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Abstract: This study examined how principals engage in instructional supervision in Type 1C
and Type 2 schools in Sri Lanka. Three research questions guided the study to a rational
conclusion. Mixed-Method was adopted in the study to triangulate data. Both questionnaire and
semi-structured interview schedules were used to collect relevant data from 150 teachers, 8
principals and 8 sectional heads in 8 selected Type 1C and Type 2 schools using the simple
random sampling techniques. Tables, percentages and graphs were used to analyze quantitative
data and the qualitative data were analyzed using thematic analysis. The findings revealed that
all the principals in Type 1C and Type 2 schools in the Gampaha District have positive
perceptions about the role of instructional supervision and have formed an instructional
supervisory team including the principal. However, the study revealed that the majority of
principals in Type 1C and Type 2 schools do not engage in the role of instructional supervision.
The study further revealed that the existing internal supervisory team engage in instructional
supervision role rarely and do not conduct post observational discussions which facilitate
teachers to identify their strength and the areas that need further improvement. It is
recommended that, the principals need to carry out adequate instructional supervision of teachers
to improve their pedagogical skills and professional development.
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Introduction

Instructional supervision has been identified as the most important mechanism in terms of the
professional development of teachers. The main purpose of instructional supervision is to
support teachers to identify their strengths, areas that need improvement and thus improve their
teaching skills which directly benefit students’ high level of educational performance Zepeda
(2007). The success of the school is mostly dependent on the principal’s ability to supervise the
teachers to explain instructional goals and work as a team to improve classroom instruction.
(Blasé, Blasé & Philips, 2010; Smylie, 2010). As stated by Orbeta et. al.,(2019). educational
initiatives such as instructional supervision and observation can be crafted to intensify students’
performance. Farrell (2011) mentioned that classroom observation is one of the most common
ways of reflecting on pedagogical practices which can help teachers evaluate their strengths and
weaknesses. In this connection, school principals can use instructional supervision as an
effective tool in terms of enhancing the professional development of teachers. Therefore, study
focused on investigating the role of instructional supervision of principals working in Type 1C
and Type 2 schools in the Gampaha District, Sri Lanka. The study examined instructional
supervision role by school principals on the pedagogical practices and professional development
of teachers in Type 1C and Type 2 schools in the Gampaha District, Sri Lanka.
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Objectives of the Study

The main purpose of this study was to examine how principals engage in instructional
supervision in Type 1C and Type 2 schools in Sri Lanka. Therefore the specific objectives of the
study were to:

01. Find out how principals of Type 1C and Type 2 schools perceive the concept of instructional
supervision

02. Find out how principals of Type 1 C and Type 2 schools engage in instructional supervision
and

03. Identify problems principals face when engaging in instructional supervision.
Methodology

The study employed a mixed methodology. The two phases of the study, a quantitative phase,
followed by a qualitative phase was included in the research design.

Study Sample
The following table shows the total number of study samples of the current study
Table No. 1: Study Sample

School Type | School Sample Principal Teacher Sample Sample of
Sample Sectional Heads
Type C 04 04 75 04
Type 2 04 04 75 04
Total 08 08 150 08

Accordingly, the study sample included one hundred and fifty teachers randomly selected
from 08 governments Type 1C and Type 2 schools, 8 school principals, and 8 sectional heads.

Data Collection Instruments

Both questionnaires and semi-structured interviews were used to collect the necessary data and
information in order to achieve the objectives of this study. Accordingly, the instruments used
for data collection were researchers-developed questionnaire for teachers and semi- structured
interview schedules for principals and sectional heads. The items selected for the questionnaire
and interview in the current study were focused on four main elements related to instructional
supervision particularly the concepts such as classroom observation, analysis technique, post-
observation conference and post-conference analysis. The teacher questionnaire consisted of
20 items that covered the areas of principals’ instructional supervision role as perceived by
the teachers. Four-point rating scale with a response mode of A = Always (4 points), S =
Sometimes (3 points), R = Rarely (2 points) and N = Never (1 point) was used. The respondents
were requested to indicate by ticking () in the appropriate boxes, the response applicable to the
items. In addition to the questionnaire survey with teachers, interview is also used to collect
qualitative data. The semi-structured interview was selected as a data collection technique to
obtain data and information from individual principals and sectional heads about principals’
instructional supervision roles.

Data Analysis

Both quantitative and qualitative methods were used to analyze the main data. Gorard (2004)
stated that mixed methods research entails a combination of ‘quantitative’ and ‘qualitative’
approaches to generate a more accurate and adequate understanding of social phenomena than
using only one of these approaches. According to Trochim (2006), one of the common ways to
describe a single variable is with a frequency distribution. Therefore, in the current study
frequency distributions were shown as tables. Distributions are displayed using percentages of
teachers’ responses in Type 1C and Type 2 of 8 schools.
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Accordingly, the quantitative aspects of the questionnaire were analyzed using descriptive
statistics. Daly et, al. (1997) identified thematic analysis as a search for themes that emerge as
being important to the description of the data that have been collected. Accordingly, interview
data were analyzed thematically.

Findings

The findings of the study are presented in Tables 2-4. In this section, data presentation, analysis
interpretations and discussion of findings are presented. In terms of the responses obtained to
the question “How frequently does your principal observe your instruction” irrespective of
school type more than 74% of teachers from the entire sample responded ‘Never’. Compared to
this, the percentages of teachers who had responded ‘Sometimes’ were less amounting to 10%.

This situation has been shown in Table 2 below.

Table No. 2: Teacher Response to the Statement of how frequently does your principal
observe your instruction

Teacher Responses Total
[72]
n (5}
School Type > E = g
2 © S L
< Ug) o < No %
No % No % No % No %
Type 1C 02 2.66 4 5.33 10 13.33 59 78.66| 75 ]100.00
Type 2 04 5.33 7 9.33 12 16.00 52 69.33| 75 |100.00
Total 06 4.00 11 7.33 22 1466| 111 |74.00| 150 |100.00

This position has been further depicted in figure 1 below
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Figure 1: Teacher response to the statement of how frequently does your principal observe
your instruction

Sectional heads’ interviews in all 8 schools of Type 1C and Type 2 schools also gave strong
evidence that principals never engage in the observation of instruction. Sectional head 1 from
Type 2 school highlighted the importance of direct engagement in instructional supervision by
school principals. Also, she further mentioned the unsatisfactory situation they have in terms of
instructional supervision and observation. According to her,

“I think Pedagogical supervision is one of the most important tasks and

this is the most effective method that the principals can use to identify

strengths and weaknesses of instructional process and it supports teachers to

prepare for teaching-learning process. However, unfortunate thing is that
Copyright (c) 2022 Author (s). This is an open-access article distributed under the

terms of Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).To view a copy of this Volume 5, Issue 8 | August 2022 | 119
license, visit https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/



e-ISSN : 26203502
p-1SSN : 26153785

International Journal on Integrated Education
IJIE | Research Parks Publishing (IDEAS Lab)

the principals in our schools do not engage in instructional observation....”
(Sectional head 1 from Type 2 school)
Expressing a similar view to the above response, Sectional head 3 from Type 1C school said,

“Instructional supervision has been recognized as an effective tool that can
be used to enhance the professional development of teachers. However, |
should say that principals in our schools find it very difficult to directly
engage in this role and hence teachers in our schools do not have an
opportunity to get feedback about the instructional process that ...~

(Sectional head 3 from Type 1C school)

Concerning the responses obtained to the question “How frequently does your principal
engage in the post-observation conference and provide necessary feedback in improving
instruction” irrespective of school type 78.66% of teachers from the entire sample responded
‘Never’. This situation has been shown in Table 3 below.

Table No. 3: Teacher Response to the Statement of how frequently does your principal
engage in the post-observation conference and provide necessary feedback in improving

instruction
Teacher Responses Total
w $ >
School > g = 5
Type E <1} E c1>.> No %
< = o z
w
No % No % No % No %
Type 1C 0 0.00 0 0.00 14 |18.66] 61 81.33| 75 |100.00
Type 2 0 0.00 0 0.00 18 |24.00] 57 76.00| 75 |100.00
Total 0 0.00 0 00 32 [21.33] 118 |78.66| 150 |100.00

This position has been further depicted in figure 2 below
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Figure 2: Teacher response to the statement of how frequently does your principal
engage in the post-observation conference and provide necessary feedback in improving
instruction

Sectional heads’ interviews in Type 1C schools also gave strong evidence that principals never
engage in the post-observation conference and provide necessary feedback to improve the
quality of instruction and professional development of teachers. Sectional head 3 from Type
1C School stated that,

“Principals in our schools do not have time to observe our lesson and provide
feedback as they have to engage in general administration roles rather than

roles related to instrutcions. Therefore | believe that this is one of the main
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reasons for the gradual decline of the quality of education and educational
achievements of students in Type 1C and Type 2 schools in our country.
Further, I think ...~

(Sectional 3 from Type 1C school)
Expressing a similar view to the above response, Sectional head 1 from Type 2 School said,

“Principals have to engage in general administration roles rather than
instructional roles and hence they are very busy. Therefore, principals do not
directly engage in instructional supervision roles and do not conduct post
observational meetings and ...."

(Sectional head 1 from Type 2 school)

According to the above extracts of the responses of sectional heads of Type 1C and Type 2
schools, it is clear that the principals working in both categories of schools find it very difficult
to engage in instructional supervision roles as they have to play several other general
administration roles in their schools. Accordingly, it can be concluded that principals of Type
1C and Type 2 schools have not succeeded in managing their time and focused more on the role
of instructional supervision.

Concerning the responses obtained to the statement ‘In your school how frequently internal
supervisory team functioned’ less than fifty percent (41.33%) of teachers from the entire
sample replied ‘Sometimes’ while another considerable percentage (37.33%) of teachers
from the entire sample replied ‘Never’. The highest percentage responded to ‘Sometimes’ by
type of school at 45.33% was from Type 2 schools while the highest percentage responded to
‘Never’ by Type of school at 45.33% was from Type 1C schools. The results of this analysis are
given in Table 4 below.

Table No4: Teacher Response to the Statement of in your school how frequently
internal supervisory team functioned

Teacher Responses Total

" @
School 5 E 2 o

= ) = 3

< £ o 2
Type 3 No %

No % No % No % No %

Type 1C 0 0.00 28 37.33 13 17.33 34 45.33| 75 ]100.00
Type 2 0 0.00 34 45.33 19 25.33 22 29.33| 75 ]100.00
Total 0 0.00 62 41.33 32 21.33 56 37.33| 150 |[100.00

This situation is depicted in figure 3 below
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Figure 3: Teacher response to the statement of in your school how frequently internal
supervisory team functioned
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Principals’ interviews in Type 1C and Type 2 schools also gave evidence that principals
sometimes engage in instructional supervision and conduct post observational conferences to
discuss teachers’ strengths and also the areas that need further improvement. As principal 1 from
Type 2 school stated,

“It is true that instructional supervision facilitates teachers to improve their
pedagogical skills however, | find it very difficult to engage in regular
instructional supervision but whenever time permits | enage in instructional
supervision that ...~

(Principal 1 from Type 2 School)

“This was further supported by the interviews held with sectional heads in
Type IC and Type 2 schools where there was a perception “principals in our
schools do not have time to engage in instructional supervision and post
observation conference as they are busy engaein general administrative
roles.”.

(Sectional head 1 and 3 from Type 1C and Type 2 Schools)

According to the above extracts of the responses of principals of Type 1C and Type 2 schools,
it is clear that whenever time permits they engage in instructional supervision roles and conduct
post observational conferences to give feedback for teachers. However, this is at variance with
the questions in the questionnaire where a large number of teachers from Type 1C and Type 2
schools responded that principals of their schools ‘Never’ engage in instructional supervision
roles. The results further revealed that the irrespective of school type retention of qualified,
experienced teachers has become a major challenge for principals working in both types of
schools as teachers of these schools are trying to get transfers to so-called “1AB schools” in the
country.

This finding is important for several reasons. As stated by Cogan (1960) it is important to discuss
the strengths and weaknesses of the instructional process. According to him, post-observation
discussions need to be held soon after the instruction, without any delay as this helps both
supervisee and supervisor to remember what has exactly happened during the instructional
process and thus paving the way for more constructive feedback. As stated by Cogan in this
way school principals can use instructional supervision as an effective tool to improve the
quality of teaching and learning in the schools through raising aspirations of both teachers and
students. The results further revealed that the irrespective of school type retention of qualified,
experienced teachers has become a major challenge for principals working in both types of
schools as teachers of these schools are trying to get transfers to so-called “1AB schools” in the
country.

Discussion of Findings

Findings of the study revealed that all the principals in Type 1C and Type 2 schools have
positive perceptions of the role of instructional supervision. They identified instructional
supervision as one of the most important mechanisms in helping professional development of
teachers and hence internal instructional supervisory teams were formed in both types of school
including the principal. However, it found from this study that the internal instructional
supervisory teams have not functioned satisfactorily in both types of schools. Also, principals in
these particular types of schools do not engage in instructional supervision roles due to the
major challenge of having engaged in general administration roles than instructional roles. The
results could be recognized to the fact that when there is no properly functioning instructional
supervision team it could negatively affect the quality of the instructional process and the
decline of educational achievements of students. This finding is not different from that of
Senevirathna (2011), who found in his investigation that principals are away from observing
teaching and learning in schools even though instructional supervision is the most important

mechanism by which the instructional supervisor could be of great facilitator in providing the
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professional development of teachers. As stated by Cogan (1973) it is important to discuss
strengths and weaknesses of the instructional process and post-observation discussions need to
be held soon after the instruction, without any delay as this helps both supervisee and
supervisor to remember what has exactly happened during the instructional process and thus
paving the way for more constructive feedback. As stated by Cogan in this way school
principals can use classroom observation as an effective tool to improve the quality of teaching
and learning and thus educational achievements of students. The results further revealed that
the irrespective of school type retention of qualified, experienced teachers has become a major
challenge for principals working in both types of schools as teachers of these schools are trying
to get transfers to so-called “1AB schools” in the country.

Conclusion and Recommendations

Based on the results of this study, it is evident that the principals working in both Type 1C
and Type 2 schools have a positive perception in terms of instructional supervision and have
formed internal supervisory teams within the schools. However, it revealed that principals
working in these particular types of schools in the Gampaha district do not directly engage in
instructional supervision roles to a satisfactory level as they are compelled to engage in more
administrative roles. Also, it was found from this study that the instructional supervisory teams
are also not functioned satisfactorily particularly in both types of schools. Therefore, teachers
working in both types of schools in Gampaha district do not have an adequate opportunity to
identify their strengths and the areas that need to be improved in their pedagogical practices.

Therefore, it is recommended to enhance the pedagogical practices of teachers and their
professional development through the implementation of instructional supervision roles by the
school principals together with the members of the internal supervisory team.

Further, it is recommended that Principals working in different categories of schools in the
Gampaha district should be adequately trained about the instructional supervision strategies
through seminars and conferences which may include classroom observation, analysis strategy,
post-observation conference and post-conference analysis as this will impact positively the
professional development of teachers. Regular in-service training is recommended not only for
principals but also for sectional heads and subject heads on how to conduct instructional
supervisory programmes. It is recommended that the Ministry of Education organize regular
inspection programmes of schools to examine the attitude of principals, sectional heads and
subjects heads.

Finally, it is recommended for future researchers to consider the instructional supervision
roles by principals working in these particular types of schools covering other educational
Zones as this study is limited only to the Type 1C and Type 2 Schools in the Gampaha District,
Sri Lanka .

References

1. Akinbode, A. I. & Al Shuhumi, S. R. A. (2018). The Principalship in the Twenty-First
Century. PUPIL.: International Journal of Teaching, Education and Learning, 2 (2), 137 148.

2. Alfonso, R. J., & Firth, G. (1990). Supervision: Needed research. Journal of Curriculum and
Supervision, 5(2), 181-188.

3. Andrews, R., & Soder, R. (1987). Principal leadership and student achievement.
Educational Leadership, 44, 9-11.

4. Blase, J. and Blasé, J. (2004). Handbook of Instructional Leadership: How Successful
Principals Promote Teaching and Learning. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

5. Blasé, J. and Blasé, J. (2000). Effective Instructional Leadership: Teachers' perspective on
how principals promote teaching and learning in schools. Journal of Educational
Administration, 38 (2), 130-141.

Copyright (c) 2022 Author (s). This is an open-access article distributed under the
terms of Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).To view a copy of this Volume 5, Issue 8 | August 2022 | 123
license, visit https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/



International Journal on Integrated Education e-ISSN : 26203502
IJIE | Research Parks Publishing (IDEAS Lab) P-ISSN : 26153785

6. Blase, J., (2004). Handbook of instructional leadership: How successful principals
promote teaching and learning. 2nd ed., Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

7. Blasé, J., Blasé, J. & Phillips, D.Y. (2010). Handbook of school improvement: How high
performing principals create high-performing schools. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.

8. Clarke, V. B. (1995). Teacher evaluation policy: Impacts study. The Canadian School
Executive, 14(7), 8-13.

9. Cogan, M. (1973). Clinical supervision. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

10. Cohen, L., Manion, L. and Morrison, K. (2007) Research Methods in Education (6th
Edition). Cohen, L., Manion, L. and Morrison, K. (2013). Research Methods in
Education, Taylor & Francis.

11. Creswell, J.W, (2007) Educational Research: Planning, Conducting, and Evaluating
Quantitative and Qualitative Research, Prentice-Hall, 3rd Edition, 2007.

12. Creswell, J. (2003) “Mapping the developing landscape of mixed methods research”, in
Sage Handbook of Mixed Methods in Social & Behavioral Research, Tashakkori, A. and
Teddlie, C. (Eds) 2010, Sage, California, pp 45-68.

13. Creswell, J.W. (2013) Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative and Mixed Method
Approaches, Sage Publications.

14. Creswell, J.W. and Plano Clark, V.L. (2007) Designing and Conducting Mixed Methods
Research, Sage, Thousand Oaks, California.

15. Darling-Hammond, L., & Youngs, P. (2002). Defining highly qualified teachers: What does
scientifically-based research, tell us? Educational Researcher, 31(9), 13-25.

16. Farrell, T. S. C. (2011). Keeping SCORE: Reflective practice through classroom
observations. RELC Journal, 42(3), 265-272.

17. Fullan, M. (2005). Leadership & sustainability, systems thinkers in action. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications

18. Garman, N. B. (1986). Clinical supervision: Quackery or remedy for professional
development. Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 1(2), 148-57.

19. Goldhammer, R., Anderson, R., & Karjewski, R. (1980). Clinical supervision: Special
methods for the supervision of teachers. New York, NY: Rinehart, and Winston.

20. Goldsberry, L.F. (1998). In G.R. Firth & E.F. Pajak (Eds.), Handbook of research on
school supervision (pp. 428-462). New York: Macmillan.

21. Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. (1996). Reassessing the principal’s role in school
effectiveness: A review of the empirical research. Educational Administration Quarterly,
32(1), 5-44.

22. Hargreaves, D.H. (1995). School culture, school effectiveness and school improvement.
School Effectiveness and School Improvement,6(1), 23-46.

23. Harris, A. and Muijs, D. (2008) Improving Schools through Teacher Leadership.
London: Oxford University Press.

24. Kutsyuruba, B. (2003). Instructional supervision: Perceptions of Canadian and Ukrainian
beginning high-school teachers (Master’s thesis). Saskatoon: University of Saskatchewan.
[Online] http://library2.usask.ca/theses/ available/etd-09052003-134303/

25. Kvale S, Brinkmann, S (1996) Interviews — Learning the Craft of Qualitative Research
Interviewing, Second Edition. London Sage Publication, London: Sage Publications.

26. Leithwood, K. and Levin, B. (2004) Assessing School Leaders and Leadership

Copyright (c) 2022 Author (s). This is an open-access article distributed under the
terms of Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).To view a copy of this Volume 5, Issue 8 | August 2022 | 124
license, visit https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


http://library2.usask.ca/theses/

International Journal on Integrated Education e-ISSN : 26203502
IJIE | Research Parks Publishing (IDEAS Lab) P-ISSN : 26153785

Programme Effects on Pupil Learning: Conceptual and Methodological Challenges.
London: DfEs.

27. Leithwood, K., Day, C., Sammons, P., Harris, A. and Hopkins, D. (2006) Seven Strong
Claims about Successful School Leadership. London: Department for Education and Skills.

28. Leithwood, K., Harris, A., and Hopkins, D. (2008).Seven strong claims about successful
school leadership. School Leadership and Management, 28(1), 27-42.

29. Leithwood, K., Jantzi, D. and Hopkins, C.M. (2006). The Development and Testing of a
School Improvement Model. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 17 (4), 441-
464. Newby, P. (2010) Research Methods for Education, London: Pearson.

30. Opie, C. 2004. Presenting Data, in Doing Educational Research: A Guide to First-Time
Researchers, edited by C. Opie. London: Sage Publications: 131-161.

31. Orbeta , E. D. & Decano, R.S ., (2019). Factors Associated with Students” Performance in
English in the Implementation of Spiral Progression. PUPIL: International Journal of
Teaching, Education and Learning, 3(1), 45 -70

32. Peretomode, V.F. (2001). Principles and techniques of instructional supervision. In: V.G.
Peretomode (Ed.). Instructional to educational administration planning and supervision.
Lagos: Joja Educational Research and Publishers, 17-25.

33. Poole, W. L. (1994). Removing the “super” from supervision. Journal of curriculum and
Supervision, 9(3), 284-3009.

34. Sergiovanni, T. J., & Starratt, R. J. (1998). Supervision: A redefinition. Boston: McGraw-
Hill. Sergiovanni, T. J., & Starratt, R. J. (2007). Supervision: A redefinition. New York,
NY: McGraw-Hill Sergiovanni, T.J. & Starratt, R.J. (2006). Supervision: A redefinition.
Boston, M.A: McGraw- Hill.

35. Sergiovanni, T.J. & Starratt, R.J. (2006). Supervision: A redefinition. Boston, M.A:
McGraw- Hill.

36. Smylie, M.A. (2010). Continuous school improvement. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Spaulding. S. (2001). Supervision and support services in Asia. Comparative Education
Review, 45(2), 280-283.

37. Tashakkori, A., and Teddlie, C. (1998). Mixed Methodology: Combining Qualitative and
Quantitative Approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

38. Witziers, B., Bosker, R.J., & Kruger, M.L. (2003). Educational leadership and student
achievement: The elusive search for an association. Educational Administration Quarterly,
39(3), 398-425.

39. Witziers, B., Bosker, R.J., & Kruger, M.L. (2003). Educational leadership and student
achievement: The elusive search for an association. Educational Administration Quarterly,
39(3), 398-425.

40. Zepeda, S. J. (2007). Instructional supervision: Applying tools and concepts. [Online]
www.eyeoneducation.com/

41. Zepeda, S. J., & Ponticell, J. A. (1998). At cross-purpose: What do teachers need, want, and
get from supervision. Journal of Curriculum and Supervision, 14(1), 68-87.

Copyright (c) 2022 Author (s). This is an open-access article distributed under the
terms of Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY).To view a copy of this Volume 5, Issue 8 | August 2022 | 125
license, visit https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


http://www.eyeoneducation.com/

