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 Background: Instructional leaders are responsible for organizing, creating, and 

ensuring a positive attitude toward change. This role is very important for ensuring the 

success of any reforms.Objective: The main objective of this paper is to establish the 
validity and reliability of the twenty-two item version of the„Principal Instructional 

Management Rating Scale‟ (PIMRS-22) instrument to measure the level of 

instructional leadership behaviors of principals in implementing the educational policy 
change of School-Based Assessment (SBA).  This twenty-two item instrument was 

developed by Hallinger (2013) and is based on the Instructional Leadership Model 

which included three dimensions; determine school mission, management of an 
instructional program, and creating a learning culture within a school.  This instrument 

was validated by experts and its reliability tested within a pilot study conducted with a 

total of 60 teachers from 3 secondary schools.Results:The overall reliability coefficient 
of this instrument was determined to be .94.  The determination of school mission had a 

coefficient of .85, the management of the instructional program .88, and the creation of 

a learning climate .90. Conclusion: Based on the Cronbach alpha coefficient results, 
this instrument has content validity, as well as good reliability for quantitatively 

measuring instructional leadership qualities of principals when implementing 
educational reform.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 In recent years, educational changes have occurred around the world (Fullan, 2007). Challenges raised by 

globalization, liberalization, and the development of information technology have pressured education policy 

makers to make improvements to maintain excellence in an increasingly global context. The school organization 

is constantly exposed to changes in education from inside and outside of the school environment. 

 In response to these challenges Malaysia has made efforts to improve the education system. The Ministry of 

Education (MOE) has introduced a new system called School-Based Assessment (SBA), a part of the Education 

Transformation Program, to replace the existing examination system. SBA is a holistic system aimed at 

developing human capital, and focuses on the mastery ofknowledge, intellectual capital, and the adoption of a 

progressive culture with values, ethics and high morals. SBA was implemented in 2011 for primary schools and 

2012 for secondary schools. SBA is intended to assess the cognitive (intellectual), effective (emotional and 

spiritual), and psychomotor (physical) human aspects in accordance with the National Philosophy of Education 

(Ministry of Education, 2011). In comparison to the previous examination system, SBA is deemed more flexible 

and appropriate, and will act as a catalyst for increasingly decentralized educational reform. 

 Principals as instructional leaders are responsible for the successful implementation of the SBA 

reformthrough their efforts to provide a school climate that is conducive to learning (Hallinger, 2003). 

According to Hallinger (2000), effective instructional leadership enhances and improves the teaching and 

learning process in schools by involving teachers, students, parents, school planning, school management, 

school resources, and the culture of the school. 

 Instructional leaders are responsible for organizing, creating, and ensuring a positive attitude toward change 

and in this capacity are very important to ensuring the success of any reforms (Jainabee and Jamelaa, 2011; 
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Kursunoglu and Tanrıogen, 2009). This means that as leaders, instructional principals can encourage and 

support the process of reform among teachers in schools (Armenakis, et al.,1999; Armenakis and Harris, 2002;  

Bernerth, et al., 2007; Hallinger, 2003; Herscovitch and Meyer, 2002). The variable of instructional leadership 

practices was chosen for this study because principals as instructional leaders in schoolsare able to adopt 

positive attitudes to powerfully stimulate educational change. 

  

Problem Statement: 

 Changes in an organization are important and necessary to compete in a rapidly evolving world. To 

implement changes, the role of leaders as agents of change becomes crucial as a means togroom employee 

commitment and willingness to change (Armenakis et al., 1999; Holt, et al., 2007).  Reforms often fail to be 

implemented effectively because employees are not properly motivated to support organizational change, and 

may even harbor emotionally based resistance to the change (Boohene and Williams, 2012; Bernerth, 2004). 

Educational changes often fail to be implemented effectively because of obstacles such as negative attitudes, 

lack of knowledge, and teachers who are poorly prepared (Berkovich, 2011; Hallinger and Bryant, 2013; Yan, 

2012). 

 Instructional leadership is considered the most suitable leadership behaviorwhen preparing teachers for 

change (Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger and Heck, 1998; Jainabee and Jamelaa, 2011; Jamelaa and Jainabee, 2011; 

Kursunoglu and Tanrıogen, 2009). Thus, the impact that instructional leadership has on teacher attitudes is very 

important for improving the quality of education in schools (Sukarmin, 2010).  Suseela and Sim (2010) report 

that principals who do not have the skills or knowledge to facilitate reform face an impossible battle when 

confronted with the need to adapt to changes being implemented in schools. This conclusion is based on teacher 

perceptions towards the SBA reform. When instructional leaders are not keen to implement changes in schools, 

teachers do not getthe support and guidance that can help ensure the goals of educational reforms are achieved. 

Consequently, teachers are not ready to implement the desired changes with enthusiasm.  

 In research synthesized by Hallinger and Bryant (2013) in an Asian country, the level of instructional 

leadership of principals was determined to be moderate in implementing change. This result is linked to failures 

of educational reform. Hence, it is important that principals play an effective role as instructional leaders in 

schools, as they are the agents of change that stimulate reform and the strongest determinants of success. This 

study offers a means to more efficiently identify the level of instructional leadership practices of principals, and 

their ability to implement educational change,like the transition to the SBA system in Malaysian schools. 

 Hallinger and Murphy‟s Model (1985) was utilized in this study due to its threedimensional model 

including leadership practices relevant to the transition to SBA. Each dimension has comprehensive functions 

compared to the other models of instructional leadership. In addition, this model has been used as a reference 

model in some 200 studies in which the instrument 'Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale' (PIMRS) 

developed by Professor Philip Hallingerwas used (Hallinger, 2013). This is a comprehensive instrument with 

fifty items that has been tested for validity and reliability in relation to the instructional leadership practices of 

principals. The reliability values were in the range of .78 to .90 (Hallinger, 2013).  This model has been widely 

used by researchers in Malaysia Jainabee & Jamelaa (2011), Jamelaa (2012), Jamelaa and Jainabee (2011),Latip 

Muhammad (2006), Mohd Nor (2004), Premavathy (2010), Sam Kit Mun (2004), as well as Sukarmin (2010); 

and abroad withAlig-Mielcarek (2003), Brown & Chai (2012)Lahui-Ako (2001), Lyons (2010), Mattar (2012), 

and Peariso (2011).   

 In 2013, Hallinger made some modifications to the PIMRS instrument to reduce the number of items from 

fifty to twenty-two. Hallinger (2013) had found that principals were reluctant to burden teachers with such a 

long questionnaire. The shorter questionnaire yielded an increase in the efficiency of the data collection process 

and the effectiveness of the instrument. Hence, it was able to produce better quality feedback from the 

respondents. He tested the PIMRS-22 instrument and found that the reliability of the instrument was .94, while 

the three dimensions of instructional leadership were ranged between .90 and .93, indicating high reliability. His 

analysis concluded that the PIMRS-22 instrument is more efficient and effective than the original PIMRS 

instrument of fifty items.  Although the PIMRS instrument with fifty items has been widely used and has good 

validity and reliability, there are no empirical findings that support the validity and reliability of the PIMRS-22 

instrument for use in the context of Malaysia. The objective of this study is to show that the PIMRS-22 

instrument has good validity and reliability, and is suitable for measuring the level of instructional leadership of 

principals in implementing change. 

 

Literature Review: 

 Leadership can be defined as the relationship between an individual and a group that is built on common 

goals, in which the group behaves in accordance with the instructions, regulations, and influence of the leader 

(Hoy and Miskel, 2008). Leadership issues have gained the attention of researchers as a catalyst for change in 

the management of schools (Sofo, et al., 2012). Leadership is conceptualized as the process of influencing 

others to understand the actions necessary to achieve common goals. In addition, previous research reveals that 
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school leaders play an important role in school improvement efforts (Hallinger and Heck, 1996; Hallinger and 

Murphy, 1985). 

 Many studies have been conducted with the leadership model to determinethe effect leadership has on the 

efficacy of pupil learning. Instructional, transformational, transactional, strategic, teachers, collaborative, and 

shared leadership, have been studied by previous researchers (Hallinger, 2011). However, based on a synthesis 

of studies conducted by Hallinger (2013), instructional leadership had the greatest impact on pupil learning. The 

concept of instructional leadership was extensively studied in the 1980s and 1990s (Hallinger, 2000, 2003). 

Effective schools, implementation of changes, and the school improvement researchthat has been conducted in 

various countries by Edmonds (1979), Leithwood et al. (1989), Heck et al. (1990), and Rutter et al. (1979) 

became the basis for the concept of instructional leadership (Hallinger, 2003; Hallinger, et al., 1994). This 

further strengthened the belief among policy makers and practitioners that instructional leadership is a key factor 

in effective schools (Hallinger, 2011).  

 According to Hallinger and Murphy (1985), instructional leadership refers to thebehaviour principals adopt 

with the purpose of developing and improving teaching and learning in schools, with emphasis on involving and 

utilizing teachers, students, parents, school planning, school management, school resources, and school culture. 

And furthermore, that instructional leadership has three important leadership activities; defining the school's 

mission, managing the instructional program, and creating a learning climate within the school. Ten functions of 

instructional leadership exist; formulating the goals of the school, presenting the goals of the school, supervising 

and evaluating instruction, coordinating the curriculum, monitoring student progress, controlling the time of 

teaching, maintaining visibility, providing incentives for teachers, promoting professional development, and 

providing incentives for learning. The definition of instructional leadership has since been furtherrefined as a 

process of influence in whichthe principal identifies the direction of the school, motivates staff, and coordinates 

strategies for the school and classroom with the aim of improving teaching and learning processes (Hallinger 

and Murphy, 2012). Instructional leadership can also be thought of as a dynamic and longterm process aimed at 

achieving excellence in teaching and learning (Weber, 1989). 

 Instructional leaders communicate with teachers to enhance self-reflection and encourage professional 

development (Blase and Blase, 2002). Effective instructional principals communicate with teachers in order to 

enhance self-reflection by giving suggestions, offering feedback, facilitating, asking questions and sharing ideas, 

and giving thanks for effective teaching. There are six strategies adopted by principals who engage in 

instructional effectiveness. Teachers are encouraged to participate in staff development courses that emphasize 

teaching and learning, teacher actions are supported, teachers are cooperated with, teacher-mentor systems are 

lauded, a culture of lifelong learning is implemented, and teachers are invited to engage in action research. The 

strategies described above can not only enhance creativity and innovation among teachers, but also have a 

positive impact on motivation, self-efficacy and the confidence of teachers. 

 A study by Southworth (2002) found that there are six themes related to instructional leadership.  The 

themes derived from his research indicated that an effective instructional leader is hardworking, determined, 

optimistic, approachable, loves teamwork, and improves the quality of the school. Instructional leaders also 

involve teachers in the planning and preparation of teaching materials, discuss matters relating to teaching, and 

make visits to the classroom for the purpose of supervision (Mattar, 2012).  Lahui-Ako (2001) also concluded 

that in dealing with the challenges and demands of reform, schools need more effective instructional principals 

with appropriate vision, knowledge, and skill. This includes knowledge about change and innovation, the ability 

to initiate a change, the ability to innovate and adapt to change, and the skills to motivate and lead with the 

appropriate leadership. 

 To ensure that improvements and progress are made in schools, the right leadership is essential. This 

requires an approach that focuses on enhancing teaching and learning. Thus, instructional leadership requires 

leaders set clear instructional missions and goals, manage the learning process to realize improvements, and 

create a school climate that moves in the desired direction. This is the conclusion made by Hallinger (2003) in 

his synthesis of concepts and the empirical study of two models of leadership, instructional leadership and 

transformational leadership. Due to the top-to-bottom nature of instructional leadership, which emphasizes 

coordination and control to move towards a set of goals, it is suitable for application in the process of change. 

 A study by Hazura (2009) shows that there is a relationship between instructional leadership practices and 

bringing about changes in schools.  BothFullan (2001) and Havlik (2007) conclude that instructional leaders are 

catalysts for implementing changes in schools. Principals are key determinants in enforcing change and 

innovation in schools (Leithwood and Day, 2008; Fullan, 2007).  Principals should be prepared to face the 

challenges of a new vision for the success of an organization. However, any changes made must have clear 

goals (Azahari, 2002).  According to Hallinger (2000), the element of setting clear goals can assist in defining 

the direction of the school principal to ensure the success of both teaching and learning. When educational 

change occurs, the principal, as the instructional leader of the school, must inspire teachers to achieve the 

academic goals of the school by exerting greater effort in their work,andto exhibit a willingness to embrace 
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change. This shows that the role of an instructional leader is critical to ensuring successful change (Carrier, 

2011; Leithwood and Day, 2008; Sahin, 2011; Southworth, 2002). 

 From the above discussion, we can conclude that instructional leadership refers to the practices and 

behaviours of principals who clearly communicate, plan, seek to influence, provide guidance, and encourage 

teachers and students in efforts to improve and enhance programs related to teaching and learning. This includes 

ensuring successful implementation of educational reform, and means that an instructional leader is always 

actively involved in the constant challenges of education. 

  

Research Methodology: 

Sampling: 

 A pilot study was conducted in 3 secondary schools in the district of Gombak, Selangor. These schools 

were not involved in the later study. A total of 60 teachers from classes of Forms 1, 2, and 3, with direct 

experience regarding the transition to SBA were the respondents. 

 

Instrumentation: 

 The PIMRS questionnaire by Hallinger (2013) was adapted and modified in accordance with the objectives 

of this study to measure the level of instructional leadership among principals when implementing changes from 

the perspective of teachers. There were twenty-two items covering three dimensions; (1) to determine the 

mission of the school with 5 items, (2) to manage the instructional program with 7 items, and (3) creating a 

learning climate within the school with 10 items. The researchers obtained the permission from the original 

author via e-mail to use this questionnaire. The questionnaire used a 5-point Likert scale (Hallinger, 2013), for 

teachers to report the frequency of instructional leadership practices engaged in by a principal by marking 1 

(Never) through 5 (Always). 

 

Instrument Validity: 

 According to studies conducted by Abdul, et al., (2010) and Mastini, et al., (2013), the process of ensuring 

the validity and reliability of a research instrument involves five stages; validation of the content by an expert, 

instrument modification, a pilot study, analysis of reliability, and preparationof the final instrument. 

 

1. Content Validation by an Expert:  

 An instrument is said to have a good validity when it is capable of measuring the data that should be 

measured. All items in the questionnaire that were originally in English were translated to Malay, then translated 

back into English using back-translation (Brislin, 1970), andmodified according to the objectives of the study. 

By using back-translation, cross-cultural problems were reduced. This was necessary as the study relied heavily 

on questionnaires originally developed in Western countries. The researchers had professional help to translate 

the questionnaires from English to Malay. The translation from Malay to English was done by a lecturer from 

the Academy of Language Studies, Universiti Teknologi MARA, to ensure proper and correct use of the 

language. Subsequently, a total of four experts directly involved in the field of educational administration were 

chosen to validate the contents of the instrument. Lecturers who were experts in the field of Educational 

Administration from Universiti Putra Malaysia, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia, Universiti Malaya, and 

Universiti Utara Malaysia wereconsulted to assess and verify the validity of the content of this research 

questionnaire. They were asked to evaluate the instrument in terms of importance, relevance and accuracy of 

content, and also clarity of purpose of each statement. The experts were given two weeks to evaluate before 

returning the instrument to the researchers.  

 

2. Instrument Modification: 

 The second stage was the modification of the instrument. After reviewing the feedback from the experts 

who had evaluated the instrument, and subsequent discussions, improvements were made in accuracy and 

appropriateness of content items associated with the research objectives.  All twenty-two items were retained to 

be used in the next phase.   

 

3. Pilot Study: 

 The next stage was the testing of the reliability of the instrument.  According to Ary, et al., (2010), a pilot 

study is important to ensure that the study is feasible and worthwhile to run. This is because the data obtained 

provides an opportunity for researchers to evaluate the appropriateness of the data collection methods and 

procedures as well as to make changes if necessary. Therefore, a pilot study using the modified questionnaire 

was conducted. The purpose of the pilot study was to test the reliability of the instrument developed, to ensure 

the smooth administration of the questionnaire, and then to do any necessary modifications to the instrument. In 

addition, the pilot study assessed the level of understanding of the instrument. It was important to ensure that the 

instrument was able to provide accurate data and reliability. The pilot study also assisted researchers in 
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assessing further the appropriateness of the language and format used. Information obtained from the pilot study 

assisted researchers to make necessary improvements before the questionnaire could be distributed in an actual 

survey.  In this study, the pilot study was conducted in 3 secondary schools in the district of Gombak, Selangor.  

These schools were not involved in the actual study. A total of 60 respondents were involved in the pilot study 

involving all teachers in Forms 1, 2, and 3 from the 3 selected schools. 

 

4. Analysis of Reliability: 

 In the fourth stage, to ensure that the instrument was reliable, a reliability analysis was conducted. 

Reliability of an instrument refers to the degree of consistency with which the instrument can measure variables 

or constructs (Hair, et al., 2010).  The reliability analysis is critical to ensuring that the instrument can be used to 

predict, and produce findings that can answer the research questions. After receiving the questionnaire from the 

respondents of the pilot study, a reliability analysis was performed. In this study, the researchers used Cronbach 

alpha reliability analysis.  According to Hair et al. (2010), the closer the coefficient Cronbach alpha is to 1, the 

higher the internal reliability of the instrument. If the Cronbach alpha coefficient obtained is higher than a 

Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.6, the instrument is highly reliable (Ary et al., 2010). If the Cronbach alpha 

coefficient is less than 0.6, the instrument has low reliability and items should be modified or removed to 

increase this coefficient. In this studythe Cronbach alpha coefficient was higher than 0.6, and therefore reflected 

a reliable instrument. The Cronbach alpha coefficients for the instrument are shown in the table below. Overall, 

the test results indicate that the Cronbach alpha values were good, and that the instrument is acceptable for use 

in an actual study. 

 
Table 1: Test of Reliability (N = 60). 

Construct 

Instructional Leadership 
No. of Items Cronbach Alpha 

Dimension of Defining School Mission 5 .85 

Dimension of Managing Instructional Program 7 .88 

Dimension of Creating School Learning Climate 10 .90 

Overall Instructional Leadership 22 .94 

 

5. Preparing the Actual Instrument: 

 At this stage, the instrument had been tested in a pilot study and determined to be of good reliability, and 

therefore available for actual research.  Based on the results shown above, the overall reliability of the 

instrument was high at a Cronbach alpha coefficient of .94 and ranged between .85 and .90 for the three 

dimensions.  Therefore, the instrument retained all twenty-two items without modification.  At this point, the 

instrument had been shown to have good reliability, and the instrument was cleared for use in an actual study. 

 

Conclusion: 

 In conclusion, through the five levels; validation by experts, modification of the instrument, a pilot study, 

reliability analysis, and provision of actual instrument, the instrument was found to have content validity and 

reliability. Therefore, it can be used for an actual study to measure the level of instructional leadership of 

principals in implementing changes in schools. 
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