2, the current model
of school-based management prioritizes instructional leadership over school
management. The principal is held responsible for formulating the schocbmési
goals and developing the SIP in lateral coordination with the SAC/SMC, RiTA, a
Divisional office. Stemming from these key leadership responsibilitiesipails work in
lateral coordination with the Master Teacher to provide teachers with ginyfak
development and instructional supervision. Through the current model of school-based
management, principal’s time is dictated by instructional leaderstpomsibilities and
important relationships are built through lateral coordination. As a rpsiaitjpal’s
perceived capacitis affected by their work environment.

Lateral coordination between the principal and Master Teacher may take
place through formal and informal meetings and coordinating roles. Opportuoities f
developing rapport with the Master Teacher exist through this type of lateral
coordination. However, whether the relationship with the Master Teacheong st
enough to affect the principal’s sense of job satisfaction is dependent uponrnbthstre
weakness of the lateral coordination. Bolman and Deal (2003) state that a formal or
informal meeting is an opportunity for open dialogue and discussion, but it risks

squandering an excessive amount of time and energy if the meeting is not conducted
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efficiently. Likewise, the effectiveness of coordinators is heavily niéget on their
skills and credibility. If the principal is unable to gain the expertise anghihsecessary
in planning and implementing professional development and instructional supervision,
he/she is likely to feel frustrated with the Master Teacher, as walifalilling their
own job responsibilities which may negatively affect sense of job satmiacti
Political Implications of (Shared) Control

It is interesting thatontrol is related tgrincipal’s perceived capacitin
providing each of the three instructional supports, though most significantkyd état
providing classroom resources. Under the current model of school-based management,
control over professional development and instructional supervision is shared between
the principal and Master Teacher. And, control over providing classroom ressurces
shared with the SAC/SMC, PTA, and Divisional office. This shared control points to the
significance of distributed leadership pnncipals’ perceived capacity

Under this model of school-based management, the principal is highly
dependent upon other sources of authority in providing instructional supports. In the
process for providing professional development and instructional supervision, the
principal is dependent upon the Master Teacher for his/her expertise inatassr
instruction, insights into the needs of teachers and students, and influence dwesteac
In the process for providing classroom resources, the principal is dependent upon the
resources and influence over community and other key sources of support that the
SAC/SMC, PTA, and Divisional office hold. Efforts for providing instructiosibports

are inadequate if sources of control other than the principal are absentebtiogom
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compromised. As a consequence, principals are likely to exhibit a lower sense of
perceived capacity in providing instructional supports.

Lateral coordination between and among the principal, Master Teacher,
SAC/SMC, PTA, and Divisional office is further signified when considering the
influence of shared control gincipal’s perceived capacityAs discussed earlier in this
section, lateral coordination enables rapport building. Rapport building may atsal ext
to maintenance of political relationships. By maintaining political relatipsswith key
sources of control, principals can ensure their support for providing instructional
supports. Principals’ efforts in building key political relationships affdwts sense of
control over providing instructional supports, which in turn, affects their sense of
perceived capacity.

Principals’ control is a more significant factor in determining prinsipal
sense of capacity in providing classroom resources than other instructional supports
because it is more likely to be variable. Support from the SAC/SMC, PTA, and
Divisional office in obtaining one type of classroom resource may be strongeakemw
compared to their support for another because their resources and level of influgnce ma
differ. In addition, the principal may have a very limited role in the processdoirang
some classroom resources. This is particularly the case in providibgdkgtwhich
have remained under the decision of the Regional office even after the passig of R

9155.
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Perceived Effectiveness Determining Perceived Capacity

It seems reasonable to exppetceived effectiveness be related to
principal’s perceived capacitin providing each of the three instructional supports,
though more so in providing professional development and instructional supervision.
Principals are likely to judge the effectiveness of an instructional supped bagheir
prior experiences in working with them. Among the three types of instructional $sippor
principals are likely to have most experience in providing classroom resources.
Traditionally, principals’ management duties have included regular and direct
involvement in working to determine and obtain classroom resources. In this study,
principals rated their perceived capacity for providing classroom resowbéghaand
rated the provision of learning aids in the classroom as effective in promotirayadpr
classroom teaching.

Principals also rated their capacity for providing professional development and
instructional supervision as high. Principals rated mentoring teachers and providing
feedback from class observations as effective incentives. This is quiteiagrpiice
instructional supervision is a new role for principals, and prior research has shown that
principals often believe supervision to be a problem (DiPaola and Tschannen-Moran,
2003). Findings suggest that prior experiences in working toward professional
development and instructional supervision significantly determine principalse s¢
capacity in doing so. It is unlikely that Filipino principals gained substantialiexge in
providing professional development and instructional supervision before the passing of
RA 9115. However, it is likely that the partnership with the Master Teacher, which is

supported by the SBM model, enabled Filipino principals to gain vicarious exgsrienc
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that contributed to their sense of capacity. Findings from the second reseatainque
provided further insights into how Filipino principals may feel a high sensapaficay in
providing professional development and instructional supervision.
Organizational Structures Shaping Principal’s Perceived Capacity in Providing
Professional Development and Instructional Supervision

The findings suggest that organizational structures developed through the current
model of school-based management influgmaecipal’s perceived capacity providing
professional development and instructional supervision, but not in providing classroom
resources. The current model of school-based management prioritizes instructional
leadership over school management through its emphasis on the development of school
goals, mission, and SIP. This justifies principals spending time on providingooias
development and instructional supervision. The more time principals spend on such tasks,
the more likely they gain experiences that increase their senapafity in these areas.

The model does not directly support time on school management tasks such as providing
classroom resources. Since principals have traditionally been school maeggédy

and directly involved in providing classroom resources, the model assumes thatuhey h
already gained experiences that contribute to a high sense of perceivety tapac

providing classroom resources.

The model offers lateral coordination between and among key stakeholders
enabling shared authority over instructional supports. Lateral coordinationgsdiie
principal opportunity for developing relationships with key stakeholders that jphagea
role in enabling instructional supports. By working through others, in particular the

Master Teacher in providing professional development and instructional supervision, the
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principal’'s perceived capacity is likely to be shaped through vicariousneargrbal
persuasion, and emotional states when performing tasks related to providing that
instructional support.
This supports the correlation found by Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2005)
between principals’ sense of self-efficacy and interpersonal supporeedsm
colleagues with whom the principal works to serve the school mission. The authors argue
that principals who are supported by their superintendent, central office personnel,
teachers and support staff are more likely to have a robust sense of efficacy, and
conversely, principals with strong self-efficacy beliefs seem to be suoeessful at
winning the support of their colleagues. This illustrates Bandura’s theoegipfacal
causation. This study pointed to the organizational structures that operationalize
reciprocal causation. Lateral coordination provides the principal and his/reagugdls
with the avenue through which they may continuously build supportive relationships.
Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2005) show that teacher support, in particular, is
most strongly correlated with principals’ sense of self-efficacys $hidy showed that
the principal’s relationship with the Master Teacher was related toothaisense of
capacity in providing professional development and instructional supervision. Ther Mast
Teacher is representative of the school’s teaching staff. The pisicdppendence on
the Master Teacher in providing professional development and instructional sigrervi

is created by the current model of school-based management.
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Research Question 2. To what extent do principals believe that instruonal
supports lead to improved teacher performance?

Principals’ perception of professional development, instructional supervisidn, a
classroom resources as effective incentives for improving teacher part@mvas partly
influenced by their own sense of effectiveness as a principal and how they@énegi
teachers’ capacity in guiding student achievement. The latter findinipés rateresting
since teachers’ capacity was not expected to be relapgddeived effectiveness of
instructional supports.

Principals’ own sense of effectiveness is closely associated withd staariol
over providing instructional supports. As discussed in the previous section, principals
share control over providing each of the instructional supports with key stakeholders.
Lateral coordination encourages the principal to build relationships and collalvdhate
those stakeholders to ensure instructional supports. The stronger the relatiotinship w
stakeholders, the more efficient the principal may be in ensuring instructigmpedrss.

This leads to a greater sense of one’s own effectiveness as a principal.

Principals’ perception of their teachers’ capacity in guiding studém\ament
has direct ramifications for the way principals perceive instructional sigpp®effective
incentives. Appendix C, Table D shows that over 50% of the principals in this studly rate
teachers as being very capable in guiding student achievement. About half of the
principals thought their teachers have a strong existing knowledge badelleset that
will enable them to acquire and process new information from professional development
opportunities, comprehend suggested methods and techniques offered through

supervision, and use classroom resources. An instructional support would be considered
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as highly effective in improving teacher performance if the principal feglsessful in
providing it and if he/she feels that their teachers have the initial capacytd
successfully gain the intended input leading to improved teaching.

The link between principals’ perception of teacher capacity and the extent t
which they believe instructional supports are effective is consistent veniops
research showing that leaders’ perceived self-efficacy beliefiekted to subordinates’
performance abilities (Chemers, Watson, and May, 2000; Paglis and &bégin,

As discussed earlier, how principals perceive the effectiveness of timstalc
supports significantly determines principals’ sense of capacity in providfigsgronal
development and instructional supervision. Therefore, principals’ sense of capacity
providing professional development and instructional supervision is more influenced by
principals’ own sense of effectiveness and how they perceive the capabigyr of
teachers than that in providing classroom resources. The principal’s relgiiomshihe
Master Teacher is a key aspect in understanding principals’ sense a@fycapa
providing professional development and instructional supervision. Principals’ own sense
of effectiveness is closely associated with the quality of theiigekdtip with the Master
Teacher. The principals’ perception of the capacity of their teachdependent upon
the feedback received from the Master Teacher since he/she is the grarsmy
mentoring teachers and assisting with teachers’ performance appraidasussed in
Chapter 2. The insights and expertise of the Master Teacher serve asigiteaining
experiences for the principal which influence their sense of capacity in providing

professional development and instructional supervision.
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Findings from this study revealed that school principals thought they wete mos
capable in areas that they perceived as effective in improving teaclwnparte
(Appendix C, Table A). Most respondents rated their capacity level highest in the
following supervisory tasks: 1.) mentoring teachers to use learning aids, 2.)ingentor
teachers to make effective use of instructional time, and 3.) providing constructive
feedback on teaching performance. Respondents rated learning aids as havindeaprea
of effectiveness in improving classroom teaching, followed by mentoricgeesaand
providing teachers feedback from class observations. Principals are migsbligeovide
classroom resources in the form of learning aids, and their instructional sigreilvis
most likely to be focused on mentoring teachers to use the learning aids in sugherting
teaching-learning process.

Most respondents (61%) rated their capacity level highest in menteaadkgers
to make effective use of instructional time, followed by highest levelpHaty in
providing constructive feedback on teaching performance (58.8%) and mentoring
teachers to use learning aids to enhance student learning (57.4%). Each ofkseisd ta
under the category for managing teachers (instructional supervisioa)ing the level
of effectiveness of teacher incentives, most respondents (61.8%) rated |eataiag
having a great deal of effectiveness as a teacher incentive to impaokentepractices
in the classroom, followed by mentoring teachers (61.3%) and feedback from class

observations (61.0%) (Appendix C, Table A).
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Research Question 3. To what extent do principals’ perceived capacity @n
principals’ perceived effectiveness of instructional supports dfier among principals
who differ with respect to gender, school level, highest level of eduaat attained,
region, and percentage of student body living at poverty level?

There were no differences related to demographic and contextual factors among
principals’ perceived capacity and perceived effectiveness of instnatsupports.

This finding concurs with previous research that has shown that demographic sariable
typically are not strong predictors of school principal efficacy beliedsi{annen-Moran
and Gareis, 2005).

It was expected that principals’ perceived capacity and perceiveti\effeess of
instructional supports would differ in terms of gender and school level since sones studi
have found higher self-efficacy beliefs among women at the elementarahelkigher
self-efficacy beliefs among men at the secondary level (Smith20@8; Boyan, 1988;
Hallinger and Murphy, 1986; Leithwood et al., 1990; Bossert et al., 1982; Dwyer, 1985;
Glasman, 1984). Such findings suggest that principals who have positive role models
similar to themselves would gain vicarious experiences that promotsénse of
capacity. It is assumed that the nascent efforts toward school-based maniigethe
Philippines puts all education managers on the same point of the learning curve, which
dissolves hierarchical and contextual differences that may determiras @n®le model.

It was also expected that principals’ highest level of education attaioeld be a
predictor of principals’ perceived capacity and their perceived eftawtss of
instructional supports. Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2005) found that initial paparati

of principals proved to be an important factor related to principals’ self-effioatheir



-95-

study. This does not seem to apply to principals in this study. It is not likely that
principals would have gained exposure in thinking about professional development,
instructional supervision, and classroom resources as inputs that may sercaers tea
incentives for improving instructional practice. And therefore, principadsunlikely to
be motivated by people giving lectures.

It is surprising that principals’ sense of capacity and effectsgeaginstructional
supports did not differ in terms of contextual variables such as region where school is
located and percentage of student body living at poverty level. This corresponds t
findings by Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2005) where school level, school camdext, a
socieo-economic status of the student population were not related to principedg\effi
beliefs. Conventional wisdom posits that low-income environments are more cimgjleng
than those with a higher proportion of middle- and upper-income families. Student
socioeconomic status has been found to influence how principals approach their jobs; and
higher portions of student body receiving free/reduced lunch has been found to be linked
to higher principal self-efficacy beliefs for instructional leadgrgioldring, 1990;

Hallinger and Murphy, 1986; Leithwood et al., 1990; Smith et al., 2006).

That demographic and contextual factors are not significantly relapgesthat
principals’ sense of capacity and effectiveness of instructional sgppest be cultivated
among principals regardless of who they are, who their students are, and where their
school is located. No one group of school principals is likely to have an advantage over

another.
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Research Question 4. To what extent do principals perceive Instructhal
Leadership training provided by SEAMEO INNOTECH to be related to ther level
of confidence in providing instructional supports?

Principals felt confident in providing instructional supports upon engaging in
training activities that involved hands-on experience in their own school setting. As
described in Chapter 2, Module 1 and Module 2 required the principal to perform specific
instructional leadership tasks with the teachers in their school and to ugitecthe
process they went through. The Action Plan activity required the principal to uséthe SI
they developed to create steps towards implementing it with their teactteogher
stakeholders. Each of these training activities was a mastery exqaeae defined by
Bandura. This finding is important to the design of school leadership training. iksmpl
that training activities should guide instructional leadership tasks situatesl actual
work environment.

It is no surprise that principals’ level of confidence was not influenced as
much by Feedback during Revalidation. As described in Chapter 2, the Revalidadion w
an event marking the completion of the training program. Principals met withrtieer
one-on-one, but for a short while only. Discussions during the meeting with the trainer
focused on how the principal would implement their Action Plan, their reflections on
his/her learning process, and their overall impressions of the trainingaprolmstances
of vicarious learning and verbal persuasion and the evocation of emotional states during
the discussion between principal and trainer were dependent upon the trainer’s
facilitation. Efforts should be made to design a format for facilitating theoarene

discussions between the trainer and principal that enables an instance otisicari
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learning and verbal persuasion that encourages and motivates the principal towards
continuing efforts toward instructional leadership.

It is also not surprising that principals’ level of confidence was not infagenc
by Online Discussions. The online element of the ICEXCELS program was tyigina
included as a way to give principals regular access to their trainer andatgeengyroup
discussions without leaving their locations. Facilitation of Online Discussiosis wa
dependent upon the trainer. Findings from this study suggest that Online Discussion
should be structured to include vicarious learning and verbal persuasion that encourages
and motivates principals towards instructional leadership.

Implications for Policy and Practice

The focus of this study is based on the industrial organization approach which is
part of Galal's model for adopting education reform measures. Education is seen as
principal-agent problem in the industrial organization approach. The principal (e.qg.
central and division official, school principal) is interested in particular outsgsueh
as good quality education), but has to rely on agents (e.g. teachers) to obtain these
outcomes (Chapman, 2008). The findings from this study have implications for polic
and practice that build Filipino school principals’ capacity in solving the prinragpeaht
problem within a newly decentralized education sector.

Mandating Development of School Mission, Goals, and School Improvement Plan
Channels Principals’ Time on Instructional Leadership

In order for principals to feel capable in providing professional developmént a

instructional supervision, they need to be able to allocate an adequate amount®f time

instructional leadership tasks. Since principals have traditionally been sciwoadens
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focused on providing classroom resources, allocating time toward instructional
leadership tasks such as providing teachers with professional development and
supervision is likely to be difficult. The current model for school-based management
applied in the Philippines requires principals to work with key stakeholders in developing
the school mission and goals, and holds them accountable for producing the School
Improvement Plan. These required tasks force the principal to prioritize instalct
leadership and channel their time to work towards school improvement issuesedentif
in the SIP such as classroom instruction. School-based management policie®aimed t
support the principals’ role as instructional leadership must be designed to guide
principals to prioritize instructional leadership and channel their timertiswia
Distributed Leadership Reflective in SIP

Principals’ perceived capacity in providing instructional supports is dependent
upon the capacity and resources associated with stakeholders who hold a vestdd inter
in school improvement. Without stakeholder support, principals’ perceived capacity is
likely to be low. The political relationship between the principal and these stakeshislde
developed through the lateral coordination enabled by the current model of schdol-base
management for accomplishing key instructional leadership tasks such as the
development of the SIP. Implementation of the SIP is then dependent upon the principals’
influence over the stakeholders in supporting school improvement initiatives. School-
based management policies mandating the development of the SIP must also mandate
distributed leadership in its implementation in order to ensure all vested stidshol
provide necessary support. Such a mandate would strengthen principals’ perceived

capacity in providing instructional supports.



-99-

Building Capacity of Master Teacher Strengthens Teacher Incentives for Improving
Classroom Instruction

Principals’ perceived capacity in providing professional development and
instructional supervision is most dependent upon the capacity level and influence of the
Master Teacher. If the Master Teacher is weak in planning, developing, and
implementing professional development and instructional supervision and lacks iaefluenc
over teaching staff, then the principal is likely to feel less capable in provitksg
instructional supports. School management training provided by the Philippine DepEd
must include capacity building for the Master Teacher since this role is kendpals’
perceived capacity in performing key instructional leadership tasks.

Findings from this study reveal that principals are mostly likely to provide
instructional supervision focused on mentoring teachers to use the learning aids in
supporting the teaching-learning process. This indicates that the Mastéefeas a
resource in providing instructional supervision, is limited to improving teaching throug
classroom resources. Capacity building for the Master Teacher shouldfostrategies
for improving teaching other than the use of classroom resources. MasteerSealch
are more knowledgeable about strategies leading to improved teachmgggancesses
are likely to provide principals with instances of vicarious learning thatmjlact their

perceived capacity.
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Leadership Training to be Designed Uniformly to Provide Mastery Experiences in
Providing Professional Development and Supervision

Just as the Master Teacher’s knowledge base for strategies aidiegdhiag-
learning process must be improved, so must the principals’ knowledge base. Rrincipal
are most likely to provide classroom resources in the form of learning aids, and the
instructional supervision is most likely to be focused on mentoring teachers to use the
learning aids in supporting the teaching-learning process. Instructaakdrship training
must include opportunity for mastery experiences in implementing strai@gjae from
classroom resources that support the teaching-learning process.

Principals’ perceived capacity and perceived effectiveness of instralct
supports is not shaped by demographic and contextual factors. Therefore, instructiona
leadership training may be designed uniformly to meet principals’ lepnaads
regardless of differences in principals’ background and school context withih thieiz
work.
Principals’ Perception of Teacher Capacity is Key to Introduction of Education Reforms

Principals’ perception of their teachers’ capacity in guiding studém\ament
has direct ramifications for the way principals perceive the incentive vélue
instructional supports. Formulation of policies and development of education reform
initiatives meant to improve classroom instruction should take into consideration how
principals perceive their teachers’ capacity. Principals’ perceptioniotéaehers’
capacity is likely to impact whether they will accept the policy or etutatform as a

strategy that will improve instruction within their school. Taking this key asygec
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principals’ perception into consider is likely to aid the development of policies and
education reform that have a greater chance for successful impleorentati
Implications for Theory

Organizational Aspects and Kemmerer's Framework of Teacher Incentives

Understanding principals’ perceived capacity and perceived effectsrehes
instructional supports helps to explain organizational aspects underlyingdhertea
incentives central to Kemmerer’s framework. Principals are most liggdyavide
classroom resources in the form of learning aids such as textbooks and othedsnateri
presented in the classroom. Also, principals’ supervision is most likely to betbons
mentoring teachers to use learning aids in the classroom. These insights expla
organizational aspects that support Kemmerer’s claim that classrooncessate a
major teacher incentive in the developing country context. Teachers arékalgreo
acquire a sense of competence when they are provided with classroom resochces
a textbook and teacher guide that serves as a blueprint for organizing studentsngresent
lessons, and providing feedback and practice. Principals are likely to becegpdrin
providing classroom resources given their traditional roles as school mareaggthey
are likely to be supported by Master Teachers who are experienced in supjberting
teaching-learning process through the use of classroom resources.

Contributions to Literature

Most of the research studies examining principals’ sense of efficacyobane
limited to only one dimension of the construct - personal self-efficacy; areaigronly
among principals in the United States. This study went well beyond preeseerch by

examining both dimensions of the construct — personal self-efficacy and outcome
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expectancy — in the Philippines. This study also differs from most res¢adoss
because it focuses on principals’ sense of efficacy in providing teachervesehat
have potential for improving classroom instruction rather than on the link between
principals’ sense of efficacy and student achievement. Another aspect didtangrthis
study is that demographic and contextual factors were not related to dahsgtia
efficacy and outcome expectancy.

This study contributes to the literature on decentralization and school-based
management, as well as school leadership. The findings from this study prsuthé
into principals’ beliefs about their capacity to fulfill responsibilitiestral to their new
role as instructional leader. The findings from this study suggest how thent$eof
school-based management are related to principals’ perceived capatigndparcel of
this is the political nature of the principal’s new role in terms of the undgrtlynamics
affecting principals’ perceived capacity.

This study also contributes to the literature on school improvement as it highlight
the principal-agent relationship central to improving teacher perform@hedindings
from this study point to the strong effect the Master Teacher has on prinpgalsived
capacity and the strong effect teachers have on principals’ perceieetiveffiess of
instructional supports. The teacher incentives central to this study axentiens the
literature identifies as being supportive in improving teacher performarstght into
the cognitive and conditional factors that effect the implementation of steshientions

adds to the discourse on school improvement.
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Directions for Future Research

This study was limited to principals’ self-efficacy and outcome egpegt Since
principals share control with Division officials, SAC/SMC, PTA, and Maseacher in
providing instructional supports, a more comprehensive understanding of capacity would
emerge if their sense of self-efficacy was included. Such informatidgely to shed
light on the dynamics of shared control and how it affects the principal’srole i
providing instructional supports.

Also missing from this study is the input from the teaching staff. A stutgw
teachers value professional development, supervision, and classroom resources would
provide important understandings about the instructional supports as teacher incentives
Part and parcel of such a study would include a survey to measure how teachers perce
their principals as instructional leaders. Teachers may also be askiéavtmtaype of
incentives their principal is most likely to provide.

Conclusion

Decentralization and school-based management present many challenges for
school managers, especially school principals. Understanding the factgothate
principals’ sense of self-efficacy and outcome expectancy for providiohdea
incentives that motivate improved classroom instruction is key to the formulation of
school-based management policies and development of interventions supporting the
school principal in this new role and organizational environment. This study is only the
beginning in exploring school principalship capacity under school-based management in
Asia. Further research is necessary to better understand the relationshgenbe

principal and key stakeholders that play a large role in instructional improvement
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APPENDIX A. ICEXCELS Module Assignments

From Module 1: Affirm the Instructional Leadership Roles and Functions of a School
Head, pg. 94

Conduct a meeting with some teachers in your school. Present to them some of the
concepts you learned from this module. A good activity would be to identify the current
problems you experienced in the four main domains of a principal’s functions. These are
in terms of school management, school communications, school community relations and
instructional supervision. After identifying the problems under each domain, together
come up with a list of ways to address them. Post your output on a bulletin board for
everyone to see and learn from.

Submit a report about this activity to your Flexible Learning Tutor for review and
evaluation. In your report, be sure to include a short reflection on this activity, focusing
on how it could improve your work as a school principal.

From Module 2: Lead Curriculum Implementation and Enrichment, pg. 79

Conduct an assessment of your school’s enrichment curriculum based on what you
learned from the module. If your school does not have a written enrichment curriculum
yet, maybe it is about time to start one. Call a meeting to form enrichment units. Collect
the proposed enrichment curricula prepared by your teams and give some constructive
comments for improvement. Do not forget to guide your teachers in repairing an
enrichment curriculum based on what you have learned from this module. Exercise your
new role as a curriculum leader and see your school reach greater heights!

Write a reflection paper on your curriculum assessment experience and submit it to your
Flexible Learning Tutor for feedback.



-117-

Appendix B: Filipino School Principal Capability Survey

Dear School Principal:

| am a PhD candidate at the University of Minnesbt8A conducting research for my dissertation drostleadership capability in public schools in the
Philippines. As part of my study, | invite you toraplete this survey. This survey aims to gathesrimfition about how you see yourself as a schootjpal.
By completing this survey, you will help in idenfiig the strengths of school principalship in th#lippines and how it may be better supported.

Your participation in this study is voluntary andlwot affect your participation in the ICEXCEL&aining. You will remain anonymous and your answeits
be kept strictly confidential. It should take ydaoat 15 minutes to complete the survey. Once yae bampleted the survey, please deposit it in Begmhated
place.

| thank you in advance for your time and willingaés share your perspective in this study.

Sincerely,
Swetal Sindhvad

Part 1: Demographics Place an X on the line or write in your answer.

1. Are you currently employed as a School Pringipglad Master / Head Mistress, or Head Teacher?

If YES, then please continue to compleis gurvey. If NO, then please DO N&ftinue to complete this survey.
2. Gender: Male Female
3. Highest level of education attained: Higimool Diploma College Degree Masters Degree

4. Total number of years working as an educatalyding this year):
5. Total number of years working as a school legidetuding this year):
6. The school you work in is: an elemensatyool a high school

7. If you serve at a high school, please indicatetiver or not it is specialized: science__technical no specialization

8. What region are you in:

9. Percentage of students in your school in scfesaling program: less than 50% 50% more than 50%

10. Percentage of students in your school at pplevel: less than 50% 50% _more than 50%




Part 2: Rate Your Capability as School Principal Place an X in the box.
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In your current role as principal, to what extent @an you...

None

Very Little

Little

Some
Influence

Quite a
Bit

A Great
Deal

1. Make textbooks available in time for start dicol year

2. Provide teacher guides to teachers

3. Make classroom resources available. (chalkbgemagils, notebooks, etc.)

4. Make learning aids available. (globes, mapsigpesscience lab equipment, etc)

5. Use research to understand teaching methodgptmve classroom instruction

6. Mentor teachers in making decisions about tis¢ teaching method

7. Mentor teachers to make decisions about stegdgr assessing student learning

8. Analyze classroom practices

9. Conduct teacher performance assessment

10.

Provide teachers constructive feedback on ieggierformance

11.

Mentor teachers to use learning aids to enhstockent learning

12.

Mentor teachers to make effective use of iesitvnal time

13.

Mentor teachers to address their professionaidpment needs

14.

Engage teachers in curriculum development

15.

Provide teachers opportunity to learn abouwttieg strategies for active learning

16.

Provide teachers opportunity to understandestiidentered learning

17

. Provide teachers opportunity to develop skifid knowledge to teach different subjects

18.

Provide teachers opportunity to learn classromnagement strategies

19.

Foster professional learning community amoaghers
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Part 3: Rate Effectiveness of Teacher Incentive®lace an X in the box.

To what extent does the following motivate teacheit® improve teaching? None Very Little | Little

Some
Influence

Quite
a Bit

A Great
Deal

1. Classroom Resources (textbooks, notebooks, lnbailll, etc)

2. Learning Aids (Globes, maps, posters, scierizedmipment, etc)

3. New Teaching Methods

4. Your Feedback from Classroom Observations

5. Mentoring Teachers

6. Training / Professional Development

7. Giving Teachers Role in Curriculum Development

8. Professional Learning Community for Teachers

Part 4: Rate Your Level of Control in Providing Teacher Incentives Place an X in the box.

To what extent do you have control in providing... None | Verylitle | Little

Some

Quite a
Bit

A Great
Deal

1. Classroom Resources

2. Learning Aids

3. Teacher Salaries

4. Teacher Benefits

5. Teacher Promotion

6. Teacher Rewards

7. Teacher Training / Professional Development

8. Professional Learning Community for Teachers

9. Teacher Mentoring

10. New Teaching Methods

11. Feedback from Classroom Observations




- 120-

Part 5: How much time do you spend on Instructional Leadership tasks WEEKL? Place an X in the box.

Instructional Leadership Tasks

Less than
10%

Between
10 -
20%

Between
20 — 30%

Between
30 — 40%

Between
40 — 50%

Between
50 - 100%

1. Classroom Observations

2. Follow-up to Classroom Observations

3. Obtaining Classroom Resources

4. Obtaining Learning Aids

5. Researching Teaching Methods

6. Mentoring Teachers

7. Planning Teacher Training / Professional Devalept

8. Planning Activities for Professional Learningn@aunity

9. Curriculum Development
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Part 6: Rate Your Level of Confidence After ICEXCELS Training Place an X in the box.

How confident are you in your abilities to provide

teachers in your school incentives that would Not at all | Somewhat| Moderately Very Extremely
motivate them to improve classroom instruction Confident | Confident | Confident | Confident Confident
AFTER...

1. Completing Module 1 Assignment

2. Completing Module 2 Assignment

3. Creating an Action Plan

4. Online discussions with fellow school principaisd tutor

5. Feedback from the tutor on assignments

6. Feedback during the Revalidation

Part 7. How effective are you as a School PrincipalPlace an X on the line.

Extremely Effective Very Effective Somewhat Effective ___Somewhat Ineffective Very Ineffective___Extremely Ineffective

Part 8. How satisfied do you feel about your job as School PrincipalPlace an X on the line.

___Very Satisfied ___ Satisfied ___ NaeitBatisfied or Dissatisfied = ___ Dissatisfied ___Very Dissatisfied
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Part 9: Rate Level of Teacher Capacity in Guiding Student Achievement atour School Place an X in the box.

Extremely Very Somewhat | Somewhat
How capable are teachers in your school Capable Capable Capable Incapable
in...

Very
Incapable

Extremely
Incapable

1. Preparing students to take National Achieveriest

2. Preparing students for next grade level or gatido

3. Using learning aids

4. Promoting learning through experience and disgov

5. Managing learning differences

6. Assessing student learning

Part 10. Teacher AbsenteeismPlace an X on the line.

What percentage of teachers in your school was absent more than 1 day duririgribattz®

__Lessthan 10% _ Between 10 — 20% _ Between 20 —30% __ Between 30 —40% _ Between 40 —50% __ More

than 50%

Part 11. Student Time on Task Please write your answer on the line.

1. How long is a typical class period in your school?

2. How many class periods are scheduled during the school day?

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS SURVEY!
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Appendix C. Descriptive Statistics

Table A. Principals’ Perceived Capacity

Some Very
Instructional Leadership Tasks A Great Deal Quite a Bit Influence Little Little None
1. Make textbooks available in time for start dicol year 29.4% 28.8% 15.7% 8.2% 8.0% 4.1%
2. Provide teacher guides to teachers 42.0% 32.1% 11.0% 3.8% 4.1% 1.1
3. Make classroom resources available. (chalkbgemagils, notebooks, etc.) 43.1% 29.1% 14.0% 4.7% 3.3% .8%
4. Make learning aids available. (globes, mapsigpesscience lab equipment, etc) 28.0% 36.0% 16.0% 9.3% 5.5% 0%
5. Use research to understand teaching methodgpimve classroom instruction 15.0% 33.0% 22.3% 15.7% 7.7% 1.6%
6. Mentor teachers in making decisions about tis¢ teaching method 44.8% 33.8% 14.6% 2% .5% 0%
7. Mentor teachers to make decisions about stegdgr assessing student learning 45.6% 34.3% 12.6% 2% .3% 0%
8. Analyze classroom practices 44.2% 35% 15.1% 1.1% .5% 0%
9. Conduct teacher performance assessment 55.8% 28.8% 10.2% 1.1% 0% 0%
10. Provide teachers constructive feedback on teggerformance 58.8% 27.2% 8.2% 1.1% .3% 0%
11. Mentor teachers to use learning aids to enhsinckent learning 57.4% 27.7% 9.3% 1.4% 0% 0%
12. Mentor teachers to make effective use of istvnal time 61% 25% 8.8% .3% .3% .3%
13. Mentor teachers to address their professionatidpment needs 41.5% 37.1% 14.6% 2.5% 0% 0%
14. Engage teachers in curriculum development 32.4% 38% 16.8% 5.8% 1.4% .8%
15. Provide teachers opportunity to learn abouttieg strategies for active learning 45.3% 35.7% 12.4% 1.6% 0% 0%
16. Provide teachers opportunity to understandestisdentered learning 46.2% 34.6% 13% 1.6% .3% 0%
17. Provide teachers opportunity to develop skilid knowledge to teach different subjects 43.1% 37.1% 12.4% 3% 0% 0%
18. Provide teachers opportunity to learn classromnagement strategies 53% 31% 10.2% 1.4% 0% 0%
19. Foster professional learning community amoaghers 49% 32.1% 12.6% 2.2% 0% 0%




Table B. Principals’ Rating for Effectiveness of Tacher Incentives
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Some
To what extent does the following motivate teacher® improve teaching? | A Great Deal | Quite a Bit Influence Little Very Little None
57.4% 23.4% 10.4% 6.0% 1.4% 3%
1. Classroom Resources (textbooks, notebooks, lobailld, etc)
61.8% 20.6% 8.5% 6.3% 1.9% 3%
2. Learning Aids (Globes, maps, posters, sciertzcedaipment, etc)
49.2% 33.8% 13.2% 2.7% .3% 0%
3. New Teaching Methods
61.0% 29.4% 7.4% 1.1% 0% 0%
4. Your Feedback from Classroom Observations
61.3% 27.5% 9.1% .8% 0% 0%
5. Mentoring Teachers
53.6% 36.5% 7.1% 1.4% 3% 3%
6. Training / Professional Development
44.5% 35.7% 13.5% 3.8% 5% .8%
7. Giving Teachers Role in Curriculum Development
47.3% 36% 11.8% 3% 3% .3%
8. Professional Learning Community for Teachers
Table C. Principals’ Level of Control in Providing Teacher Incentives
Some Very Little
To what extent do you have control in providing... A Great Deal | Quite a Bit Influence Little None
25.3% 36.5% 18.7% 9.9% 7.1% 1.1%
1. Classroom Resources
22.5% 41.2% 20.6% 8.8% 4.4% .8%
2. Learning Aids
16.2% 19.5% 7.1% 8.2% 10.7% 34.3%
3. Teacher Salaries
18.4% 19.8% 10.2% 10.2% 11.0% 27.7%
4. Teacher Benefits
28% 30% 16.8% 11.5% 7% 5.2%
5. Teacher Promotion
35.7% 30.8% 18.4% 7% 4.1% 2%
6. Teacher Rewards
35.2% 39.3% 15.1% 5.5% 3.3% 5%
7. Teacher Training / Professional Development
31% 38% 15.4% 7.7% 4.7% 5%
8. Professional Learning Community for Teachers
47.5% 36% 11% 3.8% .3% 3%
9. Teacher Mentoring
37.1% 43% 14% 4.4% .3% 3%
10. New Teaching Methods
61% 30% 5.8% 2.2% 0% 0%

11. Feedback from Classroom Observations
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Table D. Principals’ Time on Instructional Leadership (Weekly)

Between | Between| Between | Between | Between | Less than 10%
Instructional Leadership Tasks 50-100% | 40-50% | 30-40% 20-30% | 10-20%
. 30.8% 27.7% 14.6% 12.1% 8.2% 2.7%
1. Classroom Observations
. 26.4% 26.4% 14.8% 14.0% 10% 4.4%
2. Follow-up to Classroom Observations
. 18.1% 27.2% 20.6% 12.1% 8.5% 7.7%
3. Obtaining Classroom Resources
- o 16.5% 27.2% 20.3% 15.4% 7.7% 7.4%
4. Obtaining Learning Aids
5. Researching Teaching Methods 12.4% 24.2% 20.1% 14.8% 12.69 10.4%
_ 33% 27.7% 13.55 11.3% 8.5% 1.6%
6. Mentoring Teachers
7. Planning Teacher Training / Professional Develept 23.1% 25.5% 17.3% 12.1% 10.29 7%
8. Planning Activities for Professional Learningr@aunity 21% 26.6% 16.8% 12.1% 11% 7%
. 21% 26.1% 17.3% 13.7% 8% 8.2%
9. Curriculum Development
Table E. Reported School Principal Effectiveness
Extremely Effective|  Very Effective Somewhat Effective Somewhat Very Ineffective Extremely
Ineffective Ineffective
2.5% 44.5% 45.3% 1.1% 5% 0%
Table F. Reported School Principal Job Satisfaction
Very Satisfied Satisfied Neither Satisfied or Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied
Dissatisfied
37.6% 51.4% 4.4% 5% 3.3%




Table G. Principals’ Rating for Teacher Capacity
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How capable are teachers in your school | Extremely Very Somewhat | Somewhat Very Extremely
in... Capable Capable Capable Incapable| Incapable | Incapable
1. Preparing students to take National 10.4% 66.2% 18.7% 5% .8% 5%
Achievement Test

2. Preparing students for next grade level gr 11.5% 70.6% 13.7% 5% 5% 3%
graduation

3. Using learning aids 8.8% 66.2% 21.2% 5% 3% 3%

4. Promoting learning through experience and 5.5% 60% 30% 1.6% 3% 3%
discovery

5. Managing learning differences 6% 53% 36% 1.6% 3% .3%

6. Assessing student learning 9.6% 67% 19% 1.1% 3% .3%




