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Abstract

Instructional leadership is crucial for improving teaching quality and student academic
performance, especially in secondary schools where Heads of Department (HoDs) play a
vital role. Despite this, there is no empirical evidence on how Science HoDs provide in-
structional leadership in Lesotho. This study looked at the self-reported instructional lead-
ership techniques of Science HoDs in Lesotho secondary schools and whether they vary
based on specific demographic and workload criteria. Using a quantitative descriptive
survey approach, data were obtained from 67 Science HoDs using a paper-based ques-
tionnaire adapted from the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS). De-
scriptive statistics and inferential analysis were employed (t-tests and ANOVA). The data
indicate that Science HoDs frequently used tactics such as goal planning and communi-
cation, curriculum coordination, learner progress monitoring, teaching time management,
and instructional resource availability. However, high-impact pedagogical approaches,
such as classroom observation, formal written feedback, and systematic evaluation of
teacher learning, were less frequently implemented. Except for the number of courses
taught, instructional leadership strategies showed no significant differences by age, gen-
der, qualification, experience, teaching load, or school location. The study reveals a pref-
erence for administrative rather than pedagogical instructional leadership, highlighting
the need for targeted professional development and policy support to improve HoDs’ ca-
pacity for sustained instructional practices in science education.

Keywords: heads of department; instructional leadership practices; science; Principal
Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS); school leadership

1. Introduction

School leadership is widely regarded globally as a vital driver of teaching quality,
student achievement, equity, and systemic transformation (Hallinger et al., 2015; Hal-
linger & Hosseingholizadeh, 2020; Leithwood et al., 2020). In this regard, it is acknowl-
edged that developing effective leadership practices is critical for attaining regional (e.g.,
Agenda 2063) and international (e.g., Sustainable Development Goals) goals on education
(Hallinger, 2018; O’shea & Zuckerman, 2022). However, research on how school leader-
ship is implemented in African contexts is scarce, fragmented, and weakly linked to policy
and practice (Hallinger, 2018). This fragmentation impedes the effective delivery of edu-
cational programs. Distributed instructional leadership can help resolve educational is-
sues arising from inadequacies in school leadership (Bush, 2023; Spillane, 2005). It is an
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emerging leadership paradigm that transforms leadership from a principal-centered prac-
tice to one comprising deputy principals, heads of departments (HoDs), teacher leaders,
and students (Spillane, 2005). Hence, there is a need to explore the distributed instruc-
tional practices in African contexts.

Within the broader international discourse of school leadership, instructional leader-
ship has emerged as a central lever for improving teaching quality and learner achieve-
ment because it directly engages with classroom instruction—such as classroom observa-
tion, feedback, curriculum coordination, and monitoring of learner progress—have sig-
nificant effects on student outcomes (Bush, 2015; Chabalala & Naidoo, 2021; Hallinger et
al.,, 2015, Nguyen et al., 2022). Hallinger and Hosseingholizadeh (2020) assert that effective
instructional leaders create clear goals, support teacher learning, use assessment data to
guide improvement, and cultivate environments that prioritise teaching and learning. The
role of middle leaders in the school leadership has garnered extensive attention in recent
years (Bush, 2023; Chabalala & Naidoo, 2021; Shaked & Schechter, 2019). Within the
framework of school leadership, HoDs are important middle leaders due to their proxim-
ity to the classroom (Bush, 2023; Malinga et al., 2021; Seobi & Wood, 2016). Particularly,
HoDs play an important role in shaping the quality of instruction, especially in secondary
schools where subject expertise and curriculum specialisation are essential (Bush, 2023;
Shaked & Schechter, 2019). HoDs often serve as the primary instructional leaders because
principals are heavily burdened with administrative responsibilities, and usually lack
subject-specific expertise to perform instructional leadership functions related to class-
room enactment effectively (Mestry, 2017). Alrayes (2025) adds that HoDs contribute to
the academic success of institutions. Thus, the effectiveness of instructional leadership
frequently depends on HoDs’ ability to support teachers, monitor curriculum implemen-
tation, and engage directly with classroom practice.

Despite the recognised importance of instructional leadership, both regional and in-
ternational research indicates a persistent gap between the ideal and actual enactment of
instructional leadership practices. Globally, school leaders often prioritise managerial and
administrative duties over pedagogical engagement due to time constraints, policy pres-
sures, and role expectations (Chabalala & Naidoo, 2021; O’shea & Zuckerman, 2022; Spil-
lane, 2005). For instance, regional studies (such as Chabalala & Naidoo, 2021; Malinga et
al., 2021) indicate that HoDs tend to excel in administrative and coordination tasks, such
as organising departmental meetings and ensuring curriculum coverage, but engage less
frequently in high-impact practices like structured classroom observations, sustained
feedback cycles, and systematic teacher development. This disconnect is under-examined
in many national contexts, including Lesotho.

In Lesotho, HoDs are tasked with the responsibility of overseeing the running of sub-
ject-specific departments (e.g., Science department), wherein they perform several instruc-
tional leadership functions (Tlali & Matete, 2021). Although this role is central to success-
ful teaching and learning, limited empirical evidence exists regarding how science HoDs
enact instructional leadership practices in the Lesotho context. The lack of such evidence
hinders efforts to strengthen school leadership practices, develop targeted capacity-build-
ing initiatives, and align school leadership roles with national and regional education pri-
orities. Given the global and regional emphasis on improving instructional leadership as
a strategy for raising learning outcomes, understanding the extent and nature of science
HoDs’ instructional leadership practices in the region is both timely and necessary. There-
fore, this study contributes to filling the gap by examining the self-reported instructional
leadership practices of Lesotho science HODs in selected secondary schools.

In response to this gap, the present study investigates the self-reported instructional
leadership practices of science heads of departments in Lesotho secondary schools. Spe-
cifically, the study addresses the following research questions:
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1.  What instructional leadership practices do science heads of departments report en-
acting in Lesotho secondary schools?

2. Are there significant differences in heads of departments’ self-reported instructional
leadership practices based on age, gender, years of experience, qualification, work-
load, and school location?

The inferential analysis for research question 2 was guided by the null hypothesis:
There are no statistically significant differences in heads of departments’ self-reported instructional
leadership practices based on age, gender, years of experience, qualification, workload, and school
location. This hypothesis was tested using t-tests and ANOVA tests across the specific de-
mographic and workload variables.

The findings of this study may not only inform decisions on school leadership in Le-
sotho context, but may also increase our global understanding of the state of school lead-
ership. The study provides context-specific evidence that sheds light on how instructional
leadership is enacted in everyday school practice in developing countries, informing
meaningful educational reforms. Thus, the study addresses a critical knowledge gap by
providing empirical insights into the instructional leadership practices of science HoDs in
Lesotho —insights that could inform practices across the region. The rationale for focusing
on science HoDs is threefold. First, science subjects are central to national and global de-
velopment goals, and their effective teaching requires strong instructional guidance. Sec-
ond, HoDs are uniquely positioned as subject experts capable of providing pedagogical
support, yet their actual leadership practices remain understudied (Shaked & Schechter,
2019; Tlali & Matete, 2021). Third, understanding HoD’s strengths and limitations enables
policymakers, school leaders, and teacher education institutions to design targeted inter-
ventions that enhance instructional quality. By situating the findings within regional and
international scholarship on instructional leadership, the study contributes to the broader
discourse on how middle leaders can drive instructional improvement, particularly in re-
source-constrained environments.

1.1. Perspectives on Instructional Leadership

Globally, instructional leadership frameworks emphasise the importance of leaders
directly shaping the teaching and learning environments. Hallinger et al.’s (2015) leader-
ship-for-learning model identifies three core domains: defining the school mission, man-
aging the instructional program, and fostering a positive learning climate. Leaders enact
these through activities such as aligning curriculum, monitoring instruction, and support-
ing teacher development. One of the most influential international findings comes from
Robinson et al. (2008), who demonstrated through meta-analysis that leadership practices
involving direct engagement with teacher learning—such as coaching, feedback, and
structured evaluation—have the most substantial effect on student achievement. Simi-
larly, Hattie’s (2015) global synthesis ranks instructional leadership among high-impact
factors, as it influences teacher clarity, assessment practices, and collective teacher effi-
cacy.

Scholars have expanded theoretical leadership constructs by examining how contex-
tual realities shape leadership practice. For instance, studies in South Africa and Zimba-
bwe show that although HoDs and principals possess a conceptual understanding of in-
structional leadership, their practice often gravitates toward administrative and coordi-
nation tasks due to systemic constraints such as heavy teaching loads, compliance pres-
sures, and limited training (Chabalala & Naidoo, 2021; Mestry, 2017). These regional in-
sights suggest that the enactment of instructional leadership is uneven: curriculum coor-
dination and resource management are highly implemented, whereas classroom observa-
tion, written feedback, and teacher mentoring are less common. The regional literature
therefore supports an adapted conceptual understanding of instructional leadership in
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African contexts—one that acknowledges the importance of traditional constructs (e.g.,
supervision, feedback, goal-setting) but also recognizes the structural constraints that
shape how middle leaders interpret and prioritize these roles. This hybridised under-
standing forms the basis for the conceptual framework of this study.

In many African education systems, Heads of Department (HoDs) serve as the pri-
mary instructional leaders given principals’ administrative loads (Chabalala & Naidoo,
2021; Malinga et al., 2021; Tlali & Matete, 2021). For instance, Malinga et al. (2021) found
that South African Natural Sciences HoDs understood their instructional responsibilities
but reported limited time and insufficient training for observation and feedback. Simi-
larly, Sengai’s (2021) Zimbabwean study demonstrated that while HoDs excelled in coor-
dinating curriculum implementation and organizing departmental meetings, they strug-
gled to sustain ongoing teacher supervision. Collectively, these regional studies reveal
that HoDs function effectively as coordinators but less effectively as instructional
coaches—a finding consistent with global research showing that middle leaders often re-
quire targeted support and training to act as effective pedagogical leaders (Spillane, 2005).

Demographic parameters, such as age, length of service (experience), certification
level, and gender, can influence how school leaders practice instructional leadership;
however, the findings are frequently mixed and contextual. For example, a recent large-
scale study of secondary schools in Ethiopia discovered that age and length of service
significantly impacted principals’ pedagogical leadership practices. In contrast, gender
had no significant effect on leadership style or teacher performance (Berhanu, 2025). Sim-
ilarly, empirical research from South-Ethiopian secondary schools shows that good in-
structional leadership by principals, regardless of gender, improves student achievement,
particularly when instructors have high self-efficacy (Gechere et al., 2025). However, some
studies in various settings have found no strong predictive relationship between gender
and leadership style or instructional outcomes, implying that professional competencies
and contextual supports may outweigh demographic influence (Berhanu, 2025; Gechere
et al., 2025). Taken together, these studies suggest that while demographic attributes, such
as experience and age, can affect instructional leadership practices, their impact is medi-
ated by training, contextual factors, and institutional conditions—highlighting the need
to examine demographic effects in relation to professional development and school-con-
text dynamics.

This examined corpus of literature reveals that, while instructional leadership is
widely acknowledged as a potent mechanism for enhancing teaching and learning, its
implementation remains uneven and contextually constrained, particularly among mid-
dle leaders. Across African education systems, HoDs are frequently positioned as instruc-
tional leaders, but they are frequently forced to prioritize coordination and compliance-
oriented chores over sustained pedagogical involvement. This collection of data high-
lights the need for context-specific empirical investigations that go beyond normative as-
sumptions to examine how instructional leadership is actually implemented in practice.
The current study addresses this requirement by offering empirical insights into the in-
structional leadership methods of science HoDs in Lesotho, a relatively unexplored na-
tional context.

1.2. Theoretical Framework

Instructional leadership is widely regarded as one of the most influential approaches
to school leadership for improving student learning outcomes (Hallinger et al., 2015).
Foundational scholarship conceptualises instructional leadership as a set of practices
through which leaders shape the conditions of teaching and learning (Hallinger et al.,
2015; Hallinger et al., 2025c; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). Hallinger et al.’s (2015) Principal
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Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) leadership model identifies three key do-
mains: (a) defining the school’s mission, (b) managing the instructional program, and (c)
promoting a positive school learning climate. It remains the dominant model for studying
instructional leadership behaviours (Hallinger et al., 2025a, 2025b). Within these domains,
school leaders perform several functions, including providing instructional materials, set-
ting and communicating goals, supervising instruction, coordinating curriculum, moni-
toring learning progress, protecting teaching time, providing instructional feedback, and
promoting professional growth.

While developed for principals, PIMRS has been increasingly used to analyse middle
leadership, including departmental heads (HoD’s), given their direct engagement with
teachers and daily instructional issues (Seobi & Wood, 2016; Tlali & Matete, 2021). Fur-
thermore, the PIMRS has been demonstrated to have a positive impact on leadership re-
search and practice (Ng, 2019). Similarly, this study adopted the three domains to explore
science HoD’s self-reported instructional leadership practices in Lesotho secondary
schools. For HoDs, establishing the purpose entails converting whole-school academic
goals into explicit departmental expectations, as well as ensuring that teachers understand
and commit to these objectives. HoDs can promote teacher efficacy and learner achieve-
ment by articulating common standards and exhibiting high expectations (Shaked &
Schechter, 2019; Tlali & Matete, 2021). HoDs manage the instructional program by organ-
ising curriculum delivery, monitoring instructional quality, and using feedback to im-
prove teachers’ pedagogical competence (Hallinger et al., 2015; Tapala et al., 2020). Their
proximity to classroom practice enables them to assist teachers with ongoing supervision,
collaborative planning, and rapid intervention. Finally, by promoting a positive learning
environment, HoDs help to create conditions that support professional development, pro-
tect instructional time, and retain high visibility within their departments. HoDs directly
contribute to a departmental culture of continuous development by modeling profession-
alism, recognizing teacher efforts, and maintaining high expectations for teaching and
learning (Hallinger et al., 2015).

HoDs’ instructional leadership functions can be categorised as managerial and ped-
agogical. Managerial instructional leadership focuses on organizational and coordination
functions that support teaching and learning indirectly, such as setting goals, coordinating
curriculum, allocating resources, monitoring learner results, and protecting instructional
time. On the other hand, pedagogical instructional leadership involves direct engagement
with classroom practice and teacher development through observation, formative feed-
back, coaching, and modelling instruction. Within the PIMRS framework (Hallinger et al.,
2025b), managerial functions align with defining the school mission and coordinating the
instructional programme, while pedagogical leadership is enacted through supervising
and evaluating instruction, providing instructional feedback, and promoting professional
growth. High-impact pedagogical leadership is operationalized through systematic ob-
servation, evidence-based feedback, and instructional coaching cycles that drive continu-
ous instructional improvement. Applying this model (PMIRS) in this study is based on its
global applicability (Bada et al., 2020; Bush, 2015; Hallinger, 2018; Hallinger et al., 2015,
2025b; Ralebese et al., 2025), as well as its contribution to our global understanding of
middle leadership practices in secondary school contexts.

The PIMRS provided both a conceptual lens and an analytical structure for examined
science HoD’s instructional leadership practices. Eight instructional leadership dimen-
sions were assessed in this study, aligning with Hallinger and Murphy’s (1985) three do-
mains, allowing for systematic analysis of the extent to which HoDs report engaging in
instructional leadership functions. The framework also informed the examination of the
roles of demographic and workload variables in shaping the enactment of instructional
leadership in science departments.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Research Approach, Design and Sampling Criteria

This quantitative research employed the descriptive survey design to examine the
self-reported instructional leadership practices of science HODs in Lesotho secondary
schools. The survey design enabled the collection of data from a relatively large sample
within a shorter period of time (Fraenkel et al., 2018). Secondary schools from all ten dis-
tricts of Lesotho were assigned numbers and fed into a random number generator to select
101 schools using simple random sampling. This ensured the schools had an equal chance
of being included in the sample.

2.2. Data Collection Procedures

The first author delivered the paper-based questionnaire forms to all 101 schools (tar-
geting HODs of science departments, who were purposively selected in line with the
study’s aim) and either collected them or requested that the HODs return them electroni-
cally upon completion. Only 67 questionnaires were completed and returned, represent-
ing a response rate of 66%, which is acceptable for survey-based educational research. The
response rate was low, partly due to the lack of HODs at some schools, and some HODs
opting not to participate in the study. However, the sample size was considered adequate
for both descriptive and inferential statistical analysis, in line with similar instructional
leadership studies that employed survey designs in secondary school contexts.

2.3. Instrument

The questionnaires consisted of 40 closed-ended questions on a 5-point Likert scale,
adapted from the PIMRS, a widely validated instrument used internationally to assess
instructional leadership practices (Hallinger et al., 2015). Aligning the adapted items with
the original PIMRS domains and expert review, conducted by experts in school leadership
and science education, ensured content validity. Consequently, minor wording adjust-
ments were made to enhance contextual clarity. Internal consistency reliability was as-
sessed with this study’s sample using Cronbach’s alpha, which yielded an overall relia-
bility coefficient of o = 0.925, indicating acceptable reliability for the scale (Taber, 2018).
Sub-scale reliability coefficients ranged from 0.612 to 0.796 (see Table 1). Although several
subscale alphas fall in the marginal-to-acceptable range, this is expected given the small
sample size, limited number of items per subscale, and contextual adaptation of the items.
Alpha values above 0.60 may be considered acceptable for exploratory and descriptive
studies using short subscales in social sciences (Taber, 2018). Given that the PIMRS is an
established and widely validated framework, and that the overall reliability was high, the
subscale reliabilities were deemed acceptable for the purpose of this study.

Table 1. Reliability coefficients for the subscales.

Category Number of Items  Cronbach’s Alpha («)
Provision of instructional materials 5 0.691
Setting and communication of goals 5 0.796
Supervision of instruction 5 0.628
Coordination of curriculum 5 0.671
Monitoring learning progress 5 0.699
Protection of teaching time 5 0.682
Provision of instructional feedback 5 0.729
Promotion of professional growth 5 0.612
Whole instrument 40 0.925
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The responses included ‘almost never’, ‘seldom’, ‘sometimes’, ‘frequently’, and ‘al-
most always’. The questionnaire consisted of two sections: Section A requested partici-
pants to provide their demographic characteristics, while Section B requested them to in-
dicate the frequency with which they conducted instructional leadership practices, organ-
ised into eight main scales of instructional leadership, each consisting of five sub-con-
structs (Akram et al., 2017; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). The lead question was: “To what
extent do you enact the following instructional leadership practices...”. The prac-
tices/statements are reported alongside the results in the results’ section.

2.4. Data Analysis

Prior to analysis, the dataset was screened for completeness patterns. Missing re-
sponses at item level were minimal and treated using pairwise deletion, such that availa-
ble responses were included in item- and scale-level calculations. No data imputation pro-
cedures were applied. Variations in total N across items and scales therefore reflect non-
responses rather than case exclusions from the dataset. The Statistical Package for the So-
cial Sciences (SPSS) version 25 was used to perform the analysis. Firstly, the reliability of
the instrument was assessed by computing the scale’s Cronbach’s alpha. Then, HOD’s
self-reported instructional practices were determined by computing descriptive statistics
[frequencies (N) and percentage (%)] of participants who selected each response. Further-
more, the modal responses per item were determined using the SPSS. To assess the influ-
ence of demographic characteristics on HOD's self-reported instructional leadership prac-
tices, inferential statistics were computed. Likert-scale responses were coded numerically
from 1 (almost never) to 5 (almost always). For each instructional leadership dimension,
composite scores were calculating the mean of the relevant items, and an overall instruc-
tional leadership practice score was derived as the mean across all items. These mean
scores were used in the inferential statistical analyses. It should be noted that inferential
statistics were used to examine group differences as per the stated hypothesis. The use of
Likert scale data for inferential statistics is supported by previous studies that assert that
such analyses yield reliable insights (Norman, 2010). Firstly, data were checked for nor-
mality, and then independent samples’ t-tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA) were
computed.

3. Results

The dataset reported in this study comprises 40 instructional leadership items, rated
by 67 heads of science departments (HoDs) using a 5-point Likert scale. Firstly, the re-
spondents” demographic characteristics are described. Secondly, the section reports the
frequency (N and %) and the most frequently chosen response category (modal response)
for each instructional leadership practice (statement). Thirdly, the section reports results
on the influence of demographic and workload variables on HoDs’ reported instructional
practices.

(a)  Demographic characteristics of the respondents

The demographic characteristics of the participants are shown in Table 2. The results
show that the age range of the participants varied significantly, with the highest percent-
age falling between 40 and 49 years old (38.47%), followed by those over 50 years old
(29.23%). Only 4.62% of participants were between the ages of 20 and 29, while 27.69% of
participants were between the ages of 30 and 39. Males were more prevalent (56.72%) than
females (43.28%) in the gender distribution. 52.38% of respondents had ten or more years
of professional experience, while 47.62% had fewer than ten years.

In terms of qualification, the majority of HoDs (83.08%) have a bachelor’s degree. A
smaller percentage reported having a diploma (1.54%), a master’s degree (9.23%), or an
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honours degree (6.15%). The sample’s teaching responsibilities varied. While some HoDs
taught one subject (16.67%) or three subjects (13.63%), the majority (69.70%) taught two
subjects. There was substantial variance in their weekly teaching periods, with about sim-
ilar percentages teaching 20-25 sessions (45.39%) and 26-30 periods (43.75%). A tiny pro-
portion taught up to 31-35 times per week (6.25%) or 19 periods or fewer (4.69%). Lastly,
74.63% of the participating schools were in urban areas, while 25.37% were in rural ones.

Table 2. Demographic characteristics of the sample.

Characteristic Levels N %
20-29 3 4.62
30-39 18 27.69
Age (N=69) 40-49 25 38.47
250 19 29.23
Female 29 43.28
Gender (N =67) Male 38 56.72
. _ 0-9 30 47.62
Years of experience (N = 63) 510 13 5038
Diploma 1 1.54
L B Bachelor’s degree 54 83.08
Qualification (N = 65) Honour’s degree 4 6.15
Master’s degree 6 9.23
1 11 16.67
Number of HoDs’ teaching subjects (N = 66) 2 46 69.70
3 9 13.63
<19 3 4.69
20-25 29 45.39

f HoDs’ hi i =64

Number of HoDs’ teaching periods per week (N = 64) 26-30 )8 43,75
31-35 4 6.25
_ _ Rural 17 25.37
Location of school (N = 67) Urban 50 74.63

Note: Total N varies due to non-responses (NA).

(b)  Self-reported instructional practices of science HODs

The next section describes teachers’ reported instructional leadership practices across
the eight domains of instructional leadership.

Category 1. Provision of instructional materials

The results in Table 3 relate to the provision of instructional materials. The results
show that HoDs reported being actively involved in ensuring that instructional materials
were accessible, available, and recommended appropriately. These activities were either
regularly or nearly always carried out, according to the most frequent responses. How-
ever, instruction on the use of resources was implemented very occasionally, indicating
that material support is more logistical than educational.
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Table 3. Participants” self-reported instructional leadership practices related to providing instruc-

tional materials.

Response N (%)

- 2 ?
: . & & 3
%} Z = = - 7
Statement/Item 2 - § ko 5 f <Zﬂ &
O o v E g 8 —
g 2 ° = g 5
— 92} = - e
1.  Ensure that teachers have the necessary 0
teaching materials and laboratory Al 0.0) (3.0) 14 (20.9) 31 (46.3) 18 (26.9) 2 (3.0) Frequently
equipment ' '
2. Provide guidance toteachersontheuse g4 ¢ 5(11.9) 26(38.8) 22(32.8) 7(104) -  Sometimes
of teaching materials
3. Provide feedback on availability and 1
Al 2(3.0) 17(25.4) 27 (40.3) 19 (28.5) 1 (1. F 1
use of teaching materials 8 (1.5) (3.0 (254) 27(40.3) 19(28.5) 1(1.5)  Frequently
4.  Ensure that the teaching materials are 0
accessible to the teachers A25 0.0) 3(45) 11(16.4) 30 (34.3) 23 (34.3) - Frequently
5. Make recommendations of teaching 0 0
materials according to teachers’ re- A34 0.0) (3 (4.5) 0.0) 25 (37.3) 28 (41.8) 1 (1.5) Almost always
quirements ' '
Note: Total N varies due to non-responses (NA).
Category 2. Setting and communication of goals
Table 4 shows that setting and communicating goals were among the most reportedly
enacted dimensions of HoD’s instructional leadership practices. HoDs routinely set high
standards for departmental success and nearly always worked with teachers to establish
departmental goals. Additionally, they regularly prioritized, clarified, and encouraged the
execution of goals. These results suggest a leadership culture that prioritizes accountabil-
ity and shared direction.
Table 4. Instructional practices related to setting and communicating goals.
Response N (%)
- 2 2
3 Z g é g < < ?
Statement/Item <} 5 s ko =] - Z &
@) o v E 8-‘ 8 f—
g w (= = = —‘é’
- [92) = = )
6. Set departmental goals together with the 1 0
B2 12 (17.9) 19 (28.4) 34 (50.7) 1.(1.5) Al 1
teachers (15) (0.0) (17.9) 19 (28.4) 34 (50.7) 1.(1.5) Almost always
7. Clarify and explain the departmental 3 6
Bl 13 (19.4) 31 (46.3) 14 (20. - F tl
goals for a common understanding 3 4.5) (9.0 3(194) 31(46.3) (20.9) requently
8.  Have high expectations about perfor- 0 1
B1 7. 14 (20.9) 47 (70.1 - Al 1
mance of the department ? 0.0) (1.5) >(7:5) (20.9) (70.1) most always
9.  Place the goals in order of their urgency B32 9 (13.4) ( 960) 19 (28.4) 20(29.9) 10 (14.9) 3(4.5) Frequently
10. Monitor and support the implementation 2 6
B 134 44.8) 19 (284) 1 (1. F 1
of the departmental goals 36 (3.00 (9.0) 9(134) 30 (44.8) 19.(284) 1(15) requently

Note: Total N varies due to non-responses (NA).
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Category 3. Supervision of instruction

In terms of instructional supervision, HoDs showed a modest level of strength (see
Table 5). They discussed curriculum challenges, reviewed lesson plans, and assessed stu-
dent performance on a regular basis. However, observations in the lab and classroom
were conducted only occasionally. This suggests a preference for document-based or in-
direct supervision over ongoing in-class instructional supervision.

Table 5. Instructional practices related to supervising instruction.

Response N (%)

Statement/Item

Almost Always

Code
Almost Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Frequently
NA
Modal Response

11.

12.

Review student performance to assess
and inform teaching and learning
Observe teachers in their classrooms/la-

C3 8(11.9) 10(14.9) 17 (25.4) 23 (34.4) 8(11.9) 1(1.5) Frequently

boratory as they teach C10 10 (14.9) 16 (23.9) 17 (25.4) 15 (22.4) 8(11.9) 1(1.5) Sometimes

13. Model outstanding and modern science 4
17 8(11.9) 22(32.8) 25(37.3) 7(10.4) 1 (1. F tl
instruction ¢ (6.0) (11.9) 22(328) 25(37.3) 7(104) 1(15) Frequently
14. Review lesson plans, scheme and rec- 3 1
C24 18 (26.9) 22 (32.8) 22(32.8) 1(1.5) F tl
ord books, as well as teaching aids (4.5) (1.5) (26.9) 22(32.8) 22(32.8) 1(1.5) Frequently
15. Discuss curriculum issues with teachers 0 4
19 (28.4) 24 (35.8) 19 (28.4) 1 (1. F tl
and/or students G000y oy @A 24(358) 19(284) 1(1.5) Frequently
Note: Total N varies due to non-responses (NA).
Category 4. Coordination of curriculum
Another aspect that was heavily used was curriculum coordination. Table 6 shows
that HoDs frequently encouraged activity-based education, reviewed curriculum re-
sources, planned strategies for improvement, and organized meetings pertaining to the
curriculum. They also nearly always made sure that classroom instruction was in line with
curriculum requirements. These exercises demonstrate a great dedication to curriculum
coherence.
Table 6. Instructional practices related to coordinating curriculum.
Response N (%)
= 2, 3
5 gz g 5
® 7 g g E = &
o z S = v < < 9
Statement/Item <} 2 s ) =] - Z &
o =} v E o 8 —
g 2 =) g g S
16. Ensure that what is taught in the
0 4 5 Almost al-
classroom coincides with the de- D4 00)  (60) 75) 27 (40.3) 31 (46.3) - IVI;ZS Sa
mands of the curriculum ' ’ ' y
17. Motivate teachers to practice activ- 1
D11 11.9) 18 (26.9) 25 (37. 15 (22.4 - F tl
ity-based instruction (1.5) 8 (11.9) 18 (26.9) 25 (37.3) >(224) requently
18. Ensure your active involvement in ) 6
the examination of curriculum re- D16 17 (25.4)25 (37.3) 17 (25.4) - Frequently
sources 30 60

https://doi.org/10.3390/educscil16020347



Educ. Sci. 2026, 16, 347

11 of 23

19. Plan strategies for improvement of 0 4
the department D26 00)  (60) 13 (19.4)32 (47.8)  15(224)  3(4.5) Frequently
20. Set up departmental and subject 1 5
meetings to discuss curriculum D37 15  (30) 12 (17.9) 28 (41.8) 24 (35.8) - Frequently
implementation ' '
Note: Total N varies due to non-responses (NA).
Category 5. Monitoring learning progress
HODs’ self-reports regarding monitoring of learning progress are presented in Table
7. Results revealed that the majority of the items in this dimension were scored as fre-
quently, and HoDs regularly tracked learners” progress. They often promoted open com-
munication with parents, reviewed progress reports, examined students” written work,
held conversations with teachers about student learning, and used assessment data to in-
form instructional adjustments. This indicates a persistent emphasis on student results.
Table 7. Instructional practices related to monitoring learning progress.
Response N (%)
- ® &
s g 2 g §
Statement/Item ) - ) o = . Z &
o =] v E o 8 —
g w o g g S
- n = — =]
< < =
21. Involve individual teachers in discus- 2
E 23 (34.3) 29 (43.3) 11 (16.4 - F tl
sions about student learning > (3.0) (3.0) 3(34.3) 29 (43.3) 11 (16.4) requently
22. Review students’ exercise books and 2
E12 8(11.9) 21(31.3) 24(35.8) 10 (97.0) 2(3.0) F tl
test scripts (3.0) (11.9) (31.3) 24(35.8) 10(97.0) 2(3.0)  Frequently
3
23. Monitor students’ progress reports E21 45) 11 (16.4) 21 (31.3) 21 (31.3) 11 (16.4) - Sometimes
24. Encourage teachers to communicate 5
student learning progress with their E27 (3.0) 11 (16.4) 19 (28.4) 22 (32.8) 11 (16.4) 2(3.0) Frequently
parents/guardians on regular basis '
25. Use data from students’ learning as-
sessment to suggest improvements for E38 9.0) 16 (23.9) 12 (17.9) 28 (41.8) (7.5) Frequently

classroom practice

Note: Total N varies due to non-responses (NA).

Category 6. Protection of teaching time

Strong measures were also taken to protect teaching time (Table 8). HoDs routinely

reduced interruptions, promoted teacher readiness, guaranteed student attendance,

planned practical laboratory work, and made plans to continue instruction even when

teachers were not present. This demonstrates efficient administration of the learning en-

vironment.
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Table 8. Instructional practices related to protecting teaching time.
Response N (%)
= 2 &
5 2 2 S §
2 2 5 £ F 3 < g
Statement/Item =} 3 S ko =] - Z &
o = [ g g g —
e 2 8 & £ <
< = S
=
26. Minimise the disruptions of instruc- » 9
tional time (e.g., by announcements, F6 (3.0) 14 (20.9) 18 (26.9) 24 (35.8) (13.4) Frequently
sports, meetings, and other events) ) ’
27. Ensure that students do not miss clas- 4 5
F14 13 (19.4) 24 (35.8) 20(29.9) 1 (1. F 1
ses 6.0) (7.5) 3(19.4) 24 (35.8) 20(29.9) 1(1.5) Frequently
28.  Inspire teachers to go to class with 5 1 12 (17.9) 28 (41.8) 22 (32.8) 3(45) Frequently
proper preparation and in time (1.5) (1.5)
29. Design the schedule for practical 6 3
F31 10 (14.9) 25 (37.3) 20 (29. 4. F tl
work in the laboratory 3 9.0 (4.5) 0(14.9) 25(37.3) 20(29.9) 3(4.5)  Frequently
30. Ensure that students are always 1
taught even when the teacher is ab- F40 (15) 8 (11.9) 20 (29.9) 22 (32.8) 16 (23.9) - Frequently

sent

Note: Total N varies due to non-responses (NA).

Category 7. Provision of instructional feedback

This dimension produced conflicting results as shown in Table 9. The provision of

written instructional feedback was assessed as infrequent—the lowest level of enactment

in the whole dataset—while HoDs often highlighted excellent teacher performance and

commended students. Teachers were likewise rarely praised in public. In general, infor-

mal and verbal feedback seems to be more common than formal, recorded feedback.

Table 9. Instructional practices related to providing instructional feedback.

Response N (%)
= 2 @
: g = 5 g
v Z g g E = "
° z S = v < < 9
Statement/Item ) 2 S 9] =] - Z [~
o = [ g g 2 —
£ & & £ -
< < §
31. Emphasize good teacher performance in 1
2 3. 12 (17.9 27 (40.3) 25 (37. - F 1
departmental meetings and elsewhere (1.5) (3.0) (17.9 27 (40.3) 25 (37.3) requently
32. Publicly praise teachers for their
achievements (e.g., in parades, newslet- G15 11 (16.4) 12 (17.9) 18 (26.9) 15 (22.4) 11 (16.4) - Sometimes
ters or memos)
. Di f i - 4 Al 1-
33. Discuss stud_ent performance in parent oo 6 13 (19.4) 18 (26.9) 23 (34.3) 3 (4.5) most a
teacher meetings (6.0) (9.0) ways
34. Publicly praise students for their 6
achievements (e.g., in parades, newslet- G28 9.0) 9(13.4) 18(26.9) 21 (31.3) 13(19.4) - Frequently
ters or memos) '
35. Provide formal feedback on instruction 53513 (19 49 20 (20.9) 14 (209) 13 (19.4) 7(104) - Seldom

in written form

Note: Total N varies due to non-responses (NA).
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Category 8. Promotion of professional growth

HoDs showed a moderate level of involvement in advancing the professional devel-
opment of teachers (see Table 10). They regularly held subject-matter meetings, suggested
pertinent seminars, and encouraged teachers to enhance their practices, but they rarely
participated in professional development or assessed teacher learning. These findings im-
ply that HoDs typically support professional development but do not consistently track
it.

Table 10. Instructional practices related to promoting professional growth.

Response N (%)

— g ¥
: g = 5 §
s £ g8 & T @ Z 2
< S = v < < Q
Statement/Item <} 2 S 5] =] - Z e
o =] % E 8-‘ 8 ]
£ T8 & £ <
< < Eo
36. Participate in professional develop- 1 8 .
ment with the teachers H8 (15) (11.9) 26 (38.8) 19 (28.4) 12 (17.9) Sometimes
37. Set up meetings for discussions ab01.1t 1 3 Almost al-
subject content matter and new curric- H20 16 (23.9) 22 (32.8) 24 (35.8) 1(1.5)
(1.5) (4.5) ways
ulum
38. Develop strategies for evaluating 2 5 1 1 .
teacher learning/training H29 (3.0) (7.5) 57 851) (1.5) (1.5) 1(15)  Sometimes
39. Suggest teacher training workshops to 1 .
be attended by teachers according to  H35 12 (17.9) 24 (35.8) 22(32.8) 1(1.5) Frequently
. (1.5) (10.4)
their needs
40. Motivate teachers to overcome chal- 1 4
lenges and improve their teaching H39 (1.5) 6.0) 22 (32.8) 31 (46.3) 9(13.4) - Frequently

practice

Note: Total N varies due to non-responses (NA).

The data reveal clear trends in how frequently specific objects and dimensions are
used. The most often enacted practices include Al, A18, A25, B13, B36, C24, C30, E5, E12,
E21, E27, F6, F14, F23, F31, F40, H39, D37, G7, and G28. A9, C10, H8, and H29 are examples
of items with moderate involvement, meaning they are used occasionally. Only one item,
G33, fell into the least enacted category, with replies suggesting that it was rarely or prac-
tically never used. Looking at larger dimensions, the most enacted were C2, C4, C5, and
C6, while the least enacted were C7 (because of the very low enactment of written feed-
back (G33) and moderate enactment of praise (G15), C8 —due to “sometimes” responses
for PD participation (H8) and teacher learning evaluation (H29), and C3—because class-
room observations (C10) are only enacted “sometimes”).

Across the eight instructional leadership dimensions, a consistent pattern is evident:
practices that are organisational and coordination-oriented are reportedly enacted more
frequently than those requiring direct pedagogical engagement. High-frequency reported
enactment clusters around goal setting, curriculum coordination, and resource provision,
monitoring learner progress, and protecting instructional time. Lower-frequency reported
enactment appears in pedagogically intensive practices, particularly classroom observa-
tion, formal written instructional feedback, and systematic evaluation of teacher learning.
Supervision is more often conducted through indirect methods, such as reviewing plans
and learners work, than through in-class observation, while feedback is more commonly
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Frequency
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verbal than written. These patterns reflect a stronger management-supportive profile than
developmental, classroom-focused instructional leadership profile.

Overall, the results show that Science HoDs in Lesotho are capable managerial in-
structional leaders who are adept at planning lessons, establishing precise objectives, and
guaranteeing curriculum and resource congruence. They consistently show an interest in
monitoring students’ progress and ensuring class time is well-protected. However, the
findings also highlight areas that require more in-depth educational engagement. HoDs
may benefit from concentrated assistance in developing more long-term, pedagogically
focused instructional leadership practices, as evidenced by the limited number of class-
room visits, infrequent written comments, and inconsistent evaluation of teacher learning.
By strengthening these areas, they may be better equipped to enhance the quality of in-
struction and ultimately promote improved learning outcomes for students.

(c)  Influence of demographics characteristics

Both the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-5=0.071, p = 0.200) and Shapiro-Wilk (W = 0.992,
p =0.959) tests show that the data were approximately normally distributed. Furthermore,
visual inspection of Figure 1 (Histogram) shows that overall Score is roughly bell-shaped
and centred near the mean suggesting an approximately normal distrubtion. Further-
more, Figure 2 normal Q-Q plot (B), also shows that the Q-Q plot points fall close to the
reference/normal line, indicating the data are reasonably consistent with normality with
only slight tail deviations. Therefore, appropriate parametric tests were computed using
SPSS 25. According to Norman (2010), parametric statistics can be applied to Likert data,
even with small sample sizes.

Histogram

Mean = 3.67
Std. Dev. =0.527
N =67

250 3.00 3.50 4.00 450 5.00

OverallSscore

Figure 1. Histogram.
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Expected Normal Value
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Transforms: natural logarithm, difference(1)
Figure 2. Normal Q-Q plot

(i) Influence of gender and school location

Regarding the influence of gender, Table 11 shows

N
w

that female HoDs (N =29, M =

3.61, SD = 0.48) and male HoDs (N =38, M =3.71, SD = 0.56) had comparable instructional
practice scores, t(65) = —0.754, p = 0.453. This suggests that gender was not a significant
factor in establishing instructional leadership methods. School Location: Similarly, HoDs
in rural schools (N =17, M = 3.70, SD = 0.297) and urban schools (N = 50, M = 3.66, SD =
0.50) showed no significant difference, t(65) = 0.297, p = 0.768. Thus, school location had
no substantial impact on instructional leadership techniques. These results indicate that

the null hypothesis of no difference in instructional leadership practices by gender and

school location is not rejected.

Table 11. T-Test results on the influence of gender and school location on HOD's self-reported in-

structional practices.

Characteristic Level N M SD t df p
Female 29 3.61 0.48
Gender (N = 67) Male 18 371 0.56 -0.754 65  0.453
. B Rural 17 17 3.70
Location of school (N = 67) Urban 50 50 3.66 0.297 65  0.768

Note: See Appendix A Tables Al and A2 for full T-test results.
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(ii) Influence of age, qualification, years of experience, and workload on HOD'’s self-
reported instructional practices

The ANOVA test results in Table 12 determined whether many demographic and
workload-related variables were associated with differences in HoD’s self-reported in-
structional practices. Age-wise, results show no significant differences in instructional
practices among all age groups [F(3, 61) =0.709, p = 0.550]. Mean scores were quite similar
among the groups (3.51-3.80). Additionally, academic qualification had no significant in-
fluence [F(4, 62) = 0.963, p = 0.149], all means ranged from M = 3.52 to M = 3.79. Years of
experience also revealed no significant differences [F(2, 60) = 0.356, p = 0.702], although
the means increased marginally among the groups (3.61 to 3.83). However, the differences
were not statistically significant. The number of teaching times per week (<19, 20-25, 26—
30, 31-35) had no significant effect on instructional practices, F(3, 60) =0.246, p = 0.864. The
mean scores were constant across groups, ranging from 3.63 to 3.8.

However, there was a significant difference in the number of subjects taught by HoDs
(F(2, 63) = 3.138, p = 0.050). HoDs teaching three subjects indicated higher self-reported
instructional leadership practices (M = 4.06) than those teaching one or two topics (M =
3.61 and 3.59, respectively). The analysis revealed a significant difference between groups
2 and 3 (F(2, 63) = 3.14, p = 0.05). The Tukey HSD test revealed that teachers who taught
three subjects reported considerably higher self-reported instructional leadership prac-
tices than those who taught two subjects (p = 0.041). However, there were no significant
differences between those teaching three subjects and those teaching one (p = 0.138) or one
and two (p =0.994).

Table 12. ANOVA test results on the influence of age, qualification, and workload on HoD’s self-

reported instructional practices.

Characteristic Level N M SD F df p
20-29 3 3.51 0.60
30-39 17 3.67 0.46

Age (N = 65) 40-49 25 358 055 0.709 3,61 0.550
>50 20 380 053
Diploma 1 379 -

Qualification (N = 65)

Bachelor’s degree 54  3.68  0.54
Honour’s degree 4 371  0.54
Master's degree 6 352  0.40

0.149 4,62 0.963

0-9 28 3.61 4.66

Years of experience (N = 63) 10-19 32 369 369 035 2,60 0.702
20-29 3 383 3.83
1 11 361 045

Number of HoDs’ teaching subjects (N = 66) 2 46 359 050 3138 2,63 0.050*
3 9 406 0.63
<19 3 375 023

Number of HoDs' teaching periods per week (N= 20-25 28 3.65 051

64) 26-30 29 363 054 0246 3,60 0.864
31-35 4 386 084

Note: Total N varies due to non-responses (NA). See Appendix A Tables A3-A7 for full ANOVA
test results. * Significant at p = 0.05.

For most demographic and workload variables (age, qualification, years of experi-
ence, and teaching periods per week), the null hypothesis of no group differences is not
rejected. However, for the number of subjects taught, the null hypotheses is rejected, as a
statistically significant group difference was found. Overall, the hypothesis testing results
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show that instructional leadership practices were largely consistent across demographic
groups, except for differences associated with the number of subjects taught.

The cross-dimensional patterns suggest that science HoDs’ reported instructional
practices is characterised by consistent strength in managerial and coordination functions,
alongside comparatively limited reported enactment of high-impact pedagogical prac-
tices. The distribution of responses indicates that leadership attention is concentrated on
structures that support instruction rather than o practices that directly develop teaching
quality. The following Discussion section interprets these patterns in relation to the in-
structional leadership literature and considers their implications for middle leadership
capacity, role expectations, and professional development needs.

4. Discussion

The present study of Science Heads of Department (HoDs) in Lesotho found that
HoDs most consistently enacted activities associated with setting and communicating
goals, monitoring learning progress, coordinating the curriculum, protecting teaching
time, and ensuring availability of materials. In contrast, practices that involve direct, sus-
tained pedagogical engagement —notably classroom observation and formal written feed-
back to teachers—were less frequently enacted. These patterns align with broader findings
in the instructional leadership literature: school leaders commonly focus on organiza-
tional and managerial routines (e.g., goal setting, resource allocation, timetable protec-
tion), while the highest-impact instructional activities—direct engagement with teachers’
classroom practices—are often under-implemented (Robinson et al., 2008). Robinson et
al.’s (2008) synthesis emphasised that leadership practices that directly support teaching
and learning (e.g., evaluation and feedback of teaching, coaching, and monitoring instruc-
tion) have a larger effect on student outcomes than more distal managerial functions. The
finding that written instructional feedback is seldom provided suggests a missed oppor-
tunity for an evidence-based lever of improvement: formal feedback and systematic ob-
servation are precisely the kinds of practices that the literature identifies as high-leverage
for improving classroom instruction (Hallinger, 2011).

A closer analytical examination of the least reportedly enacted practices—particu-
larly classroom observation, provision of formal written instructional feedback, and sys-
tematic evaluation of teacher learning —offers important insights into the nature and con-
straints of instructional leadership enactment among science HoDs. These practices are
widely recognized as the most pedagogically demanding dimensions of instructional
leadership because they require sustained engagement with classroom practice, profes-
sional judgment, and systematic follow-up (Hallinger, 2011; Robinson et al., 2008). Their
limited reported enactment, therefore, suggests not a lack of awareness or commitment
on the part of HoDs, but the influence of structural and contextual conditions that shape
how instructional leadership is prioritised in everyday school practice.

Classroom observation, which is reported to occur only occasionally, is a founda-
tional mechanism for instructional improvement, as it enables leaders to develop an in-
formed understanding of teaching quality and learner engagement (Hallinger et al., 2015).
However, empirical research consistently shows that observation is among the most dif-
ficult leadership practices to sustain, particularly for middle leaders who carry substantial
teaching and administrative workloads (Mestry, 2017; Malinga et al., 2021). Consequently,
instructional supervision often becomes indirect—relying on document review, assess-
ment data, or informal conversations—rather than on systematic in-class engagement.
This pattern is clearly evident in the study’s findings.

The infrequent use of formal written instructional feedback and limited evaluation
of teacher learning further point to a model of instructional leadership that is facilitative
mainly rather than developmental. Written feedback plays a critical role in documenting
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instructional expectations, supporting accountability, and sustaining professional learn-
ing over time; yet, it remains underutilised in many school contexts (Hallinger, 2011; Rob-
inson et al., 2008). Viewed through a distributed leadership lens, these patterns suggest
that instructional leadership practice is shaped more by organizational routines, role ex-
pectations, and system-level priorities that prioritise visible managerial tasks over sus-
tained pedagogical engagement (Spillane, 2005).

The strong performance in goal-setting and curriculum coordination in our data cor-
responds to the “defining mission” and “managing the instructional program” compo-
nents of Hallinger et al.’s (2015) leadership model. However, the relatively lower enact-
ment of classroom observation and evaluation suggests a weaker implementation of on-
going pedagogical support and capacity-building, which Hallinger et al. (2015) identify
as necessary to translate goals into improved teaching practices.

Regional studies in southern Africa further contextualize the under-enactment of
classroom observation, written feedback, and evaluation of teacher learning observed in
this study. Research on school middle-management (HODs) in South Africa and neigh-
bouring contexts has similarly documented that HODs often concentrate on administra-
tive, coordination and resource-related tasks while experiencing constraints in providing
concentrated pedagogical leadership such as observation, coaching, and formal feed-
back —tasks that typically require time, training, and system supports (Chabalala & Nai-
doo, 2021; Malinga et al., 2021; Mestry, 2017). These findings suggest that the Lesotho pat-
tern is not idiosyncratic but rather reflects wider systemic challenges in the region con-
cerning the distribution of leadership functions, role clarity, and the professional capacity
of middle managers.

The concentration of under-enacted practices within the pedagogically intensive di-
mensions of instructional leadership points to systemic rather than individual limitations.
These syntheses reinforce the implication of this study’s findings, that strengthening the
capacity of HoDs to conduct classroom observation and to provide regular, written, form-
ative feedback should be a key policy priority. Several plausible structural explanations
are suggested by both the literature and the results of the current study. First, role over-
load and role ambiguity are commonly reported among HODs: they are assigned both
managerial responsibilities (scheduling, meetings, resource distribution) and instruc-
tional duties without commensurate time or training, which tends to privilege managerial
tasks that are quicker to enact (e.g., scheduling, material provision) over time-intensive
pedagogical tasks (classroom observation; coaching). Second, capacity constraints—in-
cluding limited training in observation and feedback skills and a lack of systems for doc-
umented follow-up—reduce the likelihood that feedback will be systematic or written.
Third, system incentives and accountabilities in many contexts emphasise compliance and
paperwork rather than instructional improvement cycles, which skews leader activity to-
ward visible managerial outputs rather than the often less visible but higher-impact prac-
tice of iterative teacher development (Bush & Glover, 2016). Together, these mechanisms
help explain why HoDs in Lesotho frequently enact curriculum coordination and goal-
setting, while providing little written instructional feedback.

Implications for policy and practice flow directly from these interpretations. At min-
imum, interventions should aim to (a) clarify the role of HODs so that instructional lead-
ership is prioritised in job descriptions and performance appraisals; (b) provide structured
professional development focused on observation, feedback and coaching techniques (in-
cluding practice and follow-up); (c) create time and incentives for in-class engagement by
protecting HODs' time for observations and follow-up discussions; and (d) institutional-
ize simple, low-burden tools for written feedback and tracking teacher development (ob-
servation forms, short feedback templates, peer exchange forums). Evidence suggests that
relatively modest, well-designed interventions in these areas can increase the frequency
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and quality of instructional leadership practices, thereby contributing to improvements in
teaching and, ultimately, student learning.

Limitations of the Study

When evaluating the results, several limitations should be considered. Firstly, the
study relied solely on self-reported data, which may lead to an overestimation of the fre-
quency of instructional leadership behaviors due to social desirability bias. The quality
and depth of leadership practices as they take place in classrooms cannot be adequately
captured by self-reports, even though the use of an established instrument (PIMRS) im-
proves reliability. Second, it is difficult to determine causal relationships or track changes
in instructional leadership practices over time due to the cross-sectional survey design.
Longitudinal research would provide a deeper understanding of how HoDs’ behaviours
change in response to policy changes, professional development opportunities, or shifting
school environments. Instructional leadership is a dynamic process. Third, although ade-
quate for descriptive analysis, the comparatively small sample size and response rate may
limit the applicability of the findings to institutions other than the participating ones.

Lastly, the study’s exclusive emphasis on department heads of science limits the find-
ings’ generalisability. Due to variations in curriculum structure, assessment requirements,
and pedagogical traditions, instructional leadership approaches may differ between dis-
ciplines. Future studies employing mixed-methods techniques—such as document anal-
ysis, interviews with teachers and principals, and classroom observations—would pro-
vide a more comprehensive understanding of the implementation and effects of instruc-
tional leadership practices.

5. Conclusions and Recommendations
5.1. Conclusions

This study examined the self-reported instructional leadership techniques of science
department heads in secondary schools in Lesotho and investigated whether these strat-
egies differed depending on certain workload and demographic factors. The results show
that Science HoDs regularly implement instructional leadership techniques in the areas of
goal setting and communication, curriculum coordination, learner progress tracking, safe-
guarding instructional time, and resource allocation. These behaviors demonstrate a
strong commitment to the managerial aspects of instructional leadership and establish
HoDs as successful organisational and curriculum administrators within their depart-
ments. The study also shows that high-impact pedagogical leadership practices —specifi-
cally, classroom observation, formal written feedback, and systematic evaluation of
teacher learning —are consistently under-enacted. Despite being generally acknowledged
in the literature on instructional leadership as essential tools for enhancing the quality of
instruction, these practices continue to be peripheral in the leadership repertoires of
HoDs. The pattern indicates that, rather than being primarily instructional and develop-
mental, instructional leadership in this setting is mostly managerial and compliance-ori-
ented.

The lack of significant differences in the majority of contextual and demographic var-
iables suggests that structural and systemic factors, rather than individual leader traits,
are more likely to be responsible for these patterns. HoDs” work priorities seem to be in-
fluenced by role overload, a lack of time for instructional engagement, and inadequate
training for pedagogical leadership. In this sense, the results are consistent with regional
and global data, which indicate that middle leaders in systems with limited resources fre-
quently carry out coordinating tasks successfully but often struggle to maintain direct in-
volvement in classroom instruction. This study expands on the literature on instructional
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leadership by offering actual data from a context that has received little attention. It em-
phasises the necessity of going beyond role distribution to create conditions that facilitate
long-term, classroom-focused leadership. If instructional leadership is to yield better sci-
ence teaching and learning outcomes, the pedagogical aspect of HoDs’ activities must be
strengthened.

5.2. Recommendations

Based on the findings, four interrelated recommendations are advanced. First, in-
structional leadership should be given more explicit priority in Lesotho’s education policy
within the official function descriptions and performance frameworks of department
heads. Formative feedback, teacher learning evaluation, and classroom observation
should be prioritised as essential leadership duties rather than optional ones. Second, tar-
geted and practice-oriented professional development programmes should be designed
to strengthen HoDs’ capacity for pedagogical leadership. Such programmes should focus
on developing skills in instructional supervision, observation techniques, feedback con-
versations, and the use of evidence to support teacher growth. Importantly, professional
development should include opportunities for practice, reflection, and follow-up, rather
than relying solely on workshop-based models. Third, in order to facilitate the implemen-
tation of instructional leadership, school-level leadership structures should be modified.
This entails minimizing administrative burden, preserving time for HoDs to participate
in classroom-based leadership activities, and coordinating workload and scheduling with
expectations for instructional leadership. By promoting collaborative cultures that priori-
tise teaching and learning, principals play a crucial role in validating and supporting
HoDs' instructional leadership.

Lastly, mixed-methods and longitudinal designs that capture not just the frequency
but also the quality and impact of instructional leadership techniques should be used in
future research to expand on this work. Research that looks at the connection between
improved pedagogical leadership by HoDs and modifications to classroom procedures or
student outcomes would be very beneficial. Scalable leadership reforms in Lesotho and
other contexts would be informed by intervention-based research assessing focused in-
structional leadership development programs.
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Appendix A. T-Test and ANOVA Test Results

Table A1. T-Test results on the influence of gender on HOD's self-reported instructional practices.

Levene’s Test for Equal-

t-Test for Equality of M
ity of Variances est for Bquatly of Vieans

Py "
Mean Dif-  Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-Tailed) ference  Difference of the Difference

Lower Upper
Fqual variances ) o /o 0.361 0754 65 0.453 0.09839 0.13042 -0.16207  0.35886
assumed
Equal variances 0.770  64.054 0.444 0.09839 0.12774 -0.15680  0.35358

not assumed

Table A2. T-test results on the influence of school location on HOD’s self-reported instructional

practices.

Levene’s Test for Equal-

-Test for Equality of M
ity of Variances t-Test for Equality of Means

5 -
Mean Dif-  Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-Tailed) ference  Difference of the Difference

Lower Upper
Equal variances -, 4 0121 0297 65 0.768 -0.04425  0.14905  -0.34191 025342
assumed
Equal variances -0.255 22.191 0.801 -0.04425  0.17319 -040324  0.31475

not assumed

Table A3. ANOVA test results on the influence of age on HOD’s self-reported instructional prac-

tices.
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1.632 2 0.816 3.138 0.050
Within Groups 16.385 63 0.260
Total 18.017 65

Table A4. ANOVA test results on the influence of qualification on HOD's self-reported instructional

practices.
Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 0.174 4 0.044 0.149 0.963
Within Groups 18.169 62 0.293
Total 18.344 66

Table A5. ANOVA test results on the influence of years of experience on HOD'’s self-reported in-

structional practices.

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 0.200 2 0.100 0.356 0.702
Within Groups 16.863 60 0.281
Total 17.063 62

Table A6. ANOVA test results on the influence of the number of teaching subjects on HOD'’s self-

reported instructional practices.

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 1.632 2 0.816 3.138 0.050
Within Groups 16.385 63 0.260
Total 18.017 65
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Table A7. ANOVA test results on the influence of teaching periods per week on HOD's self-reported

instructional practices.

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
Between Groups 0.218 3 0.073 0.246 0.864
Within Groups 17.709 60 0.295
Total 17.927 63
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